STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY. Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 h 1 2 C
(562) 590-5071 I

ADDENDUM
Click hereto see
TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons the original staff report.
FROM: South Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: Application No. 5-11-125 (McCarthy & Singer), Item No. Th12c, Scheduled
for hearing on Thursday, November 3, 2011 in Oceanside.

LETTERS OF OPPOSITION RECEIVED

Attached are nine additional letters of opposition to the proposed project which have been
received. The letters raise issues which have been addressed in the staff report, including
compatibility of the proposed residence with the surrounding neighborhood, and concerns
regarding stability of the residence.

LETTERS OF SUPPORT RECEIVED

Attached is one additional letter submitted from the applicant’s representative in support of
the staff recommendation.

EX-PARTE COMMUNICATION DECLARATIONS

Attached, please find five ex-parte declaration forms.


mfrum
Text Box
Click here to see 
the original staff report.
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‘Santa'Monica, 1t'was part ofa land | grant establlshed in 1839 while §
‘was under Mexican nile. The descendants of - Francisco Marquez still live in the canyon

(,Auf— CRNIA L ‘
' Appheatlon #5 11 125 3
, Proposed Project: 160'N. Ocean Way
My Address: 230 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 90402
My name Patricia Murphy Dowhng -
Posmon Opposed. -

Oetober 25,2011

E Cahforma Coastal Commission =

Re: Proposed Constructlon 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monxca, CA 90402
Apphcatlon #5-11- 125 ‘

Dear Cahforma Coastal Comrmss1oners and Staff M c=\°“\ ~ D‘?—L’ Q Q’ML '

- I am the next door neighbor to the above res1dence My faxmly has re51ded at 230 Ocean o

Way since 1958 for 53 years. I inherited the family home this year.

- TAM DEEPLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED

HOUSE AT 160 OCEAN WAY THE PLANS ARE OUT OF CHARACTER FOR

| i 'THIS HISTORIC CANYON COMMUNITY

/a8 part

AT RSN .
ern California

today The original adobe home is now gone but other original adobes are, still occupied

-and one is 102 Ocean Way one the same block as this proposed construction. Will Rogers -
- Beach is one block from 160 Ocean Way. The Marquez blacksmith shop was located

across the street from my home on Entrada Drive It was and still remains the home of
Sharon Kilbride who is a descendent of the Marquez family.

The area is ﬁlled with rich California hlstory -Uplifters Ranch in the upper Santa Monica
Canyon was a private club but now is part of the Los Angeles Parks and Recreation. The

~ original club built in 1923 is a historic building of Spanish design and is cherished by the

canyon residents. Thousands of park lovers come to enjoy the picnic grounds baseball
fields, tennis courts, pool and programs of Rustic Canyon Park.

Our Canyon School was ongmally a one room ) ol bullt on. land donated by the

donatlon.of the Tand. The Whole tc cornmumty part1o1pates to celebrateas they-ha{/e done




for over 150 years. Across the street the Marquez Family Cemetéry is just one of the
rancho-era monuments.

I think the history of the Santa Monica Canyon is vital in order to emphasize the unique
characteristics of this community. The homes in the area are all one and two story homes
that began as bungalows built for weekend visitors to escape the city. This was a simpler
time and most of us want the community character to remain unchanged. We believe that
the area is suited to small homes with no more than two stories as the lots are small and
the roads are narrow. ' '

The staff report packet shows that the height will be 41 feet or higher for the new
structure. This will be the tallest building in the canyon! The visual impact for the public
from Chautauqua Blvd. and Will Rogers State Beach will be significant. The fourth story
is a roof top sun deck. It will have an elevator and a bell tower. These will rise to the
level of the power lines just behind the house. A FOUR STORY STRUCTURE is two
stories higher than the neighboring homes. You do not count the outdoor fireplace
chimney or elevator shaft or stairwell structure in the height. Why not? It is still
impacting the character of the neighborhood visually! -

Another concern is the noise. In this.canyon the noise carries everywhere. It echoes. I
‘will be able to hear the conversations on the sun deck of the new home at 160 Ocean Way
very easily. If the new home places their air conditioning and heating units on the fourth

floor outside roof deck the noise will carry and disturb the sleep of all of the neighbors

even those on Mabery Road. ' o ' :

The people of California, who come to the historic Santa Monica Canyon to take their
families to the beach, as they have done for the past 167 years, will appreciate and respect
that we have protected their coast. Qur Santa Monica Canyon residents will be hoping to
keep the community character the same for the generations to come.

- Thank you for youf service in protecting our California coastline.

Sincerely, =~ -

Patricia Murphy Dowling
230 Ocean Way '
Santa Monica, CA 90402
310456 2323

cc: John Del Arroz
Peter Douglas
Steve Blank
Dayna Bochco
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Dr. William Burke
Wendy Mitchell

‘Jana Zimmer

Mary K. Shallenberger
Martha McClure '
Mark W. Stone

Steve Kinsey

Brian Brennan

Richard Bloom -
Esther Sanchez

James Wickett .

Dr. Clark E. Parker
Scott Peters

- Meg Caldwell

Steve Kram -
Sarah Glade Gurney

- Connie Stewart

Pam O’ Connor
Bruce Reznik
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~ WESLEY C. HOUGH
242 ENTRADA DRIVE
SANTA MONICA, CA 90402 L
- ' S Agenda: Th12¢

Application: 5-11-125 *

Name WesleyC Hough
~ Opposed

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Distnct

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802- 4416

RE P.roposed New Constructlon at 160 Ocean Way, Santa Momca Canyon
Dear California Coas't,alvCo'rnmisiSi(')ners':'
lama resrdent of Santa Monlca Canyon and a board member of the BOCA |
Neighborhood Association and the Santa Monica Canyon Civic Association (SMCCA)

Each of theseé community organizations have discussed the proposed new constructlon
and submitted comments to the Coastal Commrssnon office in September. For some

_reason those letters were not included. with your staff report So copies of these: Ietters

are enclosed for your revnew

The nelghborhood is partlcularly concerned about the proposed consftruction because

_based on the drawings on file with the Commission, the house is clearly out: of character-
. with the surrounding Santa Monica Canyon community. Please note that by commumty a
~ ‘character we are not referring solely to height and square footage. While these factors

are important, it is also the mass of a house — how it sits on the land and how it relates
to the surrounding homes — that is important. The staff report prepared for this item
seems only to view the height and square footage as the determinants of community

. character. As a long-term resident of the Canyon, | know the community character is o
- much more subtle than this. It matters if a hillside home rises up along a hillside or

descends.down the hill. It matters if a home has a flat roof that pushes the height
envelope or ifit has a sloped roof. These important factors are glossed over by thestaff

~report’s attempt to simplify the other homes in the Canyon and classify them by helght

and square footage.

. Fortunately the City of Los Angeles, through much effort and with the support of
~ neighborhood organizations like BOCA and SMCCA, established an objective standard
- that may be useful to the Commission in deciding what type of building to permit on this

hillside lot. The Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO) was a long-time in the making and
was finally adopted in early 2011. The BHO was designed to address the concern of
neighborhoods that certain properties were being overdeveloped or “mansionized” by

new homes that were out of scale with the neighborhood. This is a particular concern in

coastal hillside areas like Santa Monica Canyon where homes share hillside slopes rather




than horizontal land. Our Canyon has been fortunate that the problem of -

mansionization has not, for whatever reason, generally beena concern because the few

_ v'new homes that have been built have attempted to fit into the surrounding
neighborhood and not push the buuldmg envelope. '

- The nelghborhood now looks to the BHO as the means to ensure that mansionization
will never happen in our neighborhood. It is unfortunate that the proposed house at
160 Ocean Way didn’t voluntarily comply with the BHO or even attempt to comiply wrth
the hillside character of our community. Instead, the house, if allowed by the
Commission to proceed as planned, will be a lasting example of the type of hillside
mansionization that the BHO was meant to prohlblt.

lurge the Coastal Commission to protect the character of our unique coastal community
by conditioning its approval of the new home on comphance with the standards the
community has adopted for thlS purpose.. :

~ Sincerelyyours,

iy C A

Wesley Hough

cc:  Ms. Mary Shallenberger

‘Ms. Esther Sanchez
Mr. Richard Bloom -
Ms. Danya Bochco

- Mr: Brian Brennan

" Dr. Bill-Burke
Mr. Mark Stoene
Mr. Steve Blank:
Mr. Steve Kinsey
Ms. Martha McClure
‘Mr. Steve Kram
Ms. Jana Zimmer

. Mr. John Del Arroz
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RESOLUTION OF BOCA NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY SEPTEMBER 8, 2011 on an 8-0 vote. .

To convey the following lettér to the Coastal Commission as an expressmn of the
communltys view of compat/blllty Wlth nelghborhood character under the. Coastal Act '

- To the Callforma Coastal Commnssnon

. Santa Monlca Canyon is the only resndentlal coastal canyon in Los Angeles The Canyon
has been settled for more than 120 years: It is an historically and environmentally ™
- significant asset of the California coastline, and provides a.beautiful gateway to- the coast
for hundreds of thousands of drivers; blkers and pedestrians each year. The BOCA
Neighborhood Association;which represents the neighborhood of the Canyon closest to
the beach and the shorelme is grateful for the work of the Coastal Commlssmn in
: ’protectmg the state S premous coastal assets.

As you know the California Coastal Act calls for new:development to be: VIsually s
compatible with-the surrounding area. The City of Los-Angeles does not have an adopted

coastal plan,and.so many-projects. come before the:Commission for review. Over the last -

decade, there has been a growing concern in the Canyon, and throughout Los Angeles,

-about the impact of overdevelopmerit in residential areas, or "mansionization": To address .

this, the City of Los:Angeles-adopted-the Baseline Mansmnlzatlon Ordinance in 2009 for
flat areas; and the Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHQ)-in 2011 for hillside areas. There .
~was overwhelmlng public support for these regulations, and the Pacific Palisades, Santa -
-_Monlca Canyon and BOCA communltles were ac;tlve in |ts passage.

- The standard of-re\_/lew,for the Commission is of course 'theVCoa_stal Act. But in those
cases of propo'sed'hlllsid'e development where doubts about community character and -
compatibility are raised, BOCA Neighborhood Association urges the Commission to rely
on the-BHO as very: .useful-and reliable. guideline. This applies even to projects which,

- under local procedures, may have been exempted or “grandfathered" in. Most. h|l|$|de ,
development in.Los Angeles does not fall within the Coastal Zone, but for those prolects
which do, we know the Commission will condition a-Coastal’ Development Permit on

compatlblllty with community character, and we believe the BHO prowdes the surest and
falrest measure of compllance

Sincerely yours,

The Board of Directors
BOCA Neighborhood Association
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California Coastal Commission ) | FAX (562) 590-5084
200 Oceangate; 10th Floor '
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

‘Standard of Review for Santa Monica Canyon Projects

Santa Monica Canyon is the only residential coastal canyon in Los Angeles. ‘The
Canyon has been settled for more than 120 years. It is an historically and environ-
. mentally significant asset of the California coastline, and provides a. beautlfu{ coastal
gateway for hundréds of thousands of drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians each year.
Santa Monica Canyon Civic Association (SMCCA), which represents the eritire
Canyon community, is grateful for the work of the Coastal Commission in protectmg
the state's precious coastal assets. R : :

Over the last decade, there has been a growmg concern in the Canyon ‘and through-
' _out Los Angeles about the impact of overdeve!opment in residential areas, or
"mansionization." To address this, at our urging, the City of Los Angeles adopted the
Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO) in 2011 which apphes to'the entire canyon

- With no LCP, the standard of review for the Commission is the Coastal Act. Visual
compatibility is- somewhat subjective, .but where there may be questions about
community  character and ‘compatibility, SMCCA believes the Commission shotld
look to the focal rules as guidelines: The BHO clearly establishes what the City
considers a reliable guideline. The SMCCA Board of. governors on Séptember 13,
2011 voted unanimously to request that the Commission use the BHO as the. surest
and fairest measure of compliance and a guide to what the community conSIders it's
“character" and apply those rules in all cases located in Santa Monica Canyon. The
Commission is not bound to apply the rules relative to whether or.not a proposed
development preceded certification of the City's guidelines. We believe the BHO sets
out an objective standard to measure visually compatlblhty with the neighborhood.

SMCCA urges the Commission to uphold the Coastal Act and its clear intention to
protect the character of our neighborhood.

Sincerely yours,

Sl

George Wolfberg, President

P.O. Box 3441 « Santa Ménica, CA 90408-3441 « 310.454.4448 « info@smcca.org « www.smcea.org
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Samuel Bayer
147 Mabery Road
Santa Monica, CA 90408

' - ' Agenda: Th12¢c
CALUFORNIA 4 ' Application: 5-11-125

- COASTAL COMMISSION Name: Samlgéggg:é

October 25, 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Proposed New Construction at.160 Ocean Way, Santa Monica Canyon CA 90802

Dear California Coastal Commissioners:

I am a resident of Santa Monica Canyon, as a resident | am particularly concerned
about the proposed construction at 160 Ocean Way. Based on the drawings filed with

the Commission, the house is clearly out of character with the surrounding Santa Monica
Canyon community. : _ '

- | urge the Coastal Commission to protect the character of our unique coastal community -

by conditioning its approval of the.new home on compliance with the standards the

‘community has adopted for this purpose.

Sincerely, ’

. Samuel Bayer

Enclosures: 20 _ A

CC: : :

. Commissioner Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission

Commissioner Mark W. Stone, Vice Chair
Commissioner Richard Bloom
Commissioner Steve Blank
Commissioner Dayna Bochco
Commissioner Dr. William Burke
Commissioner Wendy Mitchell
Commissioner Jana Zimmer
Commissioner Martha McClure
Commissioner Steve Kinsey
Commissioner Brian Brennan
Commissioner Esther Sanchez

Pam O'Connor, Alternate Commissioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Program Analyst




AGENDA ITEM: TH 12¢
APPLICATION# 5-11-125
BARBARA KLEINMAN -
OPPOSED

California Coastal Commission

South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, California 90802

October 24, 2011
Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission:

. 1 am writing as the homeowner of 159 MABERY ROAD, directly behind 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica
Canyon. | have lived in my home since 1970, where | have raised my 3 adult sons and enjoyed the .
beautiful coastal setting. :

You have been made aware of the concerns of my nelghbors which | share, relative to the proposed
construction of the house at 160 N. Ocean Way. | regret the findings of the Staff in their
~ Recommendations!

~ This proposed home, located in Santa Mohica Canyon, not Pacific Palisades, is completely out of
character with the Canyon and the surround homes. The homes in the canyon are 1 and 2 stories. The
proposed home is 3 levels plus a rooftop deck with elevator landing, with a height of 33.5'. Again, the
design of this 5200 square foot home is not in keeping with the history and character of the Santa Momca
Canyon

In addition, | urge there to be careful investigation into the stability of the hillside between my property and
the proposed home. There is a small, 100 year old log cabin in the rear of my property which | am
concerned may be affected by construction on the hillside directly behind it.

| am grateful for'your time and appreciate the job that you do.

Smcerely, ;
Barbara Kleinman

169 Mabery Road
Santa Monica, California 90402

Cc.
Commissioner Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Stone, Vice Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Blank
Commissioner Bochco
Commissioner Burke
Commissioner Mitchell -
Commissioner Zimmer
Commissioner McClure
Commissioner Kinsey -
Commissioner Brennan
Commissioner Bloom
Commissioner Sanchez
Pam O'Connor, Alternate Commissioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Commission Staff
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Agenda Item: Th 12e

0CT 277204 ~  Application #5—11—125
. - Judi and Gordon Davidson
CAlE=or g . ~ Opposition to the project

- COASTAL COMNISSION

October 25, 201 1

Califo'rnia Coastal Ceraxrdssion
South Coast District Office =

- 200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
' Long Beach CA 90802

.Re: Proposed New Construetmn at 160 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA:.90402

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

We are homeowners in the coastal community of Santa Moniea Canyen and we are writing to -
you to express our COncerns about the proposed residential constructlon at 160 Ocean Way, '
referenced above

We have hved in this beautlful and welcoming environment for over four decades and have

~ always paid close attention to the care and maintenance not only ‘of our own property but to the

entire neighborhood and surrounding ocean, beach and hillside settlng of which tourists and
residents are justly proud and protective..

This pfoposed three—story structure, 33.5” high, plus a roof deck living area, is not in scale with
the other homes in the neighborhood and does not meet the character of this community. It
would also not relate to the site in which it would sit. The surrounding homes are one and two
story structures and this location is in a densely populated area of Santa Monica Canyon. '
Furthermore, the stability of the hillside is of serious concern to the property owners set above
and below this property. Retammg walls now support the hills and the existing house at 160

- Ocean Way.

But most of all the neighborhood is particularly concerned about the proposed construction
because, based on the drawings on file with the Commission, the house is clearly out of character
with the surrounding Santa Monica Canyon community. Please note that by community
character we are not referring solely to height and square footage. While these factors are
important, it is the mass of this house — how it sits on the land and how it relates or does not-
relate — to the surrounding homes — that is of foremost importance.




Cahforma Coastal Commlssmn
October 25,2011
Page Two.

Thank you for your time and consideration. -

S %erely(\

GORDON DAVIDSON ‘ JUDI DAVIDSON
165 Mabel_'y Road, Santa Monica, CA 90402

ce: Comrmssmner Mary K. Shallenberger Chair
Commissioner Mark W. Stone, Vice Chair
" Commissioner Richard Bloom
Commissioner Steve Blank
- Commissioner Dayna Bochco .
Commissioner Dr. William Burke
Commissioner Wendy Mitchell
Commissioner Jana Zimmer
Commissioner Martha McClure -
Commissioner Steve Kinsey
- Commissioner Brian Brennan
Commissioner Esther Sanchez
Pam O’Connor, Alternate Commssioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Program Analyst
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. October 26, 2011

Agenda ltem: Th12c
Application #: 5-11-125

Name: Lisa Cutting

Position: Opposed

COASTA vam‘*suSlON

CAn W Faat e

California Coastal Commission

- South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10 Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402 n

Re: Proposed construction at 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Momca CA 90402 o
Appllcatlon # 5-11-125 . :

Dear Coastal CommISSlon Members:

‘fam wrltmg in response to agenda item Th12c that is scheduled on your meetlng |

agenda for November 3, 2011 in Oceanside, CA. The project applicant is Darrach
MCarthy and Lucia Singer who are seeking approval to construct a 33.5" high, 4600 sq

LRt single family res&dence at 160 N. Ocean Way in Santa Monica Canyon

I am strongly opposed to this prolect asitis currently proposed and urge the

E Coastal Commission to reject the application as presented.

| have already submrtted a letter on thts issue on July 27, 2011 when the |tem was

‘'scheduled for the August 10, 2011 meeting in Watsonville, CA. With the exception of

the request for the agenda item to be rescheduled to a closer venue, the points | made
in that letter are still relevant and | request that you review it for detailed comments The

~letteris lncluded in your packet

Santa Monica Canyon is a unique, established coastal communlty The existing homes

- are nestled into the hillside terraces and seem to blend with the landscape. The
~ construction of this proposed house would violate that long-standing precedent and be
- the tallest residential structure in Santa Monica Canyon. Because the owners submitted

their permit application after the Baseline Hillside Ordinance was passed but before its
effective date, this project was allowed to move forward under the old requirements. So,
in effect this house (if constructed as proposed) would be the one anomaly to an
otherw1se scenic, integral resudentnal community.

I ask you to consider the following logic when reviewing this project. Even though the
Baseline Hillside Ordinance may not be a binding guidance mechanism under the
Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction, it undoubtedly represents the will of the people and
the desire to control inappropriate building projects within our communities. The fact that

the ordinance had such overwhelming support as it was being enacted speaks volumes. -




Itis unfortunate that the owners proposing this project didn’t voluntarily comply with the
spirit and intent of the ordinance and recognize that following the requirements of the

- Baseline Hillside Ordinance would have been the right thing to do. Instead they chose to

exploit the technicality of having just squeezed in days before the final deadline of the
effective date. . :

I believe it is completely appropriate for the California Cozstal Commission to rein in this
project and use the Baseline Hillside Ordinance requirements to guide the modification
of this project so that integrity of the built environment of Santa Monica Canyon remains
intact. Doing so would insure that the California Coastal Commission has met its

- obligation to protect this part of the California coastline as it relates to this project.”

I strongly urge you to give this project the attention and scrutiny that it deserves. If
approved, this project will have significant long-lasting effects that will impact coastal
views and the character of our coastal commiunity for both residents and visitors alike.
Santa Monica Canyon is a valuable and unique asset of the California coast and all

-applicable protections should apply.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

i

" Lisa Cuttin

. (Priscilla Lani Cutting's déughter — 168 Ocean Way, Santa Monica Canyon)

20 Silver Lake Way
PO Box 67

- Lee Vining, CA 93541

lisa@monolake.org

cc list: S _ .,

' Mr‘ Peter Douglas

Mr. Richard Bloom

- Ms. Pam O'Connor

Ms. Mary Shallenberger
Ms. Wendy Mitchell
Ms. Martha McCJU(e
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Mr. Steve Kinsey
Mr. Mark Stone

Ms. Esther Sanchez
Mr. John Del Arroz
Ms. Dayna Bochco

- Mr John Ainsworth
- Mr. Steve Black

Dr. William Burke
Ms. Jana Zimmer
Mr. Brian Brennan

. Mr. John Laird

Mr. Curtis Fossum
Mr. Jay Norvell
Mr. Bill Rosendahl!

. Mr. Norman Kulla . .
' Ms. Whitney Blumenfeld

Mr. James Wickett -

" Dr. Clark Parker

Ms Meg Caldwell

Mr. Scott'Peters.

Mr. Steve Kram ‘
Ms. Sarah Glade Gurney

“"Ms. Connie Stewart "~~~

Mr. Bruce_ Reznik




' Reguest for Hearing Location Change to Local Venue

July 27, 2011

Agenda ltem: W20 a

: Application #: 5-11-125
Proposed Project: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 90402
. My Address: 168 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 90402 -

: Position: Opposed

* California Coastal Commission

South Coast District Office

~ 200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Re: Proposed Construction: 160 N. ‘Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
- Application # 5-11-125 '

- . Dear Coastal Commission Members:

I am a resident of the coastal neighborhood of Santa Monica Canyon and am writing to
alert you to an item that is scheduled on your agenda for August 10,2011in
Watsonville, CA. It is listed as agenda item 20. (a) and is application number 5-11-125
(Applicant: Darrach McCarthy and Lucia Singer; 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific
Palisades, Los Angeles County). , '

Approxinﬁat_ely 20 local residents have expfessed their concerns in writing to the
Commission (the letters are included in the staff report packet prepared by Mr. John Del
Arroz dated July 25, 2011). Many of the residents have been waiting for this issue to

. come before the Commission so that they could attend in person but we have just found

out that this hearing will take place in Watsonville, CA — a significant distance from the
project area — which will preciude people from attending. '

This proposed project has generated signiﬁéant community concern regarding the
height and magnitude of the proposed new construction and its related impacts to the

- community, including visual impacts from the beach and coastal area.

| respectfdlly request that the Coastal Commission change the hearing location to
a more appropriate Southern California vénue so that residents can attend the
hearing and voice their concerns directly to the Commission.

- Staff Report Inaccuracies and Misregresentatibn's

Furthermore, there are many inaccuracies and misrepresentations in the staff report
prepared by Mr. Del Arroz. Given the fact that the Coastal Commissioners are

~ presumably basing their decision almost exclusively on this staff report and the fact that
Mr. Del Arroz has recommended approving the permit, it is critical to correct the guiding

document | offer the Mowing cotrections belooyt
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.. built, this will be the tallest structure in the neighborhood.

. Project city is--in.correct.- The staff report has the project location listed as 160

North-Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades, Los Angeles County. The corréect address

is 160 North Ocean Way, Santa Monica. This error has misleading implications
s a proposed residential project of this height and square footage might be

- viewed as more appropriate in Pacific Palisades than in Santa Monica Canyon. -
- Santa Monica Canyon differs from Pacific Palisades in that the lots are’'generally -

smaller and are nestled in the steep canyon walls which are visible from the
beach and Santa Monica Bay. : '

. Number of letters opposing the project. The staff report states that eight

letters were received but does not state that one of the letters had seventeen

. signatures. This is misleading as it potentially minimizes the amount of public

concern for the project.

. Height of the structure is incorrect. The project description states that the
. height of the structure will be 33.5" high which is in conflict with Exhibit 3 of the
 staff report packet which shows the height to be 41’ or higher. The structure
would be located on a slope which will further exacerbate the height issue. If
~ built, this structure would be the tallest building in Santa Monica Canyon. Given

the fact that the lot is located 750" from the beach, the scenic and visual impacts

from Will Rogers State Beach and Santa.Monica Bay would be significant.

. Staff report cites three previously approved Coastal Commission projects

as “similar” in height and size which is misleading given their location

“relative to the canyon sloping topog'raphy. Details for each property.listed

below; .

" a. 123 Ocean Wéy is on -the'opposit_é, side of Oceén Wéy from the proposed

‘project and descends down the side of Santa Monica Canyon. It does not

rise above the hillside. From most vantage points this 3,000 SF house
‘appears to be only two stories high. ' e
b. 120 Ocean Way is on the same side of Ocean Way as the proposed
~ project but was a remodel of an existing home in a very sensitive way that
did not change the character of the house at all. In fact the new house

looks basically the same. It was a remodel, not a new home.

“¢.. 273 Mabery is quite a distance from the proposed project. Like 123 Ocean |
Way this house descends down into Santa Monica Canyon hillside and at -

street level is only one story. :

- All three of these examples are consistent with the character of Santa Monica

Canyon and “fit” with the existing character of the coastal community. They do
not tower above other adjacent structures or stand out in any way. In fact, two of
the homes descend into the canyon rather than rising above the canyon walls.

- - The proposed structure is for three stories and an additional fourth story roof-top

deck. Currently, there are no four story homes in Santa Monica Canyon and if




5. Staff report indicates City of Los Angeles Approval in Concept but fails to

- elaborate on Baseline Hillside Ordinance applicability especially given that
[itis in a hillside coastal zone and therefore under jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. The plans for this project were submitted after the
passage of the.new restrictions but prior to the effective date of implementation.
Regardless of the timing of the project and the City of Los Angeles’ interpretation
of the new ordinance and the infent of the ordinance, the Coastal Commission

. surely has the authority to review the project under the lens of the new ordinance
requirements as it relates to scenic and visual impacts from the adjacent coastal
areas. . ' :

Staff report assessments and conclusions

1. The staff report states “the proposed project will not adversely affect the
- scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas”. [ wholeheartedly disagree. How
can this project not affect the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal area when
if proposed just a few months later it would have not met the new Baseline
.- Hillside Ordinance limitations and would have at a minimum been rejected by the
City of Los Angeles? o ’ . '

2. The staff report states “the proposed project will not result in development
which would impact public views to or along the ocean, nor would it result

in impacts to scenic coastal areas”. Again, | disagree. The staff report _
explains that the project will “blend into the surrounding residential neighborhood”
and that it is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act with respect to
protection of public views. Section 30251 states: “Permitted development should

be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible ‘
with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and

- — enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.” This project does not meet”

the requirements of Section 30251.

3. The staff report states that the result of CEQA analysis and review was that
no feasible mitigation measures were available that would substantially
lessen any significant adverse effect on the environment. Since height is the
primary reason for scenic and visual impacts, the Coastal Commission should

- consider requiring a revised alternative that significantly reduces the height of the
- proposed structure. Doing so would mitigate the significant scenic and visual
impacts on the environment. - » -

Conclusion
.| strongly urge you to give this project the attention and scrutiny that it desefves. if

approved, this project will have significant long-lasting effects that will impact coastal
views and the character of our coastal community for both residents and visitors alike.
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Santa Monica Canyon lS a valuable and unique asset of the Callforma coast and all -
applicable protections should apply. .

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

--Sincerely,

4%%5

Llsa Cutting

For Priscilla Lani Cutting

- 168 Ocean"Way:'

Santa Mcnica, CA 90402
(310) 454-3833

Cc: John Del Arroz
Bill Rosendahl
Norman Kulla

.W.hitney Blumenfeld




Agenda Item: Th 12¢
Application #5—11 - 125
Priscilla Lani Cutting
Opposition to the project ~ -

October 25, 2011

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Dear Honorable Commissioners,

This 3 story proposed structure is not in scale with the other homes in the neighborhood,
and does not meet the character of this community and would not relate to the site or
community in which it would sit. The surrounding homes are one and two story homes

and this location is in a densely populated area of Santa Monica Canyon.

This lot is a small, shallow HILLSIDE flag lot elevated from the street and due to this
elevation the proposed house would appear even more massive in height and size.

The design is a THREE STORY, 33.5’ high, PLUS A ROOF DECK LIVING AREA,
rectangular box design on a very small lot. A large portion of the square footage of this
small lot is a long, steep, narrow 15° wide driveway (shared easement) to access 160 N.
Ocean Way and 168 Ocean Way from the street. '

The stability of the hillside is a serious concern for the property owners set above and
below this property. Retaining walls now support the hill and the existing house.

The proposed deéign is not in scale with the other homes in the neighborhood and not in
 the character of the Santa Monica Canyon Community, and I am asking you to reject this
proposed project.

Thank you for your concern for our beautiful beach community.

Sincerely,

g eitle Hont ecting
Priscilla Lani Cutting

168 Ocean Way

cc: Commissioner Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Mark W. Stone, Vice Chair
Commissioner Richard Bloom
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Page 2
October 25, 2011 ‘ .
CALIFQRNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

* cc: Commissioner Steve Blank

Commissioner Dayna Bochco
Commissioner Dr. William Burke
Commissioner Wendy Mitchell
Commissioner Jana Zimmer
Commissioner Martha McClure

- Commissioner Steve Kinsey
Commissioner Brian Brennan
Commissioner Esther Sanchez
Pam O’Connor, Alternate Commissioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Program Analyst




CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Oct. 25, 2011 Agenda ltem : Th 12¢
‘ Application # 5-11- 125
From: Michael Duggan
Opposed to the project

Commissioners:

Please consider the overwhelming opposition to the above referenced project due to appear on
your agenda for Thursday November 3. The proposed structure is massively out of proportion
for the immediate neighbors and community and out of character for a community that is in
danger of being over built as is. Arguing that other, somewhat tall structures exist in the canyon
already is disingenuous in the extreme, as this is exactly the kind of structure the new baseline
ordinance is designed to put a halt to maintain some relative sense of community character.

The community as a whole has reached out to the owners and designer and asked that
accommodations be made to al least follow the new guidelines that are now being skirted but the
community has been rebuffed. The community’s stance is not one of “no building,” but rather
requesting some sensitivity to character instead of “the biggest highest box gets to see the most
of the coast... surrounding neighborhood character be damned...” :

Many of us have built homes in this canyon over the last 10 years, of differing architectural styles,
size, scope, and most have done their best to consider the overall impact and character of the
neighborhood and community. The commission can send a strong message on this project that
will uphold that trend rather than add to the mistakes of the past. Please consider your ability, as
a commissioner, to protect the integrity and character of this small coastal canyon.

Commissioner Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Mark W. Stone, Vice Chair
Commissioner Richard Bloom
Commissioner Steve Blank
Commissioner Dayna Bochco
Commissioner Dr. William Burke
Commissioner Wendy Mitchell
Commissioner Jana Zimmer
Commissioner Martha McClure
Commissioner Steve Kinsey
Commissioner Brian Brennan
Commissioner Esther Sanchez
Pam O'Connor, Alternate Commissioner

- John Del Arroz, Coastal Program Analyst
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John Del Arroz

Coastal Program Analyst , R
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION o @%@i

South Coast District Office . "“wﬁ”\‘"‘

200 Oceangate, 10% Floor 5-11-125 SOV |
Long Beach, CA 90802 Agenda: Th12¢ (T 9 7 201
October 24, 2011 _ ' Opposed

Dear Commissioners,

I urge you to vote against the proposed large residence at 160 North Ocean Way, Santa

Monica, California 90402 (application number 5-11-125).

According to the current plans, this will be the largest square foot house to be built at the
mouth of Santa Monica Canyon. This, as youknow; is a sensitive area as it is one block
from Will Rogers State Beach with multiple tributaries. The structure will jut above all of
the other houses in this hillside neighborhood community and be visible from nearly all
angles in the canyon and from the beach. -

The current design is drastically out of character for the historic Santa Monica Canyon
community with it’s four floors of living space and a large elevator tower. I urge your
vote to comply with the current Hillside Ordinance of Los Angeles County. In addition, .
the safety concerns of such a large structure sited on a small flag lot on a dense hillside
are also of great concem to the neighbors. There are no plans to shore the hillside, or -
create a new foundation for the structure. '

Commissioners, I ask that you deny this application as it is currently proposed. I am
convinced that work with a newly hired architect who is sensitive to proportion and
safety can create an appropriate and safe structure for this unique and historic hillside
coastal community. ’

Thank you for your consideration,

Reese Relfev
Santa Monica Canyon

cc:
Commissioner Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Mark W. Stone, Vice Chair

Commissioner Richard Bloom

Commissioner Steve Blank

Commissioner Dayna Bochca

Commissioner Dr. William Burke

Commissioner Wendy Mitchell

Commissioner Jana Zimmer

Commissioner Martha McClure




Commissioner Martha McClure

. Commissioner Steve Kinsey

Commissioner Brian Brennan
Commissioner Esther Sanchez

Pam O'Connor, Alternate Commissioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Program Analyst
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- VIA FACSIMILE (415) 904-5400 '

- Mary Shallenbetger, Chalr L . - = Th 12C

_ FRED GAINES - - -
SHERMAN L, STACEY:
- . W OFFI . )
LISA A, WEINBERG* Law OF CES OF TELEPHONE (818} 933-0200

REBECCA A. THOMPSO!; : : _ GA]NES&STACEY LLP 0 racSIMIE(814) 833-0222

- NANGI SESSIONS- STacEY *16633 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 1220  NTERET: Wl GAnESLARooM

KIMBERLY A, RIBLE .+ . ENCINO, CA 91436-1872
Aucmg BARTLEY | : - S
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October27,2011 - geT T 8M

ORIGINAL VIA U S, MAIL CALFORNIA

Cahforma Coastal, Commission
45:Fremont Street, Suite 2000

 San Francisco, CA 94105

" Ré: '1 60 North: Ocean Way, Pa<:1ﬁc Pahsades

Coastal Developmerit Permit Amendment No. 5-11-125 _
Commission Hearing Date: November 3,2011 ' '
'Request for Appraval Per Staff Recommendatlon

Dear Chalr Sha]lenberger and Honorable Comnussmners

) Tms 1avv fim represents the apphcants Darrach McCarthV and Lucxa Smger in the above-referenced
" matter. We urge you to follow Staff’s recommendatlon to approve the Coastal Development Permit

with conditionsas proposed. The proposed permit is for the applicant’s own residefice, which meets
all apphcable Los Angeles Mumcmpal Code and. Coastal Act requirements (no variances or

_exceptions. sought) The apphcants have agreed 1o accept all COIldlthIlS as’ proposed by the

Commission Staff..

The project involveé the remodel of an existing 1959 home on ‘an interior. flag lot, which is not

visible from any public street. The new home will be seven feet taller than the highest point of the
- existing home. At the request of Staff and neighbors, this matter was delayed from the August

meetmg to allow story poles to be erected and viewed. As evidenced by the photographs provided

in the Staff Report, the Commission Staff has correctly determined that no public views will be

_affected and that pm'ate views are not protected under the visual protection policies of the Coastal
Act.. : :

.G&S/1854-001 -

COASTAL COMMISSION
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‘Mary-Shallenberger, Chair
October 27, 2011
Page 2

The project size and height are consistent with the Commission’s recent approvals on: this same
street. The correct square footage of the proposed house is 4204 (plus garage). As set forth in the
-Staff Report, the project is consistent with the last six houses approved by the Commission in this
neighborhood:

5-91-481 147 Mabery 4264 sf 31"ht
5-96-079 156 Mabery 2846sf - 27ht
5-02-212-W - 123 Ocean Way 2896 sf- -~ 33.5'ht
5-02-214-W 120 Ocean Way 6030 sf 36'ht
5-07-227-W 273 Mabery © 3717sf - 31'ht
5-09-027-W - 420-6 Rustic . - 4645 sf 35' ht
AVERAGE _ - 4066sf  32.25'ht

APPLICANT 160 Ocean Way 4204 sf 33 5'ht
It is important to note that each of the last four approvals mcludmg both of the Ocean Way.
' approvals, was by Coastal Development Permit Waiver, meaning that the Commxssmn found that

rnio Coastal Act policies were lmpacted by the pro; ects

Lastly, the most recent request by the opponents is that the Commission ignore.the City of Los

Angeles local approval of the project and apply a new Citywide ofdinance from which the project

is spemﬁcally exempted. Staff has properly advised that it is beyond the Commission’s authority
to-utilize uncertified local ordinances, and that under the levally allowed ana1y31s of Chapter 3
pohcxes the proj ect must be approved. :

- We respectfully request that you approve the permit as recommended by Commission staff, Thank
you for your consideration. As always, please do not hesitate to contact me &t any time w1th any
© questions or comments you may have.

Sincerely,

GAINES & STACEY LLP

cc: All Coastal Commission Members ‘
Charles Lester, Executive Director (Via E-Mailf)
John Del Arroz, Long Beach Office (Via E-Mail)

Gé&cS/1854-001
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" FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE CQMMU’NICATIONS

Name or deécription o‘f project; LPC, etc.: 160 Ocean Way -

Date .and time ‘of rebeipt Qf_,communicatiqn:: g Wednesdav 10/26 at 2: 00 PM -

' .Locatlon of commumcatlon : o 3000 O!vmplc Blvd, Santa Momca CA

Type of commumcatlon (letter, facsimile, etc.):. Meetlnq 3

- 'Person(s) initiating communication' o Shermaantacey'

: .'Detaaled substantive descnp’uon of content of communxcatlon

(Attach a copy of the complete text of “any written-material recelved )

57%1) c/zml Le)/\dm,/vf@(}'é—é/q /@Q

jor/Eve W@M@ﬁnaﬁmu% ‘/«;W
/)LuMg (//) /77‘

L7

/(7/;2_4/1/ — J/

‘Date / Sﬁ/atyre of Commlssmner —

: ._'If the commumcatlon was prowded at the same time to staff as it was prowded to a

' Commlsswngr the commumcatlon is not ex parte and thls form does not need to be
filled out. . ,

If commumcatson occurred seven. or more. days in advance of the Commlsswn hearing
on the item that was the subject of the communication, caomplete this form and transmit
it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication. If it is reasonable.
to believe that the completed form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main
-office prior to the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be:

) used, such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the

~Executive Director at the meetlng prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide.

- the information orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Executive

Director with a copy of any written matenal that was part of the commumcatlon




* FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
* EXPARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Néme' or description of project, LPC, etc.: 160 Ocean Way

Date and time of receipt.of cdmmunication: - Wedrniesday, 10/26 at 3:00 PM

Location of communicatiori: - : 3000 Olvmpic.B'lvd. Santa Monica, CA

Type of communication (letter,_facsimile, etc.):: Meetinq - -
Person(s) initiating communication: Doug-Suisman ‘7‘91 7l g { r&k

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.) :

O pvatatitisge H Fomeoconac Aroc v
A lisddine  ODyCT Vo o Bjzes

.

L ¥ I+ Nt v Ap el sZ7q
by, ooy porfeto 4)) @iuve JAo0-
0 SWecle,

Daté / N . Sfgnature of Commissioner

’ f the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was providéd to a
Commissioner, the. communication is not ex parte .and this form does not need to be
filled out. ‘

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission hearing
on the item that was the subject of the communication, complete this form and transmit
- it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication. If it is reasonable
to believe that the completed form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main
office prior to. the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be
used; such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
commences. ' :

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide
the information orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Executive

Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the communication.
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'FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project; LPC, etc.: ~ Application No. 5-11-145
Date and time of receipt of communication:  October 19, 2011 — 3:15 pm
Location of ch'munication: o . Marin County Civic Center _
- Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): Teléphone call RECE‘VED
R ‘ Y ‘ South Coast Region
Person(s) initiating communication: - Sherman Stacey - A o
gt e L ' o 0oCT 21 2000
Detailed substantive description of content of communication: . :
_(Attachvalgg_py_ of.ithe complete text of a_ny written matev_rlaf._received,)_ O A'ST}‘KL o MMlS‘SION !

Stacey stated that his office rebresented the applicants for a sirigle family dwelling in‘'the Santa Monic‘é '
Canyon area of the City of Los Angeles which was-heard by the Commission on October 4. Stacey stated -

 that the Staff had recommended approval but the Commission had continued the-hearing after-
objections from nearby residents and a presentation by a geologist critical of the method of

construction ofthe project. Stacey stated that'C_‘ommls'sion 'geolégist Mark Johnsson as well as '

" geologists and ehgineers from the City and County of Los Angéles }iadAalAl.,.reviewed the pr__c')_ject'a_nd

approved. Stacey _stafced that the. matter wbuld returh to the Commission in Dec_émber. Stacey said that
the applicants would be responding to the criticisms but that they had done 50 at 2 prior hearings at'the

City and each time the response just prompted more criticism. of the response. When asked for greater -

detail of,.t'he.projecf‘construction staging, the greater detail prbdueed criticism of the staging. Stacey
stated that the .CoastaI.Act deals with the stabilityand structural integrity and that local gb'verrjm__en‘ts‘ .
supervise construction. Stacey described the objections as based on not wanting another house in the -

neighborhood ona sloping lot but without legitiméte 6bjectidn. .

. Iv{za/l!' - S JU
Date ~ - = . | : : Signature of Commlssioner - \ ‘

If the communication was provid.ed at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the -
communication is not ex parte and this form does not need to be filled out. o

If communication occlrred seven or more days in advance of the Commission.hearing on the item that

was the subject of the communication, complete this form and transmit tit to the Executive Director within
seven days of the communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will not arrive by
U.S. mail at the Commission's main. office prior to the commencement of the meeting, other means of
delivery should be used, such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to
the Executive Director at eh meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form; provide the information
orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written
material that was part of the commuhication. ' '
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OFEXPARTE
COMMUNICATIONS

Date and time of communication: Qctober 26, 2011 5:00 PM

Location of communication: Conference call with Powerpoint presentation provided by
e-mail in advance of the call, , S ,
(If communication was sent by mail or facsimile, indicate the means of transmission.)

Ideritity' of person(s) initiating communication: Wesley Hough and Doug Suisman
Identity of person(s) recéiving communication: Commissioner Steve Kinsey

Name or descriptionof project: Permit Number 5-11-125 - ADblicat_ion for demolition of
- existing sin le family residence and construction of a new single family residence.

' _D@scription of content of communication: - : S
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the
written material.) . :

- Imet with representatives of a group of concerned Santa Monica Canyon residents who
argue that the current design of the proposed project is not visually compatible with the
character of the surrounding community, as required by Section 30251 of the Coastal

Act. They briefed me on the history and character of the Canyon, the only residential
coastal canyon in the city of Los Angéles, and on the character of the surrounding area
with respect to the height, mass, roofs, rooftop uses, and percentage of open space of
nearby residential properties. The group asks that the Commission require the applicant
to redesign the project so that it is compatible. The group, whose position was ‘
unanimously endorsed by the boards of both BOCA Neighborhood Association and the
Santa Monica Canyon Civic Association, suggest that the new Baseline Hillside
Ordinance, adopted by the City of Los Angeles, could provide the Commission with a
useful guideline for visual compatibility with respect to height and mass. The Ordinance
was five years in the making, included 9 public hearings, enjoys wide public support, and
is designed to protect community character from overbuilding, particularly from tall, box-
like forms exemplified by the applicants’ current design. They note that the six examples

- of houses or house additions cited in the staff report wete either remote, irrelevant, or
inadequately described, and that all had been approved on waivers rather than being
directly reviewed by the Commission. ’

[ /25 / I _/(/\MLW\

Date | / a ' Signature of Commissioner
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' Date and»time of communication: July 29 —August 5, 2011

Location of communication: (If communlcatlon was sent by mail'or facsrmrle mdrcate the means of
transmlssron ) Mall

: ldentlty of person(s) mmatmg communication: James Birch, Lisa Cutting, Patricia. Dowhng, Lorratne .
Todd, George Wolfberg, Samuel Bayer, Barbara, Klemman Cindi Banks, Johni and David Levene, Mark
Fishman, Marilou Taylor, Sharon Kilbride, Rosemary Miano, ludi lensen, Helen Hill, Diane Duarte,Dian

* . Lenkin, Marlow Fisher. Morgan Gendel, Andrew Bogen, Debra Gendel, Doug Su15man Moye

' Thompson, Gordon Davxdson, BOCA nelghborhood assoaatron, Micheal Duggan, Judlth Davxdson and

Ear and Carol Fisher -

, ldentlty of person(s) recelvmg commumcatlon' Commxssroner McClure

Description- of content of communication:
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the written

material, ) All letters were in-opposition of application #5 11-125, 160 Ocean Way, Santa’ Monica, CA -
and in opposition to the hearmg location.

Date August5,2011 . kSlgﬁZKfZ(/:fs(;j/mrssro\nj,)ﬂ %4<

IF communication occurred seven (7) or more days in advance of the Commrssmn hearing on the item -
. that was the subject of the communication, complete this form and transmit it to the Executive

Director within seven (7) days of the communication. If it is reasonable to believe that the completed
form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the.Commission's main office prior to the commencement of the

-meeting, other means of delivery should be:used, such as fac5|m|le, overnight mail, or personal

delivery by the Commissioner to the Executive Dtrector at the meeting prror to the time that the
hearing on the mattér commences

If communication occurred WIthln seven (7) days of the hearlng, complete this form, provide the

information orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of
any wrltten material that was part of the communication.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office .
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 Filed: 5/18/2011

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 49th Day: 7/6/2011
(562) 590-5071 180" Day: 11/14/2011
Th 12C Staff: John Del Arroz - LB
Staff Report: October 19, 2011
Hearing Date: November 2-4, 2011
Commission Action:

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR

APPLICATION NUMBER: 5-11-125

APPLICANT: Darrach McCarthy and Lucia Singer

PROJECT LOCATION: 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades, Los Angeles County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolition of the existing single family residence and
construction of a new, 33.5" high, 4600 sq. ft. single family

residence.

LOCAL APPROVAL: City of Los Angeles Approval in Concept No. ZA-2011-1039-
AIC-MEL

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff is recommending approval of a coastal development permit for the demolition of an
existing single family residence and construction of a new single family residence, subject to
two (2) special conditions regarding 1) drought tolerant landscaping; and 2) geologic
stability. As conditioned, the proposed project will not adversely affect the scenic and visual
gualities of coastal areas, public access and recreation, or coastal resources. See Page Two
for the motion to carry out the staff recommendation. Staff recommends that the
Commission find that the proposed development, as conditioned, conforms with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act and previous Commission approvals, and will not prejudice the
City’s ability to prepare an LCP.

STAFFE NOTE:

The project was originally scheduled for the August 10-12, 2011 meeting in Watsonville
but was postponed to allow for greater public participation. Eight letters of opposition
were submitted in time for the first hearing, with five main points:
1) the proposed project would result in development which is inconsistent with the
character of the surrounding neighborhood.
2) the proposed residence is not compatible with the Baseline Hillside Ordinance
recently passed by the City on March 30, 2011.
3) the structure does not comply with required setbacks and square footage
requirements
4) the proposed residence will result in impacts to private and public views
5) the proposed project will result in temporary impacts to parking during construction.



5-11-125 (McCarthy & Singer)
Page 2

Since the writing of the original staff report, an additional 12 letters were submitted
which contained the same five main points listed above, and additionally stated that

6) The proposed project may result in the potential instability of hillside.

7) The Staff Report mischaracterizes the project by stating that the project is located
in Pacific Palisades instead of Santa Monica Canyon.

8) The Staff Report inaccurately describes the height of the project as 33.5 feet high
instead of 41 feet high.

9) The Staff report mischaracterizes the character of the surrounding neighborhood by
citing inappropriate precedents.

In response to concerns raised in public comment letters regarding views and community
character, the applicant agreed to erect story poles. Pictures of the story poles for the
proposed residence can be found at Exhibit 4. Staff has reviewed the claims made by the
opposition, and has determined that they are not sufficient to warrant an alteration of the staff
recommendation for approval. The issues raised by the opposition are addressed in more
detail in the findings below.

LIST OF EXHIBITS:

1. Vicinity Map

2. Site Plan

3. Elevations

4. Photographs of Story Poles at the site
5. Public Comment Letters

6. Letter from Applicant’s representative

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution to APPROVE the
coastal development permit with special conditions:

MOTION: “I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. 5-11-125
pursuant to the staff recommendation.”

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

l. Resolution: Approval with Conditions

The Commission hereby APPROVES a coastal development permit for the proposed
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development
as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act
and will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the
area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have
been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the
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development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts of the development on the environment.

Standard Conditions

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from
the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

Special Conditions

Landscaping

All landscaping shall consist of native or non-native drought tolerant non-invasive plant
species. No plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native
Plant Society (http://www.CNPS.org/), the California Invasive Plant Council (formerly
the California Exotic Pest Plant Council) (http://www.cal-ipc.org/), or as may be
identified from time to time by the State of California shall be employed or allowed to
naturalize or persist on the site. No plant species listed as a “noxious weed” by the
State of California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be utilized within the property.
Native species shall be used to the maximum extent feasible. All plants shall be low
water use plants as identified by California Department of Water Resources (See:
www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/docs/wucols00.pdf).

Conformance with Geotechnical Recommendations

A. All final design and construction plans, grading and drainage plans, shall be consistent with
all recommendations contained in the Limited Geologic and Engineering Investigation,

prepared by Subsurface Designs Inc, dated January 20, 2011

B. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant
shall submit, for the Executive Director's review and approval, evidence that an appropriate
licensed professional has reviewed and approved all final design and construction plans and


http://www.cnps.org/
http://www.cal-ipc.org/
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certified that each of those final plans is consistent with all of the recommendations specified
in the above-referenced Limited Geologic and Engineering Investigation approved by the
California Coastal Commission for the project site.

C. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans.
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive
Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines
that no amendment is legally required.

IV. Findings and Declarations

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description

The proposed project includes demolition of the existing two story single family residence
and construction of a new, 33’ 6” high, 4600 sq. ft. single family residence. The proposed
project includes retention of one wall of the existing structure and demolition of the rest of
the existing, 2 story single family residence. The proposed project would therefore qualify
as new development, as it involves substantial demolition of the existing structure.

The proposed project includes a stair access and elevator access to the proposed rooftop
deck. The stair access structure would extend to a maximum height of 39’ 9” from the
ground level and the elevator shaft would extend to a maximum height of 40’ 9” from ground
level, extending 7’3" above the height of the finished roof. However, like chimneys and
architectural elements, the Commission has typically not considered roof access structures
in considerations of the maximum allowable height of a structure.

The proposed project is located approximately 750 feet from the beach on an 8840 sq. ft.
inland lot, with slopes between 26 and 33 degrees. The project site is located within Santa
Monica Canyon. Although the mailing address of the subject site states that the site is
located within the City of Santa Monica, the site is not located within the boundaries of the
City of Santa Monica but is instead located within the City of Los Angeles, in the Pacific
Palisades region of the city. The site is located within an existing developed single family
residential neighborhood (Exhibit 1). The subject lot is a flag lot, and is set back from
Ocean Way by an approximately 80 foot long driveway.

B. Public Access

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.
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Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:
Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and
rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

The proposed development would not result in impacts to public access. In the letters of
opposition submitted to staff, opponents to the projects state that the proposed project
would result in temporary impacts to the public parking supply. The subject site is an inland
lot, approximately 750 feet from the beach. The proposed project includes 6 parking
spaces, which exceeds the Commission’s typically applied requirement of 2 parking spaces
per unit. Although the project may result in temporary impacts to the parking supply during
construction, these would not exceed the amount of disturbance typically associated with
construction of single family residences. The proposed project provides sufficient parking
for the proposed use, and will not result in curb cuts or other development which would
permanently reduce the amount of street parking. Therefore, the Commission finds that the
proposed development will not adversely affect the public’s ability to gain access to, and/or
to use the coast and nearby recreational facilities. As proposed, the development conforms
with Sections 30210 and 30211 of the Coastal Act.

C. Development

Coastal Act Section 30250 states, in relevant part:
(@) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to,
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources...

Opponents to the project contend that the project does not comply with the recently passed
Baseline Hillside Ordinance, and should be denied. The Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO)
contains requirements regarding setbacks, floor area, height limits, lot coverage, and grading.
The proposed project is located in an R1 Zone, in height district 1. The maximum height for a
residence in this area is 28 feet for a structure with a roof with a slope of less than 25%, or 33
feet for a structure that has a roof with a slope of greater than 25%. The BHO also contains
restrictions on the Floor Area Ratio. An R-1 Lot has either a FAR of 25% or an FAR
calculated by 1) calculating the area for each portion of the lot within a specific range of
topographic slope; 2) multiplying each area identified in part 1 by the FAR associated with that
slope range; and 3) adding up the total of the products in part 2 to get the maximum allowable
floor area for the site. The proposed project was approved by the City of Los Angeles on April
26, 2011, after the Baseline Hillside Ordinance was approved, but before May 9, 2011 when
the BHO became effective. Compliance with the BHO would require a reduction in the height
of the structure from 33.5 feet to 28 feet if a flat roof were proposed, or would require a
reduction in height of the structure from 33.5 feet to 33 feet if a pitched roof were proposed.
Depending on the results of the FAR calculation, the BHO might also require a reduction in
square footage of the residence. Compliance with the BHO might require a reduction from the
proposed 3900 square feet (excluding parking) to the minimum Floor Area value of 2210 sq. ft.



5-11-125 (McCarthy & Singer)
Page 6

Although the proposed project may not have been required to comply with the BHO, the
project still has a valid local approval. The City reviewed the appropriate setback and height
requirements that were applicable before the BHO became effective, found that the proposed
project would be consistent with City policies, and issued an approval in concept. Opponents
have also stated that the BHO was part of a long planning process with public community
meetings throughout the City of Los Angeles and should therefore be used as a guideline for
community character. The BHO is not a part of a certified land use plan or an implementation
plan, and has not been reviewed by the Commission for consistency with the Coastal Act
policies regarding the preservation of coastal resources. Given this, it is beyond the
Commission’s authority to use uncertified local ordinances, like the BHO, as guidance when it
considers permits under its jurisdiction. Instead, Chapter 3 policies are applied in this case
and the Commission must evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with Coastal Act
Section 30250 when it compares the project's community character compatibility with the
existing residences in the surrounding community.

In public letters of opposition to the project, opponents to the project contend that the height of
the proposed project would be inconsistent with the character of the area. However, the
proposed development is located within an existing developed area with residences of a mix of
heights and is compatible with the character and scale of the surrounding area.

A review of data provided by the LA County Assessor’s office shows that residences in the one
block area surrounding the subject site vary from 1092 to 6946 square feet, and have an
average of 2700 square feet. The proposed residence would be one of the larger homes within
this range of square footages. The proposed project meets the City’s height requirements at
the time that the City approved the project, and structures of similar height have been
approved by the Commission in the surrounding area. The following chart shows structures of
similar height and bulk which have been approved by the Commission in the surrounding
neighborhood.

Square
Permit No. Address Footage Height
5-91-481 147 Mabery 4264 31
5-96-079 156 Mabery 2846 27
5-02-212-W 123 Ocean Way 2896 335
5-02-214-W 120 Ocean Way 6030 36
5-07-227-W 273 Mabery Rd 3717 31
420 & 426 E
5-09-027-W  Rustic Rd 4645 35

Coastal Development Permit 5-91-481 approved the construction of a new 31 foot high, 4264
sq. ft. single family residence at 147 Mabery Road. Waiver of Coastal Development Permit 5-
96-079-W approved the construction of a 2 story 27 foot high, 2846 single family residence.
Waiver of Coastal Development Permit 5-02-212-W was approved for the construction of a
33.5 ft. high from natural grade, 2,896 sq. ft. single family residence at 123 Ocean Way.
Waiver of Coastal Development Permit 5-02-214-W was approved for the remodel and addition
to a single family residence, resulting in a 36’ high (above grade), 6,030 sq. ft. single family
residence at 120 Ocean Way. Waiver of Coastal Development Permit 5-07-227-W at 273
Mabery Drive allowed for the construction of a 3,717 sq. ft. single family residence that was 31’
from finished grade at its highest point. Waiver of Coastal Development Permit 5-09-027-W
was approved for the construction of a 4,645 sq. ft. single family residence across two lots.
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These existing structures in the vicinity of the proposed project have been approved by the
Commission and are of similar size as the proposed structure. The proposed project is located
on a lot that is raised relative to the level of the street. However, views of the subject site from
the immediate vicinity of the project and from farther away show that the proposed project is
either not visible or appears to be of a similar height and bulk as the surrounding residences
(Exhibit 4). Therefore, the proposed project would result in a residence which is compatible
with the City’s applied height requirements in the past, and would not result in development
which is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed
project will not result in impacts to public views or public access as the subject site is a flag lot
and is significantly set back from the street, does not provide significant public views of the
coast, and contains no public trails.

Development adjacent to the coast has the potential to result in runoff which will ultimately
lead to the coast and ocean waters. Water quality at the beach is an important concern for the
Commission both for the potential for impacts to the environment, and for potential impacts to
public access when beaches are closed due to poor water quality. In order to ensure that the
proposed development minimizes the amount of runoff traveling off-site, the Commission
imposes Special Condition 1, requiring that landscaping used on site consist of drought-
tolerant species, which are non-invasive. The term drought tolerant is equivalent to the terms
'low water use' and 'ultra low water use' as defined and used by "A Guide to Estimating
Irrigation Water Needs of Landscape Plantings in California” prepared by University of
California Cooperative Extension and the California Department of Water Resources dated
August 2000 available at www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/ docs/wucols00.pdf. Invasive
plants are generally those identified by the California Invasive Plant Council (http://www.cal-
ipc.org/) and California Native Plant Society (www.CNPS.org) in their publications. Therefore,
the Commission finds that the development conforms with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act
regarding avoidance of significant adverse effects to coastal resources.

D. Visual Resources

Coastal Act Section 30251 states:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in
the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department
of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character
of its setting.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Opponents to the project state
that the proposed project would result in impacts to private and public views. Regarding the
first point, the Commission has consistently found that private views are not protected under
the visual protection policies of the Coastal Act. . The Court of Appeal has upheld this
position, noting that the language, “views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas” in
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section 30251 means scenic views from public parks, trails, roads and vista points, not from
private property. (Schneider v. California Coastal Commission (2006) 140 Cal.App.4™ 1339,
1345.)The proposed project will not result in development which would impact public views to
or along the ocean, nor would it result in impacts to scenic coastal areas. The site is located
within an existing, developed, residential neighborhood with residences of a mix of heights and
styles. As noted above, residences of similar height and size have been approved in the
project area. The proposed project is on a lot set back significantly from the street. Due to
extensive vegetation and the surrounding residential development, the proposed residence is
not visible from public vantage points that provide views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas. Where the proposed residence is visible, the height and mass of the residence
are consistent with the scale of the surrounding neighborhood(Exhibit 4). The proposed
residence would not result in a significant impact to scenic visual resources, and would not
detract from the scenic qualities of the neighborhood. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the proposed amendment is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act with regard to
protection of public views.

E. Geologic Hazards

Coastal Act Section 30253 states, in relevant part:

New development shall do all of the following:

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that risks to life and property in hazard areas are
minimized, that new development assure stability and structural integrity, and doesn’t
contribute to erosion, instability or destruction of the area. The proposed project would
result in the substantial demolition of the existing single family residence and construction of
a new single family residence on an inland lot in a developed single family residential
neighborhood. The proposed project would result in the substantial demolition of the
existing single family residence, including the demolition and replacement of interior walls of
the residence which serve as retaining walls. The applicant has submitted a soils report by
Subsurface Designs, Inc. dated January 20, 2011, which states that no unstable geologic
conditions were observed at the site, no known landslides within or immediately adjacent to
the subject property were found in geologic reference maps, and that construction of the
proposed project is considered geotechnically feasible provided the recommendations
contained therein are followed. To ensure that the proposed project assures stability and
structural integrity, and neither creates nor contributes significantly to erosion, geologic
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area, the Commission therefore imposes
Special Condition 2, which requires conformance with the geotechnical recommendations
provided, and requires that a licensed professional approve the final plans. As conditioned,
the proposed project would ensure that the proposed project would not result in future
erosion or instability on the project site. Only as conditioned can the project be found
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 requiring that geotechnical stability be assured.
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F. Local Coastal Program

Coastal Act section 30604(a) states that, prior to certification of a local coastal program
(“LCP™), a coastal development permit can only be issued upon a finding that the proposed
development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Act and that the permitted development will
not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare an LCP that is in conformity with
Chapter 3. The Pacific Palisades area of the City of Los Angeles has neither a certified LCP
nor a certified Land Use Plan. As conditioned, the proposed development will be consistent
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of the project, as conditioned, will not prejudice
the ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity
with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

G. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of a
coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any
applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment.

In this case, the City of Los Angeles is the lead agency and the Commission is the
responsible agency for the purposes of CEQA. The City of Los Angeles issued a
determination that the project was ministerial or categorically exempt on April 26, 2011. As
conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or additional feasible mitigation measures
available that would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may
have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as
conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative and can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to
conform to CEQA.
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RECEIVED

Mﬂy 30, 2011 SUUH” Coast Region
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION ' JUN p 1 260
South Coast Disirigt Office

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor C AUFORNIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402 COLL 1 COMMISSION

Re: Proposed Construction at : 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Building/Grading Permit Application No: 11014-30000-01056
Applicant : Michelle Cardiel

This letter is from the neighbors of 160 N. Ocean Way in Santa Monica Canyon, 90402.
Specifically, it is for the purpose of stating our objection, in the strongest terms, to the
proposed structure planned for 160 N. Ocean Way. Priscilla Lani Cutting owns 168
Ocean Way and her property shares a driveway with 160 N. Ocean Way. Patricia
Murphy Dowling owns 230 Ocean Way which is the property immediately to the East.
Mr. and Mrs. Andrchagen own the property immediately to the West. Mr. Doug
Suisman’s property is immedijately to the South.

It is our understanding that the purposed structure is a three story, plus roof deck/gardcn
5000 square foot residence with an elevator. Becaunse of the elevation of the lot, which is
significantly higher than the adjoining lots, effectively the resulting height of the
structure will be four or five stories.

This type of structure is utterly out of proportion to ail the neighboring homes none of
which is more than two stories.

We question whether such a structure can be permitted on such a small lot. It sharesa
driveway with 168 Ocean Way. Was the driveway added to boost the square footage of
the lot? This is a small flag lot. It has an easement of 15 feet (aot 20 feet) in the
driveway for ingress and egress. 168 Occan Way has a similar easement in the same
driveway, We believe it is impermissible to add the square footage of the easement to the
lot to make the lot appear larger than it actually is. There may be other
misrepresentations in the application of which we are vnaware.

We suspect that it violates the recently passed anti mansionization ordinance. It
certainly violates the spirit of the new law.

If this proposed structure is built as planned it will dominate the neighborhood. It will

_ deprive the neighbors of views and sumlight. With its roof deck/garden towering over the

neighbors it will permanently deprive them of privacy on their own property.

The present structure is one story of living space with a carport underneath, W GASEL | ﬁﬁﬁ@MiS%E@;
the right of the new owners to modify or rebuild. However, it should be done with some v
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respect for the character of the neighbothood and the rights of the neighboring property
owners. If buiit as planned the structure would have a devastating effect on both.
Cec: Councilman Bill Rosendahl

Siavosh (Sia) Poursabahian, Manager
Departinent of Building and Safety, WLA

NAME: Priscilla Lant Cutting
ADDRESS: 168 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

SIGNATURE: (Ledsockdie) SZame c’u@ 5B0/Re 01

NAME: Patricia Murphy Dowling
ADDRESS: 230 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

SIGNATURE: @iﬂn&w \\DWQWZS S/B/::m "

NAME:; Judi Davidson
ADDRESS: 165 Mabery Road, Santa Monica, CA 90402

SIGNA’{URE;mﬁDM&W s \ ’21\ a0 {1\

rdon idson
ADDRESS ad, Santa Monica, CA 90402
SIGNATURE: > / 3! / 201\
NAME: Reese Relfe

ADDRESS: 686 San Lorenzo, Santa Monica, CA 90402

SIGNATURE: m /4 % ; @ mgﬁ
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Re: Proposed Construction at : 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

Building/Grading Permit Application No.: 11014-30000-01056
Applicant : Michelle Cardiel

NAME ‘SL\,:LV‘OV\ K\L-%ﬂ'lbé
ADDRESS : 245 Ex3Tvpn ¥ Saudu Mon'ca cu Totfor

SIGNATURE : ﬁ/—\

NAME : Lose naary Mrard ,
ADDRE;SE?“Q EATanA DY Sidn MonicH <A Fo¥ol

SIGNATURE : Wttty hhesneld Yol

navie: I Koy &
ADDRESS: | 26 mA-SELY KO | o A- & Dy
SIGNATURE :

NAME:  Amdyen E%é)&g:m
ADDRESS : 14 Ocqenn Wayy |, Gt Whouieee <A o0

SIGNATURE ril ‘ west)
Caa &0 MQ:( 220/

wame: HElen LD 1]
ADDRESS: 385G A4 BEs™ £D
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Re: Proposed Construction at : 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

Building/Grading Permit Application No.: 11014-30000-01056
Applicant : Michelle Cardiel

NAME : Srary SEETS
ADDRESS : I3L oOocRagu wﬂ--—r

SIGNATURE ; M slat{},

ADDRESS: /7 7 Widen

SIGNATURE : WL/ S/J,///

NAME - Erfbls:(,\ Df,\r\\ﬁo
ADDRESS : |41 (Y\&Jc;zfv] .

SIGNATURE : OC/\.J—\, RN g/ﬁifu

NAME: Merovi o4
ADDRESS: (/17 4 At
“Com les )

NAME: Mo At DUGEAM
ADDRESS: 5 o) pADea O, /

SIGNATURE - BOASTAL COMEMISSION
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CAILIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Re: Proposed Construction at © 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

Building/Grading Permit Application No.: 11014-30000-01056
Applicant : Michelle Cardiel

- deboral, M- Bogen
ADDRESS : ttf%qé?cwm way, mo‘ﬂM’Uf‘ 70401

SIGNATURE : AO&W A ‘éﬂ?bn, 72’1654{5/ AO//

NAME:  Barsara . KLEMNMAN
ADDRESS: (59 Mabery Reb-, Sautee Mowuce (052

SIGNATURE: Mbouwbosa “R. Yloommen “méﬁl,ﬂ,ﬂf{

NAME :
ADDRESS :

SIGNATURE :

NAME :
ADDRESS :

SIGNATURE :

NAME :

ADDRESS :
SIGNATURE - f@@ﬁ%‘%’%&. COMMISSION
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May 30, 2011 , ssd‘hﬂﬁﬁ Jﬁﬂ
S;\-e“-r PR I\(*Hl.vn
California Coastal Commission JUN 2 - 2011
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Flgor CALIFORNIA
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402 COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Proposed Constructfon 160 N, Ocean Way, Santa Manica, CA
90402
Building/Grading Permit Application No.: 11014-30000-01056
Applicant : Michelle Cardiel

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

| reside at 238/242 Entrada Drive in the close vicinity {within 200 feet) of the proposed
development at 160 Ocean Way. We have lived in Santa Monica Canyon at cur current
address for 15 years. | am writing to request that your Commission fully consider the
impact that this proposed 4-story structure and elevatar tower will have on the coastal
environment that residents and visitors to the California coastline enjoy. The lasting
impatts will be visual blight caused by an enormous tower structure that is way out of
scale with the surrounding area. The short-term impacts will restrict access to scarce
street parking used by visitors to the Will Rogers State Beach.

The applicants have rushed this permit request in order to reach the City of Los Angeles
Planning Departnﬁent ahead of the new restrictions on overbuilding in hillside areas in
Los Angeles. A house of this enormous scale, completely out of character with the
neighborhood and hillside nature of Santa Monica Canyon, wouid ciearly not be
permitted under the law as it exists today. The California Coastal Commission should
require that the owners comply with todav’ s laws. Not the laws in effect when they
filed their development permit.

The Coastal Commission should also be concerned with the loss of street parking that
the employees and other events related to large scale construction will have. Having
lived in Santa Monica Canyon for 15 years, | know of only three new homes that have
been huilt during that time in the Ocean Way/Mabery/Entrada triangle. This activity is

going to have an impact. CORSTAL EGE%&\}%E%SE@@
Finally, the large scale of the structure, especially its height, is going to be noticeable
EXHIBIT # 2
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South Coast Region
June 13, 2011

JUN 15 201
California Coastal Commission
Souih Coast District Office CAUFORNIA
200 Oceangate, 10th Fioor : COASTAL COMMISSION

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Re: Proposed Construction: 180 N. Gcean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Application # 5-11-125

Oear Coastal Commission Members:
| am a resident of the coastal neighborhood of Santa Monica Canyon.

The coastal ambience of the neighborhood has been impacted in a negative way in the
past year by overbuilding on small “beach house” [ots.

In response to this massive overbuilding, the City Counci! of Los Angeles wisely enacted
prohibitions on overbuilding. These restrictions against “mansionization” are needed to
protect the coastal and hillside envirenment. These new limitations are currently in effect.

However, the proposed construction referenced above is attempting to be
“grandfathered” under the old development rules that permit out of scale building on
small hillside fots, This house would be the last out of scale house built in our beachside
neighborhood.

The application befare you states that this is a “renovation” and only 2 stories”. Actually,
the development is a new house that is FOUR STORIES in height and has an elevator
tower on the side that is even talier than the house. The “attached 4-car garage” sits
BELOW the 2 story house structure. In addition, there is a proposed roof deck. We
know that roct decks in our neighborhood become enclosed rooms scon after the paint

is dry.

This towering structure will be far talier than anything in the neighbarhood.
But why would you let this happen?

The California Coastal Commission should require that the owners comply with
today’s laws. Not the laws in effect when they filed their development permit.

Mariow Fisher, 242 Entrada Drive, Santa Monica, CA 90402 t
[5@#1@TP§L 5JU§§;§ 1&95 R

ce: Councilman Bill Rosendahl o~
EXHIBIT# . e
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South Coast Region

JUN 2 9 200

June 27,2011
CALFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Commission
200 Ogeangate, 10th floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE:

160 North Ocean Way
Santa Monica, CA. 90402
#5-11-125

Members of the Corﬁmissi(}n:

Please note my opposition to the height and scale of the proposed construction at 160
Ocean Way. The planned building seems to be completely out of scale for the undersized
lot (much of which is actually an easement driveway). Though the proposed plans were
submitted just days prior to the change of law restricting over-building on hillside
properties, it is clearly skirting the spirit of such by maximizing height and scale without
regard {9 impact to the neighborhood as a whole.

Thayik vou for vo _/Eimc and consideration,

e

Michacel Duggan
207 Mabery Rd.
Santa Mouica, Cd 90402

EXHIBIT o
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Andrew and Dsborah Bogen
144 Ocean Way
Santa Monica, CA 80402 o o e
June 29, 2011 RE€ “‘i

South ..
Juf‘ ? v ‘hu.i:;
California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office ATy
200 Oceangate, 10th flgor COASTAL ClUvdvnn

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Regarding: Application No. 5-11-125
Proposed construction at 160 Geean Way, Santa Manica, CA 80402

Dear SirsMadams,

We are wriling to express our strong concerns about the above-referenced application,
which pertains to the proposed construction of a three-story home with roof deck next door to our
home at 144 and 150 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 80402,

QOcean Way is a short street set one block back from Will Rogers State Beach, ong of the
most heavily used beaches in Los Angeles. Ocean Way is heavily used by beachgoers for
parking and for beach access. Existing houses on Ocean Way and sumounding sreets, inchuding
our house, are na rmora than twe stories high, so the proposed construction at 180 Qcean Way
represents a significant change. If allowedq, it will undoubtediy set the pattern for future major
remodels and new construction in [ower Santa Monica Canyon.

Of course we are concerned with the loss of privacy in cur own home, but we believe the
Coastal Commission should be equally concerned with the impact on views in Santa Monica
Canyon of allowing such high buildings on the siope above the ceach.

The proposed new construction canststs of ground level parking covered by two stories of
residential space and, on top of that, a roof deck with a barbecue and hot tub.  An elevator tower
is proposed to service the house and roof deck with a height of 37 feet — effectively a four story
structure. Since the lot at 160 Ocean Way slopes uphill, the visual impact of the proposed
construction will be even greater than it’s height would otherwise imply. If allowed, the new
canstruction will be the highest and most visibie structure on the hillside and have a dramatic, and
unwanted, effect on views in the area.

It seems 10 us that this is exactly the kind of davelopment that the Coastal Commission
was created to prevent. We urge that the project be cisapproved.

Sincerely yours,

Mok <8,
0 \l‘ﬂ/ bogos

Andrew and Deberah Bogen @@AS‘E’AL COMMISSIN

EXHIBIT# <~
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RECEIVED

MICHAEL L. WEINBERG South Coast Region
278 Entrada Drive
Santa Monica, CA 90402 JubL 7 201
- ALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
July 2011
RE:

160 Notth Ocean Way
Santa Monica, CA. 20402
#5-11-125

Please help!

I am lucky enough to live in a beautiful, coastal area and have been saddened to
see folks building new boxes and utilizing every square inch of livable space.
Apparently the smaller the lot, the less of a set-back that is reguired and
consequently not only have the new houses been dwarfing their neighbors, but
the people who have been living in the older houses (sometimes for generations)
have been losing their views and their comfort zones.

| know the law changed (just recently), and the folks at 160 North Ocean Way
legally got their paperwork in order, but their proposed design certainly violates
the spirit of the laws and many of us feel that the current proposed design is not
in keeping with the scale of the surrounding houses.

Wouldn't it be nice if there were a compromise to be found?

Thanks for your time,

Wictard (-




RECEIVED

Gerry Shapire & ;
Royal Hemlock Road wouth Coast Region
Monterey, MA 01245 JUL 18 201
: . CALIFORNIA
California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMMISSION

200 Oceangate 10" floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Case # 5-11-125, 160 No. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

To the Members of the Coastal Commission:

I amn writing as the owner of a residence at 219 Mabery Road in the Santa Monica Canyon, within
view of the structure referred to, as well as an architect and planner. The building at 160 No.
Ocean Way is proposed to be three stories high with a roof deck and an elevator that goes to the
roof deck. This arrangement obviously requires an additional structure on the roof deck to receive
the elevator, thus bringing the building to a height of four steries. A building of this height would
obstruct the canyon and ocean view from my house and others on Mabery Road and is
impermissible according to the current building limits. It is, in addition, of a size and height
entirely at odds with the historic character of the Santa Monica Canyon neighborhood. [ urge you
to enforce the current limits and deny permission for the structure as presently planned.

Sincerely yoursz) \
cf/uiyb‘vt( Q,Wfd«cté N

Gerry Shapiro

P AARARAIDRINN
@@AST;@& ’ng% iilﬂﬁ‘:%:s};-ﬁ ik

e
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RECEIVED

July 18, 2011 South Coast Region
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION JUL 2 2 201
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor CALFORNIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4402 COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Application # 5 -11-125
Proposed Construction: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402

Dear Coastal Commission Members,

The application # 5 — 11 — 125 is not for a 2 story house, remode! addition and a 4 car
attached garage as stated on the application. It is a 3 story structure.

This letter is from a neighbor of 160 N. Ocean Way. My property is located at

168 Ocean Way and shares a 15 ft. wide driveway easement with 160 N. Ocean Way. 1
am writing to you to state my objection, in the strongest terms, to the proposed structure
planned for 160 N. Occan Way, a proposed 3 story, plus roof top lounge level, 5, 000 sq.
ft. structure, plus an elevator tower structure to access all four levels over 40 * high,
including two attached 2 car garages. [ saw the drawings when the designer showed a
group of neighbors the drawings of the exterior of the proposed structure.

Because of the elevation of this small, hillside flag-lot from the driveway and from the
street, it would make the structure significantly higher than the adjoining lots, effectively
the resulting height of the structure would be four or five stories.

The height of this proposed, current, 3 story design is not in scale or in proportion with
the surrounding one and two story bomes in this area, within a block of Will Rogers
State Beach, in this densely populated area of Santa Monica Canyon with historic houses.

This 3 story design would not be in the character of the community and would tower
over the small 1 & 2 story homes

The stability of the hillside directly behind 160 N. Ocean Way is a serious concern for me
regarding my property at 168 Ocean Way, which is set below and directly across the

15 ft. wide driveway easement from 160 N. Ocean Way and also a concem for Gordon
and Judith Davidson at 165 Mabery, the house directly above the hillside from 160 N.
Ocean Way.

Because of this proposed 3 story, 5,000 sq. ft. design being out of scale and not in the

community character of surrounding 1 & 2 story homes and because of the complexity of

the lot and the possible instability of this hillside flag-lot, t am asking you to deny this

application. It violates the recently passed city anti-mansionization or%ﬁ]}%%ﬁﬁ L COMELRSION
{; -

EXHIBIT #.___ ~
PAGE. Ll _OF ...




If built as planned the structure would be devastating for the character of the Santa
Monica Canyon neighborhood.

Thank you for your serious concern for Santa Monica Canyon.

Sincerely,

' - ; ) g /
CGlrerecd s 5@/ &«A&%ﬁf
Priscilla Lani Cutting
168 Ocean Way

Santa Monica, CA 90402

310 454-3833

COASTAL COMMISEIUN

S e

EXHIBIT #.___ -
PAGE LS OF L.




Manica Salinas, Ph.D., MFT

RECEIVED

Cultural Consultant _ _
259 Mabery Road South Ceast Region
Santa Monica CA 90402 JUL 19 201
CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate 10t Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Re: Proposed three story Structure
Location: 160 N. Ocean Way
Santa Monica CA 90402

Application: #5-11- 125
Applicant: Michelle Cardiel

To Whom It May Concern:

There is a proposed new, three story, 5000sq.ft. structure, plus a roof lounge
level designed for 160, N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402,

This proposed structure is for four levels of living, plus an elevator tower to
access all four levels and two attached 2 car garages.

The lot is a small, shallow, hillside flag lot with a shared driveway. The
current proposed design is not in scale with the community character of the
small homes of one and two stories. [ am very concerned regarding this
current proposed design. Please re-assess acceptance of this construction
proposal that does not in any way conform to the character of the community.

Sincerely,

3
P vzé / /)
Mrnees CORSTAL COMMSSITK

o
M

EXHIBIT 3o

PAGE L OF s




SD;Jm - ‘“Cg[on
aui 2 - PN
July 25, 2011 ¢ RLFORMIA Agenda Item: W20 a

COMMISSION Application#: 5~11 - 125
gg81:"3'3‘3)3LP“JJfi‘(‘ft 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica 90402

California Coastal Commission Lorraine W, Todd
South Coast District Office 392 Entrada Drive
200 Oceangate, 10% Floor - Santa Monica, CA 90402
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402 OPPOSED

Re: Proposed Construction: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Application # 5-11-123

Dear Coastai Commission Members,

I am a homeowner living ifi the coastal community of Santa Monica Canyon, a beautiful
and delicate environment. I am writing this letter to express my concerns about the
proposed residential construction at 160 N. Ocean Way referenced above. I understand
that this matter has been scheduled to be heard by the Coastal Commission as Agenda
Item 20.a on August 10, 2011 in Watsonville (application number 5-11-125 (Applicant:
Darrach McCarthy and Lucia Singer; 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades, Los
Angcles County). This is a long distance for neighbors here to drive 1o protest this
application in person, and further, many of us are traveling on that date during our
families’ school summer vacations. For these reasons 1 request that the hearing be
postponed until a later date and be held in or near Santa Monica, so that alt in the
community wishing to be heard can be present.

I feel that the staff report which I have reviewed is not accurate on a number of critical
points. [ am dismayed to learn that the project has progressed this far. ] am further
dismayed to learn that the letter which you received from a number of concemed local
residents signed by 17 such individuals is being counted as a single letter opposing the
proposed construction. 1 hope that you will read all such letters with open minds,
imagining cach individual writer or signatory as a person motivated to communicate their
distress to you on this matter. None of us is taking time out of our lives to participate in
this process of writing, circulating and signing letters, or making the decision to ob}ect to
a future neighbor’s desired development of their property; lightly. :

First, T would like to bring to your attention that while the construction proposal

represents that the property in question is at a Pacific Pafisades address, in fact the 90402

7ip code is part of Los Angeles County, and is a Santa Monica postal code. By no stretch

of anyone’s imagination has that address in Santa Monica Canyon, or that zip code, ever

been part of Pacific Palisades. However, a residential praject of this square footage and

height might seem less out of place in Pacific Palisades that it would be here in this

Canyon of small lots with houses built close 1o one another on what are mostly the

Canyon’s very steep walls. The lot under discussion is located a half block from Will

Rogers State Beach at the top of a Canyon wall, which makes the proposed height of the -
building a matter of great concern {which I discuss further below).pl can only sulnkla&sifL COMWISSIOH

I

s
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this is why the property is being represented as being in another city which has larger,
flatter lots and hence, an ability 10 absorb larger residential structures.

Second, even though the proposed height of the structure is represented to be an already
appallingly inappropriate 33.5 feet, in fact a close examination of the plans (Exhibit 3)
clearly shows that there are two towers rising even significantly higher, reaching 41 feet
above grade. There is not another structure in Santa Monica Canyen of this height, and
the staff report’s examples and the homes nearby are uniformly not anywhere near that
proposed height. I have visited this location to see for myself what this pruposed structure
would look like, taking into consideration the topography and neighboring homes. This
proposed structure would tower above the one and two story residences crowded in
beside it, and since the lot is at the crest of the hill, would towet above the entire
neighborhood and be glaringly visible from the beach and throughout the Canyon. The lot
is a very small flag lot, relying on easements across a neighbor’s property to even have ifs
owh driveway access. [ do not have access to the surveying of that property to defermine
whether these easements were counted in as part of the lof size of 160 N. Occan Way.
This question should have been addressed by the City of Los Angeles for permitting, but
I do not find reference to any such inquiry. The lot may not in fact be as large as was
represented. The owner’s desire to build horizontally on this lot 1s dictated purely by the
lack of enough lot size to build more horizontally, but that does not give license to build a
tall shoebox that will leave all neighbors with a view dominated by that house, and leave
some of them in the shade for the better part of their days. This building would also
dominate the view of anyone looking at the now-lovely vista of the Canyon, jutting way
up at the crest.

Third, this house does NOT fit within the character of the neighborhood, notwithstanding
any assertions to the contrary. The three examples set forth in the staff report are situated
entirely different in the topography of the Canyon. Two of them (123 Ocean Way and
273 Mabery) were built lower on the Canyon wall so that they are buill into the hillside
and appear to be one or two stories from their frontage, and they do not jut out at the top
of the Canyon from a lot located high above many neighborhood houses. The third
example cited (120 Ocean Way} was a rebuild of an existing house, and it was redone
largely following the parameters and character of the original construction, which
blended in well with the neighboring properties and also with the contours of the Canyon.

Finally, this proposed construction does NOT meet current City of Los Angeles

requirements for new housing development in the Canyon. The permit for this property

was applied for after the enactient (although, sadly, prior to the effective date) of new

stringent prohibitions on overbuilding of mini-mansions on small [ots to the detriment of

the neighbor’s enjoyment of their property, the character of the neighborhood, and the

viability of the sensitive Canyon itself. But clearly the property owner was aware of the
restrictions now in effect, and chose to try to end run them by filing their proposed plans

in the last window of opportunity before the door on such development was firmly

slammmed shut. These new restrictions were implemented for very good cause after '
lengthy study, neighborhood input, deliberation, and due process, and shc{{}@m@ﬁ« Doy BRIbE
allowed to be so cynically circumvented. o

«
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I know that some of my neighbors who are writing letters and/or are planning to attend
the Coastal Commission hearing regarding this Project will be submitting photographs of
the 1ot and the neighboring lots to demonstrate how the placement of this small flag lot,
elevated high on the Canyon wall and surrounded already with densely built neighboring
residences on small lots, should preclude the permitting of a monster shoe box building
such as the one proposed for this [ocation. I respectfully request that you look closely at
all of the pictures, and closely read all of the letiers, which the neighbors in this
community are providing to assist you in achieving a deeper understanding of the issues
presented in the upcoming hearing.

Sincerely,

DU WD

Lorraine W. Todd, neighbor
392 Entrada Drive
Santa Monica, CA 90402

cc: Mr, John Del Arroz, CA Cdastal Commission Staff

COASTAL HOMMISSION

(_/m
EXHIBIT # o em e
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Agenda Item: W 20 a
Application #: 5- 11 - 125
Proposed Project: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica
Samuel Bayer
OPPOSED
July 26 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 80802-4402

Re: Propased Construction: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA
90402 Application # 5-11-125

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

| just received notice that a hearing is being held on August 10, 2011 in
Watsonville CA. (re: application no, 5-11-125, requested by Darrach McCarthy
and Lucia Singer at 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades)

| live in Santa Monica Canyon within 100 feet of the proposed residential
canstruction site. As many of my neighbors are, | am concerned about such a
large-scale house being buill in such close proximity to other smaller houses, It
will be blocking their views, towering over the landscape, and being inconsistent
with the beauty, charm and scale of this great neighborhood.

This was exactly the type of project that | tried to escape when | moved
fram the Hollywooed Hills: people tearing down small homes and building ugly
large boxes that loom over the horizon.

The builders/developers were not taking into account the impact they were
having on the neighborhood or that they were building structures that made the
neighbarhood look like a development zone rather than a place to raise a family.

['am in NYC and this hearing is very important to me. [ would like the
commission to hear my voice. If not for my young infant at home | would try to
send my wife in my place.

The venue you've chasen, in Watsonville, Northern California, is a great
distance from Santa Monica Canyon. | respectfully request that the hearing be
pastponed until a later date, and is held cioser to the proposed construction site
and neighborhood. | would like everyone affected by the construction of this
massive house to give you a chance to hear our voices.

Cc: Mr. John Del Arroz, CA Coastal Commission Staff

Sincerely, COASTAL DOMMISSIGE
Samuel Bayer GOASTAL COMNISS!

e 4
EXHIBIT#___ 7 .
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RECEIVED

Seuth Coast Region

JuL 27 20m Agenda item: W 20 a
Application #: 5-11-125
CAUiORN\J?\Q ' Propased Project: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica
COASTAL COMMISSION My Address: 242 Entrada Drive, Santa Monica
- Position: Opposed

July 26, 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Re: Proposed Construction: 160 N. Gcean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Application # 5-11-125

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

| am g resident of the coastal neighborhood of Santa Monica Canyon and am writing {o
respectfully request that the Commission defer the pubiic hearing on the above
referenced matter until the next meeting near Santa Manica so that the neighbors can
have a chance to personally address the Commission. | would alsc like to alert the
Commission o inaccuracies and misrepresentations in the staff report dated July 25,
2011 regarding the above matter.

Inaccuracy: The hegight of the proposed building is greater than 40 feet. This is clearly
seen from Exhibit 3 where there are two towers that rise more than 40 feet above grade.
However, the staff report says that the structure is only 33.5 feet high, This will be the
tallest structure in Santa Monica Canyon and far exceeds the height of the examples
given in the staff report or any of the nearby homes.

Misrepresentation: The staif report sites three other Coastal Commission approved
projects and says that the prior approval of these structures is apparently indicative that
the proposed house would also fit into the character of the neighborhood. This is not
true. it completely ignores the unique hiltside nature of this coastal area and seems to
treat all houses as equal.

+ 123 Ocean Way is on the opposite side of Ocean Way from the proposed house and
this house descends down the side of Santa Monica Canyon, it does not rise above
the hillside. From most vantage points this 3,000 SF house appears to be only two
stories high.

» 120 Qcean Way is on the same side of Ocean Way as the proposed house but
several houses away. This house was a remade! of an existing home in a very
sensitive way that did not change the character of the house at all. [n fact the newiy
renovated house looks basically the same. It was a remodel. Not a new home.

« 273 Mabery is quite a distance from the proposed house. Like 123 Ocean Way, this
house descends down intg Santa Monica Canyon hillside and at street ievel is only

one story. GOASTAL COMMISSION
EXHIBIT S
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All three of the examples cited are consistent with the character of our coastal
neighborhood. They are in the same scale as neighboring homes and fit into the area
very well. They do not stand out and are sensitive to hillside and coastal ambience.
None of these houses towers above nearby homes. Two of the houses descend down
inte the Ganyon rather than rise above it

The proposed house for 160 Ocean Way is not “visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas’. Santa Menica Canyon is a unique coastal community where homes
are built into the coastal hillside adjacent to Will Rogers State Beach. The neighboring
homes are one and two story homes. The proposed structure is Four Stories. There ate
no four-story homes in the coastal heighborhood. This towering structure wiil be far
talter than anything in the neighborhood.

Misrepresentation: The staff report indicates that the proposed house has been
approved by the City of Los Angeles and therefore meets City requirements regarding
new housing development in our hillside area. This is a misleading statement. The staff
report fails to mention that the City Council recently enacted prohibitions on overbuilding.
These restrictions against “mansionization” were much needed to protect the coastal and
hiliside environment and the character of our neighborhoad. These new limitations are-
currently in effect. The staff report fails to mention that the proposed house was not
required to comply with current requirements regarding overbuilding. The plans for this
house were submitted after passage of the new restrictions but prior 1o their effective
date. Therefore, this house is technically grandfathered under the old reqmrements nat
clHrent law.

If approved by the Coastal Commission, this house would be the last out of scale house
buift in our beachside neighborhood. The Coastal Commission should not permit a 40+
foot tower o be constructed in the coastal hillside.

Sincerety,

Mm - ﬂf‘b\“"\

Marlow Fisher, 242 Entrada Drlve Santa Monica, CA 90402

cC: John Bel Arroz, Coastal Commission Staff

CORSTAL DOMMIESION
EXHEB!T %wwf;m—»w
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SANTA MONICA CANYON CIVIC ASSOCIATION

July 27, 2011

Ms. Martha McCiure, Supervigor August Agenda ltem: W20 a
California Coastal Commission Application #: 5-11-125
County of Del Norte Proposed Project: 160 N. Ocean Way,
981 H Street, Suite 200 Santa Monica, 90402
Crescent City, CA 85531 Request for Continuance

Dear Commissioner McClure,

The Santa Monica Canyon Civic Association is a voluntary neighborhood
association located in the City of Los Angeles, North of Santa Monica, between
Chautauqua Drive, the Riveria Country Club and the Pacific Ocean. SMCCA was
incorporated in 1946 and is ong of the cldest associations in California. We include
nearly 1,200 families.

We have been contacted by several residents edjacent to 160 Qcean Way who
would like to testfy before the Commission of their opposition to the reference
project. | knew well the late previous residents of the house at this location and can
see that the proposat would result in the tallest home ever builf in our canyon which
consists mainly of smaller R-1 lots. Thers would be impacts on views of and from
the beachfocean and the proposai is clearly in violation of the spirit if not the letter of
the City of Los Angeles "Hillside Baseline Ordinance,” recently enacled after several
years of public outreach and comment.

! support the neighbors’ request for the continuation of the hearing so that the
community can attend a Commission meeting closer to home, perhaps in October. |
am not aware of any legat deadline for action that mandates this hearing be held in
Watsonville.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

George Wolfbery
President

GOASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT # .
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~+  RECEIVED

South Cocsi Region

AUG 1 - 201 Agenda item: W 20 &
Application #: 5-11-128

CALFORMIA Proposed Project: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 90402
COASTAL COMMISSION My Address: 168 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 90402
Position: Opposed

July 27, 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402

Re: Proposed Construction: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Application # 5-11-125

Dear Coastal Commission Mambers:

| am a resident of the coastal neighborhood of Santa Monica Canyon and am writing to

alert you to an item that is scheduled on your agenda for August 10, 2011 in
Watsonville, CA. 1l is listed as agenda item 20. (a) and is application number 5-11-125
(Applicant: Darrach McCarthy and Lucta Singer; 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific

Palisades, Los Angeles County).

Request for Hearinq Location Change to Local Venue

Approximately 20 local residents have expressed their concerns in writing to'the
Cormission (the letiers are included in the staff report packet prepared by Mr. John Del
Arroz dated Juiy 25, 2011). Many of the residents have been waiting for this issue to
come before the Commission so that they could attend in person but we have just found
out that this hearing will take place in Watsonville, CA — a significant distance from the

project area — which will preclude peopie from attending.

This proposed project has generated significant community concern regarding the
neight and magnitude of the proposed new construction and its related impacts to the
community, including visual impacts from the beach and coastal area.

| respectfully request that the Coastal Commission change the hearing location to
a more appropriate Southern California venue so that residents can attend the

hearing and voice their concerns directly to the Commission.

Staff Report Inaccuracies and Misrepresentations

Furthermore, there are many inaccuracies and misrepresentations in the staff report
prepared by Mr. Del Arroz. Given the fact that the Coastal Commissioners are

presumably basing their decision aimost exclusively on this staff report and the fact that L1
Mr. Del Arroz has recommended approving the permit, it is critical to cor@@ﬁ@éé@bi@iﬁ&i?ﬂ%%&a i
document. | offer the following corrections below:

T

EXHIBIT # oo
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1. Project city is incorrect. The staff report has the project location listed as 160
North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades, Los Angeles County. The correct address
is 160 North Ocean Way, Santa Monica. This error has misleading implications
as a proposed residential project of this height and square footage might be
viewed as more appropriate in Pacific Palisades than in Santa Monica Canyon.
Santa Monica Canyon differs from Pacific Palisades in that the lots are generally
smaller and are nestled in the steep canyon walls which are visible from the
beach and Santa Monica Bay.

2. Number of lefters opposing the project. The staff report states that eight
letters were received but does not state that one of the letters had seventeen
signatures. This is misleading as it potentially minimizes the amount of publrc
COncern for the pro;ect o o

- [N o r———— e rr——

3. Height of the structure is incorrect. The project description states that the
height of the structure will be 33.5" high which is in conflict with Exhibit 3 of the
staff report packet which shows the height to be 41’ or higher. The structure
would be located on a slope which wilt further exacerbate the height issue. If.
built, this structure would be the tallest building in Santa Monica Canyon. Given
the fact that the lot is located 750" from the beach, the scenic and visual impacts
from Will Rogers State Beach and Santa Monica Bay would be significant.

4. Staff report cites three pre\fiously approved Coastal Commission projects .
as “similar” in height and size which is misleading given their location
relative to the canyon sloping topography. Details for gach property listed
below:

a. 123 Ocean Way is on the opposite side of Ocean Way from the proposed
project and descends down the side of Santa Monica Canyon. It does not
rise above the hillside. From most vantage points this 3,000 SF house
appears to be only two stories high.

b. 120 Ocean Way is on the same side of Ocean Way as the proposed
project but was a remodel of an existing home in a very sensitive way that

dit-not-change the character of the house at all. In fact the néwhouse™ ~ = 7
looks basically the same. It was a remodel, nof a new home.

c. 273 Mabery is quite a distance from the proposed project. Like 123 Ocean
Way this house descends down into Santa Monica Canyon hillside and at
street level is only one story.

All three of these examples are consistent with the character of Santa Monica
Canyon and “fit" with the existing character of the coastal community. They do
not tower above other adjacent structures or stand out in any way. In fact, two of
the homes descend into the canyon rather than rising above the canyon walls.
The proposed structure is for thrée stories and an additional fourth story roof-top
deck. Currently, there are no four story homes in Santa Monica Canyon and if
built, this will be the tallest structure in the neighborhood.

@@R%‘%”AL COMMISSION
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5. Staff report indicates City of Los Angeles Approval in Concept but fails to
elaborate on Baseline Hillside Ordinance applicability especially given that
it is in a hillside coastal zone and therefore under jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. The plans for this project were submitted after the
passage of the new restrictions but prior to the effective date of implementation.
Regardless of the timing of the project and the City of Los Angeles’ interpretation
of the new ordinance and e infent of the ordinance, the Coastal Commission
surely has the authority to review the project under the lens of the new ordinance
requirements as it relates to scenic and visual impacts from the adjacent coastal

areas.

Staff report assessments and conclusions

1. The staff report states “the proposed project will not adversely affect the
scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas’. | wholeheartediy disagree. How
can this project not affect the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal area when
if proposed just a few months later it would have not met the new Baseline
Hillside Ordinance limitations and would have at a minimum been rejected by the

City of Los Angeles?

2. The staff report states “the proposed project will not result in development
which would impact public views to or along the ocean, nor would it result
in impacts to scenic coastal areas”. Again, | disagree. The staff report
explains that the project will “blend into the surrounding residential neighborhood”
and that it is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act with respect to
protection of public views. Section 30251 states: “Permitted development should
be sited and designed to protect views to and aloeng the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the afteration of natural fandforms, to be visually compatibte
with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.” This project does not meet
the requirements of Section 30251,

3. The staff report states that the result of CEQA analysis and review was that
no feasible mitigation measures were available that would substantially
lessen any significant adverse effect on the environment. Since height is the
primary reason for scenic and visual impacts, the Coastal Commission should
consider requiring a revised alternative that significantly reduces the height of the
proposed structure. Doing so would mitigate the significant scenic and visual
impacts on the environment.

Conclusion

} strongly urge you to give this project the attention and scrutiny that it deserves. If
approved, this project will have significant long-lasting effects that wilt impact coastal
views and the character of our coastal community for both residents angivislivrs atiResiiis

f.
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Santa Monica Canyon is a valuable and unique asset of the Califarnia coast and all
applicable protections should apply.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

o A&

Lisa Cutting

- 'Fcr?riécilfa Lani Cuttﬁﬁ“g T
168 Ocean Way |

Santa Monica, CA 90402

(310) 454-3833

Cc: John Det Arroz
Bit Rosendahl
Naman Kulla

Whitney Blumenfeld

GOASTAL GOMMISSION
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CALEORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION Agenda [tem: W 20a
Application #5-11-125
Proposed Project: 160 N. Ocean Way
My Address: 230 Ocean Way, Santa Monica, 80402
My name: Patricia Murphy Dowling
Position: Opposed
July 29, 2011
California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4402- - SRR

Re: Proposed Construction: 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402
Application # 5-11-125

Dear Mr. John Del Arroz,

1 am the next door neighbor 1o the above residence. I am writing to ask you to reconsider
the location of the hearing on August 10, 2011 in Watsonville, California to be changed
to a more convenient location for the concerned neighbors to attend. As I stated in earlier
correspondence there are many neighbors who want to attend but due to physical and
monetary constraints they will be unable to do so. Some of the neighbors are
handicapped. One ncighbor, stated that she is handicapped and cannot go such a distance
although she would do so if it were closer. The hearing should be located in the area near
the proposed project, if at all possible.

I am deeply concerned by the proposed construction at 160 N. Ocean Way because of the
potential destruction to the character of this historic community.

In 1958 my family moved to 230 Ocean Way, I was twelve years old. The canyon was a
special place with trees, ocean, quiet, peace, and most importantly the families that loved
the Santa Monica Canvon. The Santa Monica Canyon was part of the Rancho Boca de
Santa Monica. It was part of a land grant established in 1839 while Southerr California
was under Mexican rule. The descendants of Francisco Marquez still live in the canyon
today The original adobe home is now gone but other original adobes are still occupied
and one is 102 Ocean Way one the samne block as this proposed construction. Will Rogers
Beach is one block from 160 Ocean Way.

As I grew up, I met the Marquez family members who had settled here in 1847, The
Marquez blacksmith shop was located across the street from my home. It was ?ﬁ%ﬁi COIGRIRSIDE
remains the home af Sharon Kilbride who is a descendent of the Marquez fanfly? = =~ -

<.
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The area is filled with rich California history. Uplifters Ranch in the upper Santa Monica
Canyon was a private club but now is part of the Los Angeles Parks and Recreation. The
original ciub built in 1923 is a historic building of Spanish design and is cherished by the
canyon residents. Thousands of park lovers come to enjoy the picnic grounds, baseball
fields, tennis courts, pool, and programs of Rustic Canyon Park.

Our Canyon School was originally a one room school built on land donated by the
Marquez family. The original schoot! is still there and is a historical treasure. Each year
Canyon School celebrates with a Cinco De Mayo fiesta as part of the agreement for the
donation of the land. Across the street the Marquez Family Cemetery is just one of the
rancho-era monuments.

{ think the history of the Santa Monica Canyon is vital in order to emphasize the unique
characteristics of this community. The homes in the area are all one and two story homes
that began as bungalows built for weekend visitors to escape the city. This was a simpler
time and most of us want the community character to remain unchanged. We believe that
the area is suited to small homes with no more than two stories as the lots are small and
the roads are narrow.

My home is next door to 160 N. Ocean Way. I can remember when this (160 and 168
Ocean Way) was an empty lot. At the back of the lot there was a hill of approximately
fifteen feet in height. 160 N. Ocean Way was built on the hill of a flag lot. It rises up
above 168 Ocean Way where they share a driveway. This proposed structure will be
visible from all over the canyon as it will be four stories high with the foundation being
higher than the rest of the footprint. The proposed structure is completely out of character
for the area.

The staff report packet shows that the height will be 41 feet or higher for the new
structure. This will be the tallest building in the canyon! The visual impact for the public
from Chatauqua Blvd. and Will Rogers State Beach will be significant. The fourth story
is a roof top sun deck. It will have an elevator and a bell tower, These will rise to the
level of the power lines just behind the house. A FOUR STORY STRUCTURE is two
stories higher than the neighboring homes. This structure impacts the public views and
changes the natural landforms to be visibly prominent and is out of community character
for the Santa Monica Canyon.

Another concern is the noise. In this canyon the noise carries everywhere. It echoes. I
will be able to hear the conversations on the sun deck of the new home at 160 Ocean Way
very easily.

The people of California, who come to the historic Santa Monica Canyon to take their
families to the beach, as they have done for the past 167 years, will appreciate and respect
that we have protected their coast. [ urge you to change the date and location of the
hearing as this project is important to the future of our coastal community and all the
neighbors’ voices, including those with physical disabilities, should be heard.

COASTAL COMMISSION
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Thank you for your service in protecting our California coastline.

Sincerely,

6?‘3’“2%“”““%&6 st&h::

Patricia Dowling

230 Ocean Way

Santa Monica, CA 90402
3104562323

cc Steve Blank - T T o oo
Dayna Bocheo

Dr. William Burke
Wendy Mitchell
Mary K. Shallenberger
Jana Zimmer
Martha McClure
Steve Kinsey

Mark W. Stonc
Brian Brennan
Richard Bloom
Esther Sanchez
James Wickett

Dr. Clark E. Parker
Meg Caldwell

Scott Peters

Steve Kram

Sarah Glade Gumey
Connie Stewart
Pam O’Connor
Bruce Reznik
Witliam Rosendahl

.....
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AUG 2 - 2611
Agenda ltem: W 20 7
A LI DT Application #: 5-11-125
LLIFORMNLA .
cO AS%ﬁngﬁM SSION Proposed Project; 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa Monica
Debra Gendel, 225 Mabery Road, Santa Monica
OPPOSED

July 29, 2011

Mr. John Del Arroz

CA Coastal Commission

South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate Ave., Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re:  Propesed Construction: 160 N. QOcean Way, Santa Monica, CA 90402, Application # 5-11-125
Dear Mr. Det Arroz;

| am a resident of the coastal neighborhood of Santa Monica Canyon and am writing to ask for a
change of venue for the above referenced project review from the Coastal Commissian hearing in
Watsonville on August 10, to the L A -area hearing date just 10 weeks away, in October.

Many of the neighbars surrounding the project are in their 70s and 80s and it would be a hardship for
them to travel so great a distance. Since there is no legal deadline for action on 180 Ocean Way, a
single-family residence, moving the project's review to the next hearing in the Los Angeles area would
facilitate—rather than preciude —piublic participation by those residents of this Santa Monica
Canyon neighborhood who would be impacted by the project.

Furthermore, ! would request the Coastal Commission tQ require a reduced height and mass.

The designer claims the house has bean developed "as of right" and is therefore not subject to
discretionary review by the City of Los Angelas and its Board of Zoning Appeals. However, the house
epiiomizes the Kind of design which the new Hillside Ordinance is meant to prevent.

The City seems prepared to grant a permit because the owners managed to get their application in
just before the deadline in order 1o avoid being subject 1o the new rules. However, the Coastal
Commission has broader discretion. | believe this project calls for a broad discretionary review.

With the new Hillside Crdinance, it is the clear intent of the City of Los Angeles {o prevent such
massive houses in ALL hillside areas, and given that this is not only a hillside area but a Coastal
Zone, the Commission should insist on compliance with the new Hillside Ordinance, even if the project
was technically "grandfathered" in.

| am not cpposed 1o a new house, | am opposed to allowing this particular design 1o become the last
massive house built in the Canyon because of a technicality. A house of this mass and height,
shoshorned imo a tight lot, has a negative impact not anly on many neighbors but on the public
enviranment of the Canyon,

Reasons why the Coastal Commission should review this project with special aﬂ%mgﬁ& g@%?ﬁi%g;%ﬁi‘i
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HILLSIDE o
This is not on a typical flat site, but a sensitive canyon hillsice

COASTAL _
This is not an infand hillside, bJt a hitlside within the coastai zone, highly visible from the beach and

from public streets above, and a major regional point of access 1o the ccast, for by car, transit, biker,
and pedestrian.

CANYON
Santa Monica Canyon is not an isolated canyon, but a major coastal gateway by car, bus, bike, and

on foot - the polential impacts of this house are public

HISTORIC
This is not a new nelghborhiood, but one that has been settled for more than 100 years

FLAGLOT
This is not a conventional rectangular iof, but & highly irregular and constrained flag lot with reciprocal
easements on the driveway

ADJOINING NEIGHBORS ,
This is not a typical lot with 2-3 abutting properties: it is in the middle of the block that has 6 abutting
and surrounding properties, with numerous others affected

CROWDED SITING
Thougn the property is 8,804 s.f., when the steep driveway is sublracied, the actual buildable area
{before setbacks) is closer fo 5,750 5.1,

SIZE
The enclosad area of the existing house is roughly 1,630 s.1.; the enclosad area of the proposed
house is mare 5,400 s 1. (this includes 800 s f. of garage)

FOUR STORIES
All the surrounding structures have 1 or 2 usable floor levels - the proposed house has 4

MASSING
There is no stepping down of tha building's massing with the slope, but rather a single massive
rectangular block {precisely what the new Hillside Qrdinance is intended to preciude)

ROOFDECK

The top floor is nol a flat or sloping roof, but an inhabitable rcoldeck with entertainment area 33.5 feet
above the ground, higher than many surrounding houses, with potential audible impacts throughout
the Canyon

ELEVATOR AND TOWER
Atower, more than 40" in height, rising directly from the driveway, within 36’ of the neighboring house.

s COMBESIUE
5’»‘-.
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MINIMAL LANDSCAPE ARAS
Unlike the generous gardens of surrcunding properties, there will remain practical@@%‘ti



The staff report sites three other Coastal Commission-approved projects and says that the approval of
these structures is apparently indicative that the proposed house would aiso fit into the character of
the neighborhood. This is not true. it compietely ignores the unique hiilside nature of this coastal
area and seems (o treat all houses as equal.

« 123 Ocean Way is on the apposite side of Ocean Way from the proposed house and
this house descends down the side of Santa Monica Canyon. It does not rise above
the hiftside. From most vantage points this 3,000 SF house appears to be only
two stories high.

» 120 Ocean Way is on the same side of Ccean Way as the proposed house but this
house was a remodel of an existing home in a vety sensitive way that did not change
the character of the house at all. In fact the new house looks basically the same. |t
was a remodel. Not a new home.

= 273 Mabery is quite a distance from the proposed house. Like 123 Ogean Way, this

~ house descends town Intg Santa Monica Canyon hitiside and at street level is oniy
one story.

Al three of the examples sited are consistent with the character of our coastal neighborhoed. They
are in the same scale as neighbering homes and fit into the area very well. They do not stand out and
are sensitive to hillside and coastal ambience. None of these houses towers above nearby homes.

Two of the houses descend down into the Canyon rather than rise above it. The proposed house for
160 Ocean Way is not “visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas”. The
neighboring homes are one and two story homes. The proposed structure is four stories.
There are no four-story homes in the coastal neighborhood. This towering structure will be far
taller than anything in the neighborhood.

in conclusion, | would ask that the venue far the project hearing be moved from Watsonville ta

Southern California. And | would ask that the Coastal Commission require the house to be lower, with
its massing stepped down with the hillside, and without a roofdeck and elevator.

Sincerely,

Debra Gende#”
225 Mabery Road
Santa Monica, CA 90402

CC: Mr. Jonn Del Arroz, California Coastal Commission Staff



CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2601 OCEAN PARK BOULEVARD
TELEPHONE{310) 314-8046 SUITE 205 E-MAIL:
FACSIMILE: {310)314-8050 SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90445 JCR@EUBCEARTHLAW .COM
www.choearthlaw.com

AGENDA ITEM W20a

Angust 1, 2011
Vig femail

Peter Douglas

FExecutive Director

California Coastal Commission
43 Fremant Street

Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-22]19

RE: Agenda [tem W20a: 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades, Los Angeles County,
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

Dear Mr. Douglas:

On behalf Concerned Residents of Santa Monica Canyon, we hereby provide you
with additional information in support of their request that you continue the hearing of the
above-entitled matter currently set for August in Watsonville to the October meeting in
Southern California. Concerned Residents of Santa Monica Canyon is made up of many
residents of the Santa Monica Canyon area of the Pacific Palisades that seek design
medificaticns to the significantly oversized development proposed for 160 North Ocean
Way (the “Project”™) due to the Project’s negative impacis on public and private views and
the potential geotechnical dangers. Attached please see iilustrations of the proposed
Project prepared by architect, which demonstrate the incompatibility of the Project with
the surrounding neighborhood. We request the hearing on this matter be continued from
the August meeting in Wastonville until the October meeting in Los Angeles or Orange
County. Concemned Residents’ request for a continuance is also supported by the two
neighborhood associations in the Project area; the BOCA Neighborhood Association and
the Santa Monica Canyon Civic Association have both submitted letters to the
Commission recommending a continuance of the hearing on the Project.




Peter Douglas
August 1, 2011
Page 2 of 3

respond to the Commission staff’s findings or to make travel arrangements to attend the
hearing in Watsonville. Written notice of the August hearing on the Project was not
received by any neighbor or neighborhood organization until July 25. On that day, a
small number of homeowners - approximately six residents on adjacent properties -
received a letter notifying them that the Commission hearing on the Project would be held
Jjust 16 days later, on August 10. For nearly all the neighbars, residents, and Canyon
homeowners associations, this was the very first written notice of any Commission
hearing, Many of the immediate neighbors to the Project site are elderly and one is
disabled. They all want to attend the hearing, but it would be a real hardship for them to
atiend a hearing in Watsonville. It will be especially difficult because of the short time
they now have to make possible arrangements. At least 50 residents and representatives of
the two neighborhood associations have indicated they would like attend the hearing on
the Project, but few would be able to go to Watsonville. Furthermore, the staff report,
which recommended approval of the Project, was only issued on July 22, giving the
community very little time to read it and respond to its findings. A continuance is needed
to allow residents to attend the hearing on the Project and to provide the Commission
with suggested modifications to mitigate the Project’s impacts.

Based on an email Commission staff sent to a neighbor of the Project, it is our
understanding that the decision to hold the Project hearing at the August hearing in
Watsonville was based upon staff workload considerations. According to Commission
policy, hearings should be held “relatively close” to the location of the proposed
development, unless there is a “legal deadline for action.”

(www .coastal.ca.gov/meetings/mtgdates html.) Staff workload is not listed as a
legitimate basis for holding a hearing at a location remote to the Project site. The Project
application was filed on May 18, 2011, meaning the 180 day legal deadline for action
runs until November 14, 2011. While the August meeting is being held far from the
proposed Project site in Watsonville, the October Commission meeting will be held in
Los Angeles or Orange County, much closer to the proposed Project site. Thus, the legal
deadline for action on the Project does not preciude holding the hearing at a location
relatively close to the location of the proposed development.

Additionally, the local South Coast Representative of the Coastal Commissioners,
Commissioner Richard Bloom, is unable to attend the August hearing in Watsonville.
The atternative South Coast Representative, Pam O’ Connor, is also unable to attend this
hearing. Concerned Residents of Santa. Monica Canyon believe a local perspective is
very important, thus it would be appropriate to continue the hearing on the Project until
the October meeting, which Commissioner Bloom will be able to attend.

Finally, since this is clearly a controversial project adversely affecting vis:w i LU
raising serious geotechnical issues, it would benefit greatly from additional timis Yo Work



Peter Douglas
August 1, 2011
Page 3 of 3

out potential mitigation or modifications. It is appropriate to continue the hearing until a
lime when the locai Commisstoners and impacted residents will be able to attend.

We appreciate your consideration of this request and look forward to your
response.

Sincerely,
L2

Jan Chatten-Brown

Cc: Commissioner Shallenberger, Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Stone, Vice Chair of the Coastal Commission
Commissioner Blank '

Commissioner Bochco

Commissioner Burke

Commissioner Mitchell

Commissioner Zimmer

Commissioner McClure

Commissioner Kinsey

Commissioner Brennan

Commissioner Bloom

Comrmissioner Sanchez

Pam O’ Connor, Altermate Commissioner
John Del Arroz, Coastal Commission staff
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existing house from the northeast

proposed house from the portheast - note rooftop eitertainment deck with proposed hot-
tub, barbecue, seating, and clevator ]



existing house from Ocean Way -

proposed house from Ocean Way
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Annrew E. BoGEN
Forty-EIGHTH FLGCR
333 SouTk GRAND AVEMUE
LoS ANGELES, CALIFORMIA BOQ7H
(P13) 229-7i59

Augusi 1, 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10% Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Proposed Construction at 160 Ocean Way
Santa Monica CA 90402
Application # 5-11-125

Dear Coastal Commission Members,

My wife and I reside ar 144 Ocean Way, Santa Monica CA 90402,
adjacent to the proposed project at 160 Ocean Way, We are writing (o urge that
the Coastal Commission hearing on this matter, which has been scheduled for
August 10-12 in Watsonville with a scant two weeks' nofice 1o adjacent property
owners, be rescheduled to a location in the Los Angeles vicinity in order that vou
may have a realistic opportunity to hear from persons living in the neighborhood
.and users of the area.

The proposed construetion at 160 Ocean Way, if it is permitted o
proceed, will significantly and adversely change the character of Santa Monica
Canyon. In doing so it will affect one of the most heavily-used beach areas in all
of Los Angeles County. Hundreds and, depending upon the weather and season,
thousands of Los Angeles residents come to Santa Monica Canyon daily
throughout the year to park and walk fo the adjacent beach, to waik on the
winding, tree-lined streets of the area, and to bicycle. This area is one of Los
Angeles” great public resources.

A major part of the appeal of Santa Monica Canyaon is the small scale of
the residences and businesses in the area, a large parnt of ‘which were construcied
50 and more years ago. The Canyon remains one of the few beach neighborhoods
in Los Angeles in which the overwhelming majority of houses are low-profile,
with minimal visual impact.

I{ the 160 Ocean Way project is zpproved it will initiate a radical change
in this patiern. The proposed three-story structure with a party deck on the roof
and stairway and elevator towers rising to 40 feet will be the tallest structure in
the area end have an unprecedented visual impact. Of the utmost importance, it
would undoubtedly set the pattern for future development so that inexorabiy over
time more and more views will be biocked and less and less of the canyon’s low _ .-
key, friendly, inviting, atmosphere will remain. @@&S VAL ?%5
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California Coastal Commission :
South Coast District Office CALIFORNIA .
August ), 2011 COASTAL COMMISSION

Page 2

We find it astonishing that an issue of such importance would be set for
hearing, on very short notice, several hundred miles away. To do so is completely
at odds with the purpose of the Coastal Commission and, we are certain, the
principles of the Commission members, We believe it is most unfair to require
citizens to fravel such a distance in order to participate in the Coastal
Commission’s hearing, and we are aware of no extraordinary circinmstances
which would justify such a burden.

Sincersly,
Moy e & g o

Andrew E. Bogen

cc: Me. Richand Bloom
Ms. Pam G'Connor
Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair
Ms. Wendy Mitchell
Ms, Martha McClure, Supervisor
Mr. Steve Kinsey, Supervisor
Mr, Mark W. Stone, Supervisor
Ms. Esther Sanchez
Iohn Del Arroz
Ms. Dayna Bocheo

COASTAL OMMISSION
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Agenda Item: W 20, an Application # 5-11-125
Proposed Project; 160 Ocean Way, Santa Monica
From: Earl and Carol Fisher, 102 Ocean Way, Ca. 90402

Position: Opposed
Qed
Dear Mr. Arroz: - 8/3/11

My wife and [ have lived at 102 Ocean Way (the Bradbury House, one of the
monuments in the Los Angeles Conservancy) for the last thirty years,

We strongly oppose “mansionizing” homes in our area. Therefore, we are in
opposition to the proposed four-story construction at 160 N. Ocean Way, Santa
Monica, Ca. 90402, Application # 5-11-125.

Furthermore, we suggest that you re-schedule the August 10-12, 2011 meeting on
this subject in Watsanville, to a later date, to an area near Santa Monica. You should
hear the feelings of the people in ourlocale before you pass on this most important
application.

Respectfully,

KM o Gt e

Farl and Carol Fisher

Coastal Act Section 30251 States: _

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be cansidered and protected as
a resource of public importance, Permitted development shall be sited and designed
1o protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural Jand forms, to be visuaily compatible with the character of
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in
visuaily degraded areas.
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08."‘;02.!2011 09:20 FAX 8189330222 GAINES & STACEY LLP Foo2/003

FRED GAINES
SHERMAN L, STACEY

Law OFFICES OF ‘
LISA A. WEINSERG" TELERWONE (B1E) 9330200
REBECCA A. THOMPEON - GAINES & STACEY LLP FACSIMILE (818) 833-0222
NANGI SESSIONS-STAGEY 16633 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 1220 | NTERNET W GANESLAW.COM
KIMBERLY A, RIELE ENCINO, CA 91436-1872

ALICIA B. BARTLEY

* A profurElane! corpmetion

August 1, 2011
'ORIGINAL VIA HAND DELIVERY
VIA FACSIMILE (415) 904-5400

Mary Shallenberger, Chair “7
California Coastal Commission 203
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

‘San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: 160 North Ocean Way, Pacific Palisades
Coastal Development Permit Amendment No, 5-11-125
Commission Hearing Date: August 10, 2011
Request for Approval Per Staff Recommendation

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Honorable Commissioners:

This law firm represents the applicants, Darrach MeCarthy and Lucia Singer, in the above-referenced

matter, We urge you to follow Staff’s recommendation to approve the Coastal Development Permit
with conditions as proposed. The proposed permit is for the applicant’s own residence, which meets
all applicable Los Angeles Municipal Code and Coastal Act requirements (no variances or
exceptions sought). The applicants have agreed to accept all conditions as proposed by the
Commission Staff.

The prbjeot involves the remodel of an existing 1959 home on an interior flag lot, which is not

. visible from any public street. The correct square footage of the proposed house is 4204 (plus

garage). The project size and height are consistent with the Commission’s recent approvals on this

same street (CDP 5-02-212, CDP 5-02-214 and CDP 5-07-227).

The new home will be seven feet taller than the current home. The Commission Staff has correctly
determined that no public views will be affected, and that private views are not protected under the
visual protection policies of the Coastal Act. :

G&8/1854-001

GOASTAL CCRIIAISSION
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0870272011 08:20 FAX 8188330222 _ GAINES & STACEY LLP : 40037003

Mary Shallenberger, Chair
August 1, 2011
Page 2

We respectfully request that you approve the permit as recommended by Commission staff. Thank
you for your consideration. As always, please do not hesitate to contact me at any time with any
questions or comments you may have.

Sincerely,

GAINES & STACEY LLP
37/~
D

S

By
FRE

cc: All Coastal Commission Members

Peter Douglas, Executive Director
John Del Arroz, Long Beach Office
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