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May 7, 2021 

ORIGINAL VIA U.S. MAIL 
 
VIA EMAIL: amrita.spencer@coastal.ca.gov    
  
California Coastal Commission    
c/o South Coast District 
301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
Re: 2654 and 2666 The Strand, Hermosa Beach  
 Meeting Date: May 13, 2021; Agenda Item No. Th14e 
 Project Support 
 
Dear Honorable Commissioners: 

This office represents Johnny and Elizabeth Lopez, Trustees of The Lopez Trust (“Lopez” or 
“Applicant”), the owners of property located at 2654 and 2666 The Strand in Hermosa Beach (the 
“Property”). Our clients seek a coastal development permit from the California Coastal 
Commission (the “Commission”) that would authorize the demolition of an existing single-family 
residence at 2654 The Strand, the merger of two single-family zoned lots (2654 and 2666 The 
Strand), the addition to an existing single-family residence at 2666 The Strand across the two 
merged lots, and an accessory dwelling unit (the “Project”). The Project would allow the Lopez 
family to continue their cultural tradition, accommodating multiple generations under one roof. 
The Project meets every single standard set forth in the City’s certified Land Use Plan and the 
Chapter 3 Policies of the Coastal Act. The State’s Housing Crisis Act and “no net loss” density 
rules do not apply here. For the reasons contained in this correspondence and to be presented at 
the Commission’s May 13, 2021 hearing, Lopez urges the Commission to follow the laws that are 
in effect today and to approve Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-20-0485. 
 

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The Property is situated at two adjacent beachfront lots, 2654 and 2666 The Strand, located in the 
City’s R-1 (Single-Family Residential) Zone. Together, the two lots equal 6,977 square feet1 and 
are separated from the almost 500’ wide sandy beach by a pedestrian walkway. (Please see project 

 
1 2666 The Strand is 4,380 square feet and 2654 The Strand is 2,597 square feet. The current minimum R-1 parcel 
size is 4,000 square feet, although the smaller lot at 2654 The Strand is considered legally non-conforming. 
(Hermosa Beach Zoning Code, Section 17.52 et seq.) 

 TH14e 
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location photo, attached as Exhibit 1 to the April 22, 2021 Staff Report (the “Staff Report”).) The 
areas to the north and south of the Property along The Strand are developed with a preponderance 
of single-family homes, all zoned R-1. To the east of the Property, across Hermosa Avenue, is a 
mix of single-family and multi-family residences. 
 
Lopez purchased 2666 The Strand in 2013 as a newly constructed 7,008 square foot single-family 
residence2, and lives there with his wife, four children, and extended family. When Lopez’s elderly 
neighbor at 2654 The Strand passed away in 2017, the Lopez family was presented with the 
opportunity to purchase that home which was originally constructed in 1932. They did so, at a 
price of $9,200,000. Lopez purchased with the intent to demolish the 3,180 square foot residence 
on 2654 The Strand3, merge the lot with 2666 The Strand, and remodel and expand the 2666 single-
family residence across the two contiguous lots in order to better accommodate their large family. 
The decision was also made to add a new accessory dwelling unit (“ADU”).  

Lopez hired reputed South Bay architect Louie Tomaro, the same architect who designed the home 
at 2666 The Strand, to draw up plans for the expanded residence. The City reviewed the plans and 
confirmed that they conformed to the City’s zoning and development standards. Lopez filed an 
application with the Coastal Commission for the demolition of 2654 The Strand and the renovation 
of and addition to 2666 The Strand. The proposed new construction would result in an expanded, 
two-story over basement, 11,328 square foot single-family residence over two contiguous lots that 
incorporates a 798 square foot ADU, as well as two enclosed parking spaces and three driveway 
parking spaces. 

The single-family residence was designed to comply with all laws, policies, and guidelines that 
are in effect today. As detailed below, present laws allow by-right a single-family residence in the 
R-1 zone, and do not prevent a lot merger to accommodate a larger single-family residence so long 
as all development standards are met. Furthermore, there are no laws that require an applicant to 
maintain single-family residential density with separate single-family homes, one per legal lot. In 
this case, there are no laws that even require the replacement of a demolished single-family home 
with another housing unit such as an ADU, even though there is one proposed in this case. And 
finally, there are no applicable laws that require an applicant to increase the housing stock. Here, 
the subject Project objectively complies with the City Land Use Plan (“LUP”) and Chapter 3 
Policies. 

The Commission first scheduled the Project for its March 2021 meeting, however, the matter was 
continued and rescheduled for the Commission’s May 2021 meeting following a 90-day extension 
agreement between Commission Staff and the Applicant.  

 

 
2 The residence at 2666 The Strand was constructed in or around 2012 pursuant to Coastal Development Permit No. 
5-11-233. That CDP, approved on consent at the Commission’s December 2011 meeting, authorized the demolition 
of an existing duplex and construction of a new, 25 foot high, 7,393 square foot two-story over basement single- 
family residence.  
3 “The 89-year old residence has surpassed the expected lifespan for residences.” (Staff Report, p. 19.) 
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B. THE DENSITY ARGUMENT DOES NOT APPLY TO THE DEMOLITION OF 
A MULTI-MILLION DOLLAR SINGLE-FAMILY HOME IN THE R-1 ZONE  
 
1. THE R-1 ZONE’S PURPOSE IS TO “PROVIDE THE LOWEST LEVEL OF 

DENSITY” 

The Property is zoned R-1, Single-Family Residential. The Single-Family Residential zone is to 
provide development standards for single-family dwellings. (Hermosa Beach Zoning Code 
Section 17.08.010.) Pursuant to Sections 17.08.020(K) and (L) “Permitted uses,” single-family 
dwellings are the primary permitted use. Accessory dwelling units are also permitted. The City’s 
corresponding land use for the Property is designated on the General Plan Land Use Map as Low 
Density residential. (Please see the City’s General Plan Land Use Map, attached hereto as Exhibit 
A.) According to Plan Hermosa, the City’s Integrated General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan, 
this designation “provides for the retention, maintenance, and investment in single-family 
residential neighborhoods and protects residential uses from potential nuisances of nonresidential 
uses. This low density designation is intended to provide the lowest levels of density, offer a high 
quality environment for family life, and ensure the preservation of residential property values.” 
[Emphasis added.] In short, the R-1 zone is the lowest density residential zone in the City and 
intended for single-family homes. 

2. LAWS INTENDED TO ADDRESS THE HOUSING CRISIS DO NOT 
APPLY TO THE DEMOLITION OF A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE 

Unlike other projects recently before the Commission that involve the demolition of two or more 
units, the Housing Crisis Act (or SB 330) does not apply to the remodel of an existing single-
family home and the construction of an ADU. The Commission’s recent “we must maintain 
density” mantra is not applicable to this Project. Here, the Property is within the R-1 zone and only 
involves the demolition of one single-family home constructed in 1932. This is important because 
the State’s housing laws, including SB 330, do not apply to the demolition of a single-family home. 
Staff suggests that Lopez replace the 2654 single-family residence with a standalone single-family 
residence. That argument, which dismisses an ADU as not an equivalent replacement for the 
demolition of a single-family home, is unsupported by the law.4  

SB 330 defines a “housing development project” as the construction of two or more housing units. 
A “housing development project” means a use consisting of residential units only, mixed use 
developments consisting of residential and non-residential uses with at least two-thirds of the 
square footage designated for residential use, or transitional or supportive housing. Because the 
term “units” is plural, a development has to consist of more than one unit to qualify under the 
Housing Accountability Act (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (h)(2).) (Please see the September 15, 
2020 Memorandum from the Department of Housing and Community Development, attached 
hereto as Exhibit B.) SB 330 does not apply to the demolition of a single-family residence, nor 
does it apply to the new construction of one residential unit. (Id.) In fact, Lopez is not required to 

 
4 Staff admits on page 10 of the Staff Report that SB 330 is not the standard of review for the Project. 
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provide any replacement dwelling unit for the demolition of the single-family home, but has 
voluntarily done so here.  

Staff’s “no density loss” argument as applied to the subject Project would be the most extreme 
overextension of this unwritten “policy” to date. While the density argument might be more tenable 
for a project located in any of the City’s higher density residential zones5, or for a project that 
involved the demolition of more than one dwelling unit, it is not legal or appropriate here. The 
Staff Report cites to no local or State law, including Chapter 3 policies, that prohibit the Project. 
The practical effect of the Staff Recommendation is to frustrate the Lopez plans in order to 
maintain one additional house in the price range of $10,000,000 - $12,000,000.  No law or policy 
in the Coastal Act or elsewhere extends protection to the most expensive houses in the State.  The 
laws in place today clearly allow for the merger of two R-1 zoned lots and the expansion of a 
single-family home across the two lots, so long as development standards are met. This is 
demonstrated by the Commission’s own prior actions approving similar projects in the past6 and, 
until there is a change to those laws and regulations, the Project should be afforded the same 
treatment. 

Finally, the Coastal Act is clear that the Commission may not deny or condition a CDP in order to 
implement housing policies or programs. That role has been and remains a local government 
function in the Coastal Zone under the detailed requirements of Government Code § 65590.  

3. CLAIMS THAT THE PROJECT MIGHT INCREASE VEHICLE MILES 
TRAVELED ARE COMPLETELY FABRICATED 
 

Staff asserts that it is important to maintain density in order to, somehow, reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMTs) and, consequently, greenhouse gases. The Staff Report states that Project 
approval would impact roads and increase VMTs because it would, somehow, reduce the housing 
stock that is “located closer to employment and recreational opportunities…” (Staff Report, p. 7.) 
With zero evidentiary support, Staff also claims that the replacement of a single-family home with 
an ADU would increase reliance on automobiles, greenhouse gases, and pressure to develop 
housing in areas that do not have adequate transit or public services. (Staff Report, p. 8.) These 
assertions are baseless and are not supported with any expert reports, studies, or facts. It is 
perplexing how any aspect of the Project (renovating an existing single-family home and replacing 
a single-family home with an ADU), would increase VMTs and/or greenhouse gases. If Staff were 
legitimately concerned about VMTs traveled, they would support, rather than object, to the Project 
because one expanded single-family home, rather than two single-family homes, would likely 
decrease, rather than increase, VMTs.   
 
 
 

 
5 There are three residential zones along The Strand – low density, medium density, and high density. 
6 See CDP No. 5-11-243 for 2408 The Strand approving the demolition of an existing duplex and construction of a 
new, 25 foot high, 10,517 sq. ft. single-family residence over two lots. (Exhibit C) See Permit Exemption No. 5-115-
0349-X for 2909 The Strand approving the remodel of an existing 9,666 square foot residence over two lots. 
(Exhibit D.) 



California Coastal Commission 
May 7, 2021 
Page 5 
 

 

 
C. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH COMMUNITY CHARACTER  

 
The proposed Project is compatible with the character of The (R-1) Strand neighborhood, as 
required by Section 30251. Section 17.08.030 of the City’s Zoning Code contains the development 
standards for the R-1 zone. These development standards ensure that projects are consistent with 
community character and the corresponding land use designation which, in this case, is the City’s 
lowest level of residential density.  

The subject Project complies with all of the City’s objective development standards and is entirely 
consistent with The Strand’s community character: it is below the maximum 25’ height permitted, 
it meets the front, side, and rear yard setback requirements, it achieves the minimum 4,000 square 
foot lot area, and it is under the maximum 65% lot coverage allowed.  

R-1 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

Maximum Height (Feet) 
Allowed Proposed 

25’ 25’7 
Maximum Lot Coverage (Percentage) 

Allowed Proposed 
65% 64.94% 

Minimum Usable Open Space (Square Feet) 
Required Proposed 

400 931 
 
Post-merger, the resulting lot size would be 6,977 square feet. It should be noted that 2654 The 
Strand is a legal nonconforming lot at 2,597 square feet, which is consistent with the certified LUP. 
(Section 17.52 et seq.) The new expanded single-family home, including the new ADU, would 
rearrange the above and below-grade square footage, resulting in a net decrease of above-grade 
square footage and a net increase in below-grade square footage.  
 

ABOVE GRADE VS BELOW GRADE 

 Existing Proposed 
Above Grade 7,605 sq. ft. 6,927 sq. ft. (-678 sq. ft.) 
Below Grade 2,583 sq. ft. 4,401 sq. ft. (+1,818 sq. ft.) 

 
As such, the Project’s above-grade square footage would only be 6,927 square feet, which is less 
than the existing 7,605 square feet, in keeping with the community character and consistent with 
the Commission’s previous approvals of similar homes along The Strand. (See Page 4 n. 6 and 
“Homes in the R-1 Zone on The Strand” table, attached hereto as Exhibit E.) 
 

 
7  However, as measured from the centerline of frontage road, the Project is only 23’. 
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Finally, the community character the Commission has historically found acceptable along The (R-
1) Strand includes generally equivalent ratios between house and parcel size.  
 

RATIO OF HOUSE TO PARCEL SIZE 
 

Address House Size Parcel Size Ratio 
2666 The Strand 7,393 4,380 1.68 
2634 The Strand 4,341 2,777 1.56 
2826 The Strand 8,212 4,635 1.77 
3001 The Strand 5,931 3,861 1.54 
3035 The Strand 5,178 2,936 1.76 
3124 The Strand 6,162 2,724 2.26 
3222 The Strand 4,334 2,443 1.77 
3320 The Strand 3,670 2,144 1.71 
3411 The Strand 3,850 1,948 1.98 
3485 The Strand 2,849 1,779 1.60 

 
As illustrated, the Project’s house to parcel size ratio is 1.62, squarely within the range of 1.54 – 
2.26 for single-family residences approved by the Commission and clearly consistent with bulk 
and massing aspects of the community character analysis. (Please also see “Homes in the R-1 
Zone on The Strand” table, attached hereto as Exhibit E.) 
 

D.  THE PROJECT MINIMIZES COASTAL HAZARDS 

Section D of the subject Staff Report suggests the use of 6.8 feet of sea level rise (“SLR”) for the 
Project is appropriate. Not only is this statement incorrect and inconsistent with the Coastal 
Commission’s very own SLR Guidance, but it does not impact Staff’s conclusion that the Project 
is in conformance with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The proposed Project has a “design life” 
of 75 years, which at the time of an August 5, 2020 GeoSoils Coastal Hazard & Wave Runup 
Study (the “Study”) was the year 2095. (Please see the August 5, 2020 Study, attached hereto as 
Exhibit F.) The low probability (0.5%) SLR high emissions for the year 2090 is 5.5 feet and for 
the year 2100 is 6.8 feet. Using linear interpolation, the 0.5%, high emissions, SLR for the year 
2095 is 6.15 feet. This is the maximum SLR value used in the GeoSoils Study, in conformance 
with the Commission’s SLR Guidance. As further explained in a GeoSoils April 29, 2021 letter 
from David Skelly, the Staff Report is incorrect in implying that the design SLR should be 6.8 
feet. (Please see the April 29, 2021 letter from David Skelly, attached hereto as Exhibit G.)  
 
Even if Staff’s SLR suggestions were accurate (and they are not), the Staff Report concludes that 
"the project site does not appear susceptible to coastal flooding, wave uprush, or coastal 
erosion...” and admits that “this is consistent with the hazards analysis provided by the 
applicant’s coastal engineering consultant…” (Staff Report, p. 16) In sum, the proposed 
Project will neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or 
destruction of the site, or adjacent area. The Project will have no impact on public resources such 
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as the beach or public boardwalk. There are no recommendations necessary for wave runup 
protection and, in fact, the proposed Project minimizes risks from ocean flooding.8  
 

E. MARINE RESOURCES AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Section E of the Staff Report acknowledges the Applicant’s drainage and runoff control plan that 
“minimizes impacts to water quality.” (Staff Report, p. 18) It also notes that the landscape plan 
will “consist of low water use and non-invasive plants.” (Id.) In all, Staff does not identify any 
deficiencies of the Project with respect to marine resources and water quality.  
 
The Applicant would agree to the Commission’s standard conditions ensuring the Project’s 
consistency with Section 30230, 30231, and 30232 of the Coastal Act.  
 

F. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DOES NOT PREJUDICE A FUTURE LCP 

As detailed herein, the Project is consistent with the certified LUP, R-1 development standards, 
and Chapter 3 policies. The primary argument asserted by Staff, that Project approval would 
somehow contribute to the State’s housing crisis, is factually and legally unsubstantiated and in no 
way would prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a certifiable LCP. 
 

G. THE ALTERNATIVES DO NOT ADVANCE ANY COASTAL ACT POLICY 
 
Staff states that the new housing law “seeks to address the statewide housing crisis by encouraging 
the maintenance of existing multi-family residential density (SB 330)…” and that SB 330 prohibits 
“approving residential projects that would demolish more dwelling units than are created by the 
project.” (Staff Report, p. 10.) With the exception of the “No Project” alternative, Staff suggests 
that Lopez maintain two separate single-family residences. None of the alternatives advance any 
LCP or statewide policies.9  

Although Section 30604 of the Coastal Act does provide that the Commission should encourage 
the protection of existing and new affordable housing opportunities, that policy is not advanced by 
Lopez revising the Project to provide two multi-million dollar single-family homes. In CDP No. 
5-11-243, the Commission approved the construction of a new 10,517 square foot residence across 
two merged lots at 2408 The Strand. (Please see CDP No. 5-11-243 and photo of 2408 The Strand, 
attached hereto as Exhibit C.) With home prices around $2,525 square foot10, maintaining or 
constructing a new residence at 2654 The Strand would be valued well over $10M. (Please see an 
August 2017 appraisal of 2654 The Strand at $9.2M, attached hereto as Exhibit H.)   
 
 

 
8 Such a conclusion is consistent with a long line of Commission decisions approving single-family homes with 
basements along The Strand. (Please see “Homes in the R-1 Zone on The Strand” table, attached hereto as Exhibit 
E.) 
9 As explained in Section B, SB 330 does not apply to the Project because this law does not apply to the demolition 
of one single-family home, nor does it apply to the construction of one housing unit. 
10 A 5,642 square foot home at 3001 The Strand sold in November 2020 for $14.25M. 
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1. THE SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVES DO NOTHING TO ADDRESS 
THE HOUSING CRISIS  

Staff suggests that, in lieu of the Project, the Applicant should maintain two separate single-family 
homes on two separate lots. In fact, Staff advances only one argument for this proposition – it 
would maintain “equivalent” density. As detailed herein, this argument is flawed for a variety of 
reasons that range from the inapplicability of the Housing Crisis Act to Staff’s turning a blind eye 
to the purpose of the City’s R-1 zone. Here, the replacement of one dwelling unit with one dwelling 
unit does maintain density and, even with the merging of two lots, the Project is by-right. 
 
If the Commission was concerned about diversifying housing opportunities, then the Project’s 
provision of an ADU should be celebrated. The purported “alternative,” that Lopez should 
maintain two separate single family homes in lieu of one single family home and an ADU is 
irrelevant to the “housing crisis” given an estimated price tag on The Strand over $12M for a 
single-family home. Such a result would do nothing to increase the supply of housing for the 
average person or to protect coastal resources. Staff’s quest to maintain density in this case equates 
to a push to maintain a multi-million dollar single-family home, rather than allow an 800 square 
foot ADU which could lease around $2,500 a month.11 This farfetched result is not what the 
Legislature intended by SB 330. 

H. MULTI-GENERATIONAL FAMILY CAREGIVING DURING COVID-19 

Approval of the proposed Project will accommodate the Applicant’s family cultural heritage and 
multigenerational living tradition. Here, Lopez’s intention is to create a larger home that can 
accommodate both aging grandparents and small children.  
 

“The proposed project would result in a home that could support multigenerational 
living, a lifestyle concept that is commonplace and an honored tradition in my 
culture. The importance of this caregiving lifestyle has been particularly evident 
during the ongoing pandemic… 
 
…2666 The Strand, designed by Louie Tomaro - Architect, was purchased in 2013. 
With its tasteful design and Strand water feature, our home is complimented by 
visitors and local residents on a daily basis. When we bought our home, we did not 
originally set out with the intent to acquire an adjacent property. Nevertheless, our 

 
11 Comps for a Hermosa Beach/Hermosa Beach adjacent 800 square foot beach front ADU include: 

• 870 The Strand #109, Hermosa Beach – Studio, 280 sqft listed at $1,900 per month 
870 The Strand #V109, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 | Zillow 

• 840 The Strand #206, Hermosa Beach – 1 bdrm, 750 sqft listed at $2,900 per month  
840 The Strand APT 206, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 | Zillow 

• 60 15th St #A, Hermosa Beach – 2 bdrm, 950 sqft listed at $5,400 per month 
60 15th St APT A, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 | Zillow 

• 211 Yacht Club Way, Redondo Beach- 1 bdrm, 650 sqft listed at $2,395 per month 
211 Yacht Club Way #QSQ4ZG4YT, Redondo Beach, CA 90277 | Zillow 

 
 

https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/870-The-Strand-V109-Hermosa-Beach-CA-90254/2080327024_zpid/
https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/840-The-Strand-APT-206-Hermosa-Beach-CA-90254/2100379279_zpid/
https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/60-15th-St-APT-A-Hermosa-Beach-CA-90254/2093010302_zpid/
https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/211-Yacht-Club-Way-QSQ4ZG4YT-Redondo-Beach-CA-90277/2072016110_zpid/
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neighbors were elderly and widowed, and we were aware of examples of larger 
homes built on more than one lot along The Strand that had been approved by the 
Coastal Commission within the last ten years. One example of such a home, 10,517 
square feet on two lots, is just 1,000 feet to the south of us at 2408 The Strand. 
 
In 2017, our neighbor to the south passed away.  Consequently, her children looked 
to us to provide them with a friendly and straightforward transaction and offered 
us the opportunity to purchase 2654 The Strand. Given this circumstance, a new 
and more appropriate direction for our family was established. To secure our 
expansion objectives, we paid a premium for the property. Consequently, we began 
to work with Louie Tomaro in 2017 to preserve the aesthetics and intent of the 
original design, as he had elegantly completed one of the most attractive new homes 
along the Strand. The Hermosa Beach community has become our home and is a 
loving retreat for our family. 
 
The history and background provided above are relevant examples of how our 
families have risen to the challenge of providing for family members in need. More 
than ever before, our family will look to Lisa and me to provide pragmatic solutions 
to our families’ requirements. With my father’s passing in late February, without 
doubt, we will be called upon to step in and care for my mother. Our being in a 
position to continue to accommodate any myriad of family situations is 
unequivocally dependent upon the merging of 2654 and 2666 The Strand… 
 
…While many families have been faced with this same dilemma, during the Covid-
19 pandemic, they may have had the choice of possibly buying a more significant 
home or remodeling their current home to accommodate their needs. We, as a result 
of the sizable investment we have in both 2666 and 2654 The Strand, do not have 
those options. Our only alternative to address parents living with their children, 
quarantine, restaurant, theatre, and fitness center closures is to bring these two 
homes together as presented to the Coastal Commission.” 
  

The importance of the Lopez cultural custom became even more apparent during COVID-19 and 
is detailed by the Applicant in a letter to the Commission. (Please see the attached letter from Mr. 
Lopez to the Commission, attached hereto Exhibit I.) 
 

I. CONCLUSION 
 
There is no basis, legal or factual, for denying the Project because it will allegedly contribute to 
the State’s housing crisis. Suggesting that the Commission is somehow helping to alleviate that 
crisis by maintaining a multi-million dollar beachfront home is ludicrous. The Property is zoned 
for the lowest level of residential density in the City’s certified LUP and demolishing one single-
family residence does not “trigger” the applicability of SB 330. The Project objectively meets all 
development standards and is permitted by-right in the City’s R-1 zone. There are other examples 
of similarly sized homes along The Strand, approved by the Commission, for which findings for 
approval were made. There is no legitimate reason to treat this Project any differently. 
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The Commission is legally obligated to follow the laws, disregard Staff’s recommendation, and to 
approve Coastal Development Permit No. No. 5-20-0485. 

Sincerely, 

GAINES & STACEY LLP 

By Sherman L. Stacey 

     SHERMAN L. STACEY 

Enclosures 

  

























































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit E 

  



 
 ADDRESS CDP NO. OWNER/APPLICANT YR BLT # OF UNITS BLDG SIZE / LOT SIZE APPROVED 

 

HOMES IN THE R-1 ZONE ON THE STRAND, HERMOSA BEACH APPROVED BY CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 

1 3435 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

5-19-0955 David M Lesman Trust 2021 Duplex to SFR 2849 / 1779 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

2 3423 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

5-00-448 Wendy Greenberg 2002 SFR to SFR 3900 / 2737 

3 story w/semi-subterranean first 
floor – w/Skelly wave runup study 

Yes 

3 3411 The Strand 5-19-1244 TSNH Investments, LLC 2021 Duplex to SFR 
+ JADU 

3850 / 1948 

2 story w/partial basement (1,068 
sq. ft.) 

Yes 

4 3409 The Stand 5-04-485 Versailles 2212 LLC 2006 SFR to SFR 2298 / 1662 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

5 3320 The Strand 5-01-488 Strand 3320 LLC 1990 Triplex to SFR 3670 / 2144 

2 story w/basement and retaining 
walls for support – w/Skelly wave 
runup study 

Yes 

6 3301 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

5-02-201 McSorley 2005 SFR to 
SFR 

2117 / 4603 

5,778 sq. ft. 2 story w/basement – 
w/Skelly wave runup study 

Yes 

7 3231 The Strand File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

Jacobson Trust 1998 1 unit 2633 / 2404 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

8 3222 The Strand 5-13-077 Shannon Family Trust 2013 SFR to 
SFR 

4334 / 2443 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 



 
 ADDRESS CDP NO. OWNER/APPLICANT YR BLT # OF UNITS BLDG SIZE / LOT SIZE APPROVED 

 

HOMES IN THE R-1 ZONE ON THE STRAND, HERMOSA BEACH APPROVED BY CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 

9 3220 The Strand 5-01-488 Biche 2002 Triplex 
to SFR 

3752 / 2495 

2 story w/basement and retaining 
walls for support (Skelly wave 
runup study) 

Yes 

10 3129 The Strand File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

Rothman Trust 1991 1 Unit 3884 / 2683 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

11 3124 The Strand 5-11-183 Feld 2014 SFR to 
SFR 

5102 / 2724 

6,162 sq. ft. 3 story w/basement, 
includine semi-subeteeranean 1st 
floor (Skelly wave runup study) 

Yes 

12 3116 The Strand 5-00-451 Brad Scott 2006 1 Unit 3955 / 2776 Yes 

13 3035 The Strand 5-15-0970 Riboli Trust 2019 SFR to 
SFR 

5178 / 2936 

2 story w/basement and sub-
basement 

 

 

Yes 

14 3003 The Strand 

(*Same as #32.) 

5-05-336 Shannon Quinn Trust 1997 Duplex 
to SFR  

9713 / 6595 

6,000 sq. ft. per CDP 

Yes 

*Requested b/c 
existing bldg., size 
does not match 
CDP 



 
 ADDRESS CDP NO. OWNER/APPLICANT YR BLT # OF UNITS BLDG SIZE / LOT SIZE APPROVED 

 

HOMES IN THE R-1 ZONE ON THE STRAND, HERMOSA BEACH APPROVED BY CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 

15 3001 The Strand 

(*Same as #31.) 

5-05-336 Squires 2007 Duplex 
to SFR 

5931 / 3861 Yes 

16 2930 The Strand 5-05-492 Fouce Trust 1997 1 Unit 4312 / 4900 

1,292 sq. ft. addition, 2 story 
w/basement 

Yes 

17 2909 The Strand 5-15-0349-X Blake Holdings II, LLC 1997 1 Unit 9713 / 6595 

2 story w/basement, remodel of 
existing home 

Yes 

18 2838 (2837) The 
Strand 

5-05-466 Carroll 2010 Duplex 
to SFR 

3506 / 3536 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

19 2826 The Strand 5-08-121 Boris, LLC 2010 SFR to 
SFR 

8212 / 4635 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

20 2806 The Strand 5-06-191 HLTT Trust 2012 SFR to 
SFR 

8884 / 5324 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

21 2728 The Strand 5-13-0652 Kahl Trust 2015 SFR to 
SFR 

6767 / 5452 

 

Yes 

22 2666 The Strand 5-11-233 Lopez Trust 2012 Duplex 
to SFR 

7393 / 4380 

 

Yes 



 
 ADDRESS CDP NO. OWNER/APPLICANT YR BLT # OF UNITS BLDG SIZE / LOT SIZE APPROVED 

 

HOMES IN THE R-1 ZONE ON THE STRAND, HERMOSA BEACH APPROVED BY CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 

23 2634 The Strand 5-07-123 Blue Ocean View, LLC 2007 6 Units 
to SFR 

4341 / 2777 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

24 2621 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

5-15-0231-W 2624 The Strand Investors, 
LLC 

1962 1 Unit 3758 / 2871 Yes 

25 2541 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

File # not yet 
identified by 
CCC 

Saemann 1991 1 Unit 5831 / 8124 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

26 2530 The Strand File # not yet 
identified by 
CCC 

Kaplan Trust 1999 1 Unit 2707 / 5429 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

27 2515 Hermosa 
(The Strand) 

File # not yet 
identified by 
CCC 

Kaplan Trust 1994 1 Unit 4384 / 5004 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

28 2510 The Strand File # not yet 
identified by 
CCC 

McDowell Trust 1980 1 Unit 4739 / 3404 File # not yet 
identified by CCC 

29 2428 The Strand 5-18-0234 Marriott Family Trust 2018 SFR to 
SFR 

5216 /  

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

30 2426 The Strand 5-16-0341 Buxton Family Trust 1925 2 Unit 2669 / 3662 

Add 493 sq. ft. of area to basement 
(excavate and underpin) 

Yes 



 
 ADDRESS CDP NO. OWNER/APPLICANT YR BLT # OF UNITS BLDG SIZE / LOT SIZE APPROVED 

 

HOMES IN THE R-1 ZONE ON THE STRAND, HERMOSA BEACH APPROVED BY CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 

31 2408 The Strand 5-11-243 South Bay III, LLC 2013 Duplex 
to SFR 

10517 / 7623 

 

Yes 

32 2340 The Strand 5-03-487  Chen 2007 1 Unit 3615 / 4223  Yes 

33 2334 The Strand 5-00-086114 

 

Heuer Family Trust 2002 1 Unit 3877 / 2400 

w/Skelly wave runup study 

Yes 

34 2330 The Strand 5-03-203 Norling Trust 2004 SFR to 
SFR 

3914 / 2388 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

35 2326 The Strand 5-03-204 Graham 2004 SFR to 
SFR 

3900 / 2383 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 

36 2314 The Strand 5-03-334 Devine 2003 SFR to 
SFR 

5242 / 3573 

2 story w/basement 

Yes 
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