Council Meeting of
January 23, 2007

Honorable Mayor and Members PUBLIC HEARING
of the City Council

City Hali

Torrance California

Members of the Council:

SUBJECT: Community Development - City Council consideration of an appeal of a
Planning Commission approval of a Precise Plan of Development to
allow the construction of a new one-story single family residence with
a semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback
Waiver, on property located in the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1
zone at 149 Via la Soledad.

PRE06-00025 and WAV06-00016: Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy
Ruckdaschel)

Expenditure: None

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission and Community Development Director recommend that the
City Council deny the appeal and take the following action on property located in the
Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 zone at 149 Via la Soledad.

1. Adopt Resolutions approving:
e A Precise Plan of Development (PRE06-00025) to allow construction of a new one-
story single family residence with a semi-subterranean garage.
e A Waiver (WAV06-00016) of the side yard setback requirement.

Funding: Not applicable

BACKGROUND

The applicant requests approval to allow the construction of a new one-story single family
residence with a semi-subterranean garage on property located in the Hillside Overlay
District in the R-1 zone. A Precise Plan of Development is required because the
applicants propose construction over 14 feet in height. A Waiver to allow retention of the
existing side yard setback is also requested. Prior to submitting an official application, the
applicant worked with staff and modified the design three times. The plan presented to
the Planning Commission represented a reduction in height of 4.5 feet, a change from a
gable to a hipped roof and the elimination of a previously requested height Waiver. The
matter was first considered by the Planning Commission on September 20, 2006. During
the Public Hearing, the property owner of 525 Via los Miradores, expressed that the
proposal would create a view impairment from his residence. The Planning Commission
approved the project with staff's recommendation to reduce the entire profile of the
proposed residence by one foot. The property owner of 525 Via los Miradores has
appealed the Planning Commission’s decision. The applicant, in response to concerns
regarding view impacts to the neighboring property at 525 Via los Miradores, proposed
changes to the roof that further limit the potential for significant view impairments. The
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fourth design, which incorporates the Planning Commission reduction of one additional
foot, also repositions the main ridge 4 feet to the east to assist with mitigating potential
view impairments to the property to the east as it is higher in elevation. The present
silhouette reflects this design. Since the Planning Commission hearing several items of
correspondence have been submitted to Staff and are attached for your review.

Prior Hearings and Publications

A Planning Commission Public Hearing was scheduled for September 20, 2006. On
September 8, 2006 the site was posted, a legal advertisement was published in the
newspaper and 113 notices were mailed to property owners within a 500 foot radius and
to the Riviera Homeowners Association. On January 12, 2007, 110 notices of the City
Council Public Hearing were mailed to property owners within a 500-foot radius and to the
Riviera Homeowners Association and a legal advertisement was published in the
newspaper. On January 16, 2007 a notice of public hearing was posted at the site.

Environmental Findings

Construction of new single family residence in a residential zone is Categorically
Exempted by the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality
Act, Article 19, Class 1, section 15303 (a).

ANALYSIS

The lot is an interior parcel, and is predominately rectangular in shape although it features
an irregular eastern side yard along 525 Via los Miradores. The existing residence is one
story in height and was constructed in 1954. The applicant proposes to construct a semi-
subterranean garage with a level of living area above which contains a foyer, an office, a
living room, a kitchen and dining room, a media room, two bedrooms, one and a half
baths, and a master suite. The ridge height of the proposed upper floor would be 27.00
feet in height, for a maximum ridge height elevation of 128.5 feet. This would raise the
maximum ridge elevation by 1.1 feet above the existing. Staff calculated the upper level
to contain living space measuring a total of 3,152.50 square feet. Including the 726
square foot semi-subterranean garage level, the new residence measures 3,878.50
square feet creating a lot coverage of 35.7% and a Floor Area Ratio of .44. Please see
the project summary below.

Statistical Information

¢ Lot Area 8,830 square feet

¢ Existing Living 1,360 square feet

¢ Existing Garage 405 square feet

¢ Proposed First Floor Living 3,152 square feet

¢ Proposed Semi-Sub. Garage Level 726 square feet

¢ Total Project w/ Proposed Garage 3,878 square feet .
¢ Floor Area Ratio 44

¢ Building Height 26.00 feet

¢ Lot Coverage 35.7%

The R-1 development standards require that 10% of the lot width be provided as the side
yard setback for lots that exceed 55 feet in width, which in this case would be 7.4 foot side
yard setbacks. The applicant has provided the Code required front setback, and has



exceeded the rear and eastern side yard setback requirements but has submitted a
Waiver request to allow retention of the existing 5 foot western side yard setback. The
majority of the proposed structure would maintain the western side yard setback for the
existing residence with the exception of the rear 2.5 feet of the media room.

In the judgment of the Community Development Department, the proposed structure, as
modified, will not have a significant impact on the view, light, air or privacy of the
surrounding properties. The new residence will not be materially detrimental to the public
welfare because it will either meet or exceed the required front, rear and eastern setbacks
and the proposed extensions of the existing non-conforming setback have been minimized
to only 2.5 feet along the rear of residence. The residence has proposed to utilize the
slope to maintain a minimal increase in elevation and maintain a FAR of 0.44. For these
reasons, staff does not object to this Waiver request. For the reasons listed above, Staff
recommends denial of the appeal and approval of the project.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposal on September 20, 2006. The applicants
gave presentations to the Commission regarding the design modifications. Public
testimony from one neighbor to the west who supported the project and from the appellant
who cited concerns with regards to view impairments offered suggestions to the Planning
Commission on how the proposal could be modified to prevent them. The Planning
Commission voted 5-1 (dissenting Commissioner Busch) to approve the project with the
additional one foot reduction.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeffery W. Gibson
Community Development Director

CONCUR:
o )

%?éffery W. Gibson Gregg D. Lodan, AICP
’ Comuni Development Director Planning Manager

Lo

City Maﬁag

Attachments: A. Resolutions

Revised Silhouette Certification

Letter of Appeal

Correspondence

Planning Commission hearing Minutes Excerpt 09/20/06

Previous Planning Commission Staff report and Supplementals
Proofs of Publication and Notification

Plot Plan, Floor Plan and Exterior Elevations (Limited Distribution)
Mayor’s Script (Limited Distribution)

Additional Correspondence (Limited Distribution)
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Attachment A

RESOLUTION NO. 2007-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A PRECISE PLAN OF
DEVELOPMENT AS PROVIDED FOR IN DIVISION 9, CHAPTER 1,
ARTICLE 41 OF THE TORRANCE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW
CONSTRUCTION OF A ONE-STORY  SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE WITH A SEMI-SUBTERRANEAN GARAGE, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH A WAIVER OF THE SIDE YARD SETBACK
REQUIREMENTS, ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE HILLSIDE
OVERLAY DISTRICT IN THE R-1 ZONE AT 149 VIA LA SOLEDAD.

PRE06-00025: Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Torrance conducted a public
hearing on September 20th, 2006, and approved an application for a Precise Plan of
Development filed by filed by Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow a
new one-story single family residence with a semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction
with a side yard setback Waiver, on property located in the Hillside Overlay District in the
R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Torrance conducted a public hearing on
January 23rd, 2007, to consider an application for a Precise Plan of Development filed by
filed by Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow a new one-story single
family residence with a semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback
Waiver, on property located in the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la
Soledad; and

WHEREAS, due and legal publication of notice was given to owners of property in
the vicinity thereof and due and legal hearings have been held, all in accordance with the
provisions of Division 9, Chapter 1, Article 41 of the Torrance Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, single family residential properties are Categorically Exempted by the
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act; Article 19,
Section 15303 (a); and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Torrance does hereby find and
determine as follows:

A) That the property address is 149 Via la Soledad.
B) That the property is located on Lot 30, Tract #19305.

C) The project is in compliance with both the R-1 Zoning and the Low-Density General
Plan designation for this site.

D) The proposed residence, as conditioned will not have an adverse impact upon the
view, light, air, or privacy of other properties in the vicinity because the proposed
remodel has been conditioned to reduce the entire building profile by an additional
foot and has utilized a semi-subterranean garage placement to prevent significant
view impairments for properties to the east and south.



E) That proposed residence, as conditioned, will cause the least intrusion on the view,
light, air, or privacy of other properties in the vicinity because the additions have
been located, planned and designed by providing a reduced overall profile and
have provided a large rear yard setback for the proposed residence to minimize the
potential for impairments to view, light, air and privacy.

F) The design of the proposed residence provides an orderly and attractive
development in harmony with other properties in the vicinity because the design
features a combination of stone veneer and stucco walls with a Spanish tile roof,
materials consistent with other residences in the vicinity.

G) The proposed residence, as conditioned, has been designed to insure that the
development will not have a harmful impact upon the land values and investment of
other properties in the vicinity because the proposed residence to the existing
residence represent a significant improvement in the subject property, which would
increase property values.

H) The granting of this application would not be materially detrimental to the public
welfare or to other properties in the vicinity because the design, as conditioned, will
maintain low profile due to the reduced profile and semi-subterranean garage to
minimize increases in the overall height and elevation.

l) The proposed residence will not cause or result in an adverse cumulative impact on
other properties in the vicinity because it would be compatible with the surrounding
pattern of development in both design and materials.

J) It is not feasible to increase the size of or rearrange the space within the existing
building or structure for the purposes intended except by increasing the height
because the topography of the lot makes it difficult to build otherwise and maintain
a usable rear yard without increasing the height of the residence.

K) Denial of this request to increase the height will constitute an unreasonable
hardship because the topography of the lot makes it difficult to build otherwise while
preserving the rear yard area.

L) Granting such application would not be materially detrimental to the public welfare
and to other properties in the vicinity because the proposed use is for residential
purposes and the proposed development, as conditioned, does not appear to have
a significant impact on view, light, air or privacy in the surrounding area because
although the applicant has increased the overall height the project does not
increase the maximum elevation of the existing residence.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that PRE06-00025, filed by Olympia Greer
(Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow a new one-story single family residence with a
semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback Waiver, on property
located in the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad, on file in the
Community Development Department of the City of Torrance, is hereby APPROVED
subject to the following conditions:

1. That the use of the subject property for a single family residence shall be subject to all
conditions imposed in Planning Commission Review 06-00025 and any amendments



thereto or modifications thereof as may be approved from time to time pursuant to
Section 92.28.1 et seq. of the Torrance Municipal Code on file in the office of the
Community Development Director of the City of Torrance; and further, that the said use
shall be established or constructed and shall be maintained in conformance with such
maps, plans, specifications, drawings, applications or other documents presented by
the applicant to the Community Development Department and upon which the City
Council relied in granting approval;

2. That if this Precise Plan of Development 06-00025 is not used within one year after
granting of the permit, it shall expire and become null and void unless extended by the
Community Development Director for an additional period as provided for in Section
92.27.1;

3. That the maximum height of the residence at the highest point of the roof shall not
exceed a height of 26.00 feet as represented by the survey elevation of 127.5 feet
based on the elevation of the lowest adjacent grade of 101.5 (located at the
northwestern perimeter of the building), based on a bench mark elevation of 100.00
feet located at the northwestern corner of the property, as shown on the official survey
map on file in the Community Development Department; (Development Review)

4. That the final height of the structure shall be certified by a licensed surveyor/engineer
prior to requesting a framing or roof-sheathing inspection and shall not exceed a
survey elevation of 127.5 feet based on the benchmark of 100.00 feet located in front
of the northwestern corner of the property, as shown on the official survey map on file
in the Community Development Department; (Development Review)

5. That an automatic garage door be installed; (Development Review)

6. That color and material samples of the proposed home be submitted for review to the
Community Development Department; (Development Review)

7. That the within 30 days of the final public hearing, the applicant shall remove the
silhouette of the proposed structure to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Director; (Development Review)

8. That within 30 days of the final public hearing, the applicant shall removed the “Public
Notice” sign to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director; (Development
Review)

Introduced, approved and adopted this 23rd day of January 2007.

MAYOR, of the City of Torrance
ATTEST:

City Clerk of the City of Torrance

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
JOHN FELLOWS llI, City Attorney

By







RESOLUTION NO. 2007-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A WAIVER AS PROVIDED
FOR IN DIVISION 9, CHAPTER 4, ARTICLE 2 OF THE TORRANCE
MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW LESS THAN THE REQUIRED
SIDE YARD SETBACK, IN CONJUNCTION WITH A PRECISE PLAN
OF DEVELOPMENT TO ALLOW FIRST-STORY AND SEMI-
SUBTERRANEAN GARAGE ADDITIONS TO AN EXISTING SINGLE
FAMILY RESIDENCE, ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE HILLSIDE
OVERLAY DISTRICT IN THE R-1 ZONE AT 149 VIA LA SOLEDAD.

WAV06-00016: Olympia Greer (Sandra And Guy Ruckdaschel)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Torrance conducted a public
hearing on September 20", 2006 and approved an application for a Waiver filed by
Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow less than the required side yard
setback, in conjunction with a Precise Plan of Development to allow first-story and semi-
subterranean garage additions to an existing single family residence, on property located
in the hillside overlay district in the R-1 zone at 149 Via la Soledad; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Torrance conducted a public hearing on
January 23rd, 2007, to consider an application for a a Waiver filed by Olympia Greer
(Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow less than the required side yard setback, in
conjunction with a Precise Plan of Development to allow first-story and semi-subterranean
garage additions to an existing single family residence, on property located in the hillside
overlay district in the R-1 zone at 149 Via la Soledad; and

WHEREAS, due and legal publication of notice was given to owners of property in
the vicinity thereof, all in accordance with the provisions of Division 9, Chapter 4, Article 2
of the Torrance Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, Setback Waivers are categorically exempted by the 2000 California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines in Article 19, Class 5, Section 15305 (5)(a);

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Torrance does hereby find and
determine as follows:

A) That the property address is 149 Via la Soledad.
B) That the property is located on Lot 30, Tract #19305.

C) The project is in compliance with both the R-1 Zoning and the Low-Density General
Plan designation for this site.

D) That there are unreasonable difficulties resulting from the 12 foot downward slope
along the eastern side yard which reduces the available area that can be utilized for
purposes of expanding the home without encroaching into the current side yard
setback requirement of 7.4 feet.

E) The encroachment into the required western side yard setback is justified because
aside for the rear 2.5 feet of the proposed media room, the requested retention of the
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existing five foot side yard is for areas in which the existing residence is presently
located.

That the reduction of the western side yard setback requirement will not substantially
interfere with the orderly development of the City because it will either meet or exceed
the required front, rear and eastern setbacks and the proposed extensions of the
existing non-conforming setback have been minimized to only 2.5 feet along the rear of
residence. The remodeled residence will also be well within allowable lot coverage
and floor area ratio limits, is consistent with the surrounding development and does not
represent a departure from the spirit of the zoning or general plan designation of the

property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that WAV06-00016, filed by Olympia Greer
(Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow less than the required side yard setbacks, in
conjunction with a Precise Plan of Development to allow a new one-story single family
residence with a semi-subterranean garage, on property located in the Hillside Overlay
District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad, is hereby APPROVED subject to the
following conditions:

1.

That the use of the subject property for a single-family residence shall be subject to all
conditions imposed in Wavier 06-00016 and any amendments thereto or modifications
thereof as may be approved from time to time pursuant to Section 92.28.1 et seq. of
the Torrance Municipal Code on file in the office of the Community Development
Director of the City of Torrance; and further, that the said use shall be established or
constructed and shall be maintained in conformance with such maps, plans,
specifications, drawings, applications or other documents presented by the applicant to
the Community Development Department and upon which the Planning Commission
relied in granting approval;

That if this Waiver 06-00016 is not used within one year after granting of the permit, it
shall expire and become null and void unless extended by the Community
Development Director for an additional period as provided for in Section 92.27.1;

That the applicant shall comply with all conditions associated with Precise Plan of
Development 06-00025; (Development Review)

Introduced, approved and adopted this 23rd day of January 2007.

MAYOR, of the City of Torrance

ATTEST:

City Clerk of the City of Torrance

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
JOHN FELLOWS Ill, City Attorney

By
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RS Attachment B
Q" f,\gl,ﬁ?_. City ?f Torrance, Community Development Department
3, 5! Meight and Location Certification

e - 3031 Torrance Bivd. - Torrance, CA 90503 + (310) 618-5990 Fax: (310) 618-5829 MOv-252005

Jeffery W. Gibson, Community Development Dircctor
The survey must be performed by a licensed land surveyor or
civil engineer and should be accompanied by a map which shows the location
“of the bench mark and the locations where the measurements were taken.
The map should also show the location of existing and proposed structures.

I have surveyed the silhouette located at | {qf‘ \/lﬁ M SLY(@/(/L&(

; {address) '
on “/ZZO/O ¢ , based on plans submitted to the City of Torrance
' ~ (date)
by Grzer ﬂ»ﬁl{ /JVS’\'OM\K%:? on [(/ Z/ 06 . The survey was taken
(applicant/architect) . (date)} .
from a bench mark located at [4 Via [[1%{@{(«%{ 4s S[wwm o aﬁ?t(,'/wc'((f V&f
(address) !
(attached map) which established a base elevation of [e0.00

The ridge line/highest point of the roof was determined to have an elevation of [27. ¢ .

The plans indicatc that the elevation should be [27.5

I certify that I have measured the location of pertinent fentures located on the subject
property. Based on the plans submitted to the Community Development Department, 1
have verified that the silhouette/construction accurately represents the proposed structure,
in terms of height, building envelope, location on the site, and all setbacks.

OFFICIAL STAMP

CHI MING &GoN& : 7243

Name {plcase prifm) N @CE P
///4//7 (3lc) 779 S0 2
SlGNA’%ﬁ “ [ / ' FHIONE
| / i1/: 2'7/06
DATE 7

Noies:
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SCALE: 1" =20 Found lead plug 0.48' .

DATE: 11/30/06 N'ly and 0.02' W'y,
No ref.

Ve

~

SURVEYOR:
BENCH MARK ~ FOUND LEAD PL_G AS St WN
CHI MING GONG

PLS 7243

Lic Expires 12-31-06

ZLEVATION 100 0
(ASSUNWLED DATL M)

Phone: 310-287-0427

SILHOUETTE CERTIFICATION

OF A PORTION OF LOT 30, TRACT No. 19035, MB 526 - 12,16
RUCKDASHEL RESIDENCE, 149 Via la Soledad, Torrance, CA 90277
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Attachment C
CITY OF TORRANCE
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION
DATE: September 21, 2006 SEP 22 2008
TO: Jeffery Gibson, Community Development
FROM: City Clerk’s Office
SUBJECT: Appeal 2006-11

Attached is Appeal 2006-11 received in this office on September 21, 2006
from Michael Lampasi, 525 Via Los Miradores, Torrance, CA 90277. This
appeal is of the Planning Commission’s approval on September 20, 2006
regarding PRE06-00025, WAV06-00016: OLYMPIA GREER (SANDRA
AND GUY RUCKDASCHEL) located at 149 Via La Soledad, Torrance, CA
90277 citing that the 26 foot height of the project is still blocking his view.

The appeal fee of $160.00, paid by check, was accepted by the City Clerk.

TMC SECTION 11.5.3. PROCEDURE AFTER FILING.

a) Upon receipt of the notice of appeal, and the appeal fee, the City Clerk shall notify the
concerned City officials, bodies or departments that an appeal has been filed and shall
transmit a copy of the appeal documents to such officials, bodies or departments.

b) The concerned City officials, bodies or departments shall prepare the necessary reports
for the City Council, provide public notices, posting, mailing or advertising in the same
manner as provided for the original hearing or decision making process, request the
appeal be placed on the agenda for hearing before the City Council within thirty (30) days
of receipt of the said notice of appeal, and notify the applicant in writing of the time, date
and place of the hearing not less than five (5) days before the Council hearing.

-

M\‘\,\ ’
<'”,M;\*”—'LLM <\ &g N \ﬁ_)\J/

“Sue Herbers, CMC
City-Glerk

cc:  City Council
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CITY OF TORRANCE - - (¢

I

APPEAL FORM .., 111108

WD o

AN APPEAL TO: RETURN TO: G wl U ZHANCE
B2 City Council Office of the ify Clerk
0 Planning Commission 3031 Torrance Boulevard
O Torrance CA 90509-2970

310/618-2870

RE: [PREO(L-000AS WAV 06-000/ b

(Case Number and Name)

Address/Location of Subject Property /4/ 9 VA LA SOLEDAD
(If applicable)

Decision of:

O Administrative Hearing Board [] License Review Board

O Airport Commission Planning Commission

3 Civil Service Commission O Community Development Director

[ Environmental Quality & Energy [ Special Development Permit
Conservation Commission {1 Other

Date of decision: _ 7-&0-0 L Appealing: K APPROVAL 1 DENIAL

Reason for Appeal: Be as detailed as necessary. Additional information can be presented at the hearing.
Aftach pages as required with additional information and/or signatures.)

R HEIH 77 ©F THE PROTECT |S STILL BLoCKING-
NY ViIE W

a

Name of Appellant _ /)ICHAEL LA MPAS /

Address of Appellant__ 5 XS ViaA 0SS HIRADPORES

Telephone Number (570 ) 57 3-4 500

Signature %&%ﬂé{%ﬂﬂ/wﬁ—

City Clerk x:\word\forms\Form Appeal rev 8/05




15
Attachment D

CITY OF TORRANCE

Community Development Department
3031 Torrance Boulevard

Torrance, CA 90503

o~ r\m I R

1“‘ N x‘.,«:'
oy

7512-022-018

MCELROY MONTE A

108 VIA MESA GRANDE
REDONDO BEACH CA 90277

W T e G o e B ”lin”|nul;”|n”n|*s”n|“!ut“l'nn”lln'ulul;‘ll

X.. i..'!b-l)

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Public Hearing will be held before the Torrance City Council
at 7:00 p.m., January 23, 2007, in the City Council Chambers of City Hall, 3031 Torrance
Boulevard, Torrance, California, on the following matter:

PRE06-00025 and WAV06-00016, Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel):

City Council consideration of an appeal of a Planning Commission approval of a Precise Plan of
Development to allow construction of a new one-story single family residence with a semi-
subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback Waiver, on property located in the
Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad.

N

Material can be reviewed in the Community Development Department. All persons interested in
the above matter are requested to be present at the hearing or to submit their comments to the
City Clerk, City Hall, 3031 Torrance Boulevard, Torrance, CA 90503, prior to the public hearing.

If you challenge the above matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you

~r someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in ~n
spondence delivered to the Community Development Department or the office ¢
C orior to the public hearing, and further, by the terms of Resolution No. 88-19, y. . 'ay

limited to ninety (90) days in which to commence such legal action pursuant to Section 1094.6
of the Code of Civil Procedure.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to
participate in this meeting, please contact the Community Development Department at 618-
5990. If you need a special hearing device to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
Clerk’s Office at 618-2870. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to
make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting [28 CFR 35.102-35.104
ADA Title l1].

For further information, contact the DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION of the Community
Development Department at (310) 618-5990.

Publish: January 13, 2007 SUE HERBERS
CITY CLERK
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TO: Mayor Scotto and the members of the city council
FROM: Monte McElroy, 108 Vis Mesa Grande, Torrance

CONCERNING: The appeal regarding the proposed construction at
149 Via la Soledad, PRE 06-00025 WAV 06-001
January 78, 2007.

Please uphold this appeal and deny the request for a two story,
4000 square foot building at the noted location.

I have observed the view impact of the proposed construction, with
the 27’ and the 26’ silhouettes, and feel that both elevations will
significantly impact the view of the ocean and the city lights from
Mr. Lampasi’s property.

This development is not in keeping with the intent the hillside overlay zone
which allows properties to be remodeled to be in harmony with the existing
neighborhood. If this motion is approved, it will encourage others to to
build massive two-story buildings. In 2006, the Planning Commission
approved three requests for such buildings in the 100 block of Via la
Soledad.

The proposed development can be redesigned to meet criteria within the
hillside overlay zone. Most of the original owners in this neighborhood
have remodeled their homes using the overlay zone criteria, and their
neighbors input, to obtain four bedrooms, three baths, and a family room;
and still have good yard areas without retaining walls.

Attached are some examples which reflect the trend toward “man
ionization” which is growing throughout the country.

...... when is enough....enough 77

Your decision to protect our neighborhood by sending this project
back to be redesigned will be greatly appreciated.

W%

3/0-373-333
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TORRANCE MUNICIPAL CODE - SECS. 91.41.5(b)}—91.41.7(b)

restrictions which are less restrictive than those established in the this Code, or in the California
Coastal Actasto those pr?pcrties lying westerly of Palos Verdes Boulevard in the Coastal Zone as
defined by the California Coastal Act.

¢) Nothing in this Article shall be construed to authorize the Planning Commission to impose
conditions more restrictive than the express provisions of this Code or the California Coastal Act
as to those properties lying westerly of Palos Verdes Boulevard in the Coastal Zone as defined in
the California Coastal Act when sodoing would render construction on any lot impossible where
such construction would be possible in accordance with the Code as written.

d)  The requirements, restrictions and conditions of the California Coastal Act, commencing at
Section 30000 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California and any implementing
regulations authorized by law, are incorporated by this reference as to the properties lying
westerly of Palos Verdes Boulevard in the Coastal Zone as defined in the California Coastal Act.

SECTION 91.41.6. PLANNING AND DESIGN. :

No construction and no remodeling or enlargement of a building or structure shall be permitted
unless the Planning Commission (or the City Council on appeal) shall find that the location and size of
the building or structure, or the location and size of the remodeled or enlarged portions of the building
or structure, have been planned and designed in such a manner as to comply with the following
provisions:

a)  The proposed development will not have an adverse impact upon the view. light. air and privacy
_of other properties in the vicinity;
b) Thedevelopmenthas been located, planned and designed so as to cause the Jeast intrusion on the
views, light, air and privacy of other properties in the vicinity:
¢)  Thedesign providesan orderly and attractive development in harmony with other properties in

the vicinity; _
d) . e design will_not have a harmful impact upon the land values and investment of other
e)  Denial of such an application would constitute an unreasonable hardship to the applicant. As
used in this Section. and hereinafter in this Article, the term “hardship™ shall mean that because
of special circumstances applicable to the property. including size. shape. topography. soil
conditions, location or surroundings, the strict application of this Article deprives such property
of privileges enjoyed by other propertics in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification:
) Granting application wo ) vdetrimental to the public welfare and to other

properties in the vicinity;
g)  The proposed development will not cause or result in an adverse cumulative impact on other
properties in the vicinity. - '

SECTION 91.41.7. PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT - RESIDENTIAL.

Notwithstanding the provisions of this Article. no Precise Plan shall be required if the proposed
development within the Hillside and Coastal Overlay Zone is for the purpose of constructing. remodel-
ing or enlarging a dwelling, provided the following requirements are met: -

a)  The net interior area of the completed dwelling, whether it is new construction or remodeled or
enlarged. including the area of the garage. whether attached or detached. will not exceed fifty
percent (50%) of the area of the lot or parcel on which the dwelling is located:

b) The dweiling (or in the case of remodeling or enlargement. the portion remodeled or enlarged)

9.127 . (8-85)
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Overlay zone fails to protect views -

We have lived in a very'nice Torrance hillside neigh-
borhood for quite a few years. We have a Neighborhood
Watch and a homeowners association, and on a clear day
we could see the tops of the local mountains. The view is
now gone thanks to a huge two-story house being erected
the next streetover. ' ‘

When 1 asked the homeowners association why I never
saw any “outline poles” indicating a two-story house, I was
told that this particular location was “not in the Hillside
Overlay” and that all they needed was a city building per-
mit. They don’t have to put up any outline poles or even ask
neighbors for permissionis : :

The once quaint neighborhood is gradually changing
with ever moré tW-story mansions on relatively small
lots. Few people know about this Hillside Overlay, which
restricts the houses inside that Zzoning but not others just
across the streetthat may be outside that zone. No real -
estate agent ever disclosed this to us when we bought our
property, and when I accidentally learned about it and
bought a pamphlet from the city, I still did not under-
stand the legal terminology = nor did anybody explain
when and for what purpose this Hillside Overlay was cre-
‘ated, why some places are in itand others are not, and
why it appears to be somewhat of a secret. :

The previous Torrance mayor was sometimes accused
of being “pro-building,” and now we have a new mayor,
but the hectic building boom appears to continue unre-
strained and, naturally, so does the traffic.

— HEINZ BARTHEL
UUUUIEN 1\ =11« S

Torrance homeowners fight for rights ™
‘Heinz Barthel's Jan. 1 letter to the editor, “Overlay

zone fails to protect views," reflects the feelings of many

Torrance residents who purchased their homes in the

I\ hillside area because of the view and the space provid-
Q, ed by the berms.
Y
N
N

We are now seeing mansions being built on small lots.
Retaining walls are compromising the berms originally
structured to provide space between houses. - y

Criteria established for the hillside is being denigrat-
ed because waivers are being granted by the Planning
Commission and the City Council. The criteria that limit

?\J} the height of buildings to 14 feet, provide protection of
 Privacy and require the approval from adjacent proper-
Q) ties can work to allow modest remadels without waivers.
N Solution: Every time a request is made for waiver of
the criteria established for the hillside zone, speak up
Q at the public meetings. If you feel that your property
v, should be in the overlay zone, file a petition.
%  There will be a council meeting Jan. 23 for the estab-
ED lishment of a mansion on Via Soledad. Be there! I have
found the real estate agents are making disclosures of
hillside zone restrictions, and sellers likewise are mak-
ing disclosures. So those requesting waivers are well-
informed that they may not be able to build a two-story
building that blocks someone’s view or invades the pri--
vacy of an adjacent property. ' -
Real estate ownership involves protecting the rights of

possession. Those rights must be protected, or they will
be taken fromus, ' :

— MONTE McELROY
: Totrance
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1 couldn’t agree more with Heinz Barthel’s letter
Jan. 1, “Overlay zone fails to protect views” While Bar-
thel’s trouble stems from a home outside of the hillside
overlay zone, ours came from one within the zone. In
short, a number of concerned neighbors tried to modify
a more than 400 percent increase in square footage for
a development on Newton Street in the hillside overlax
zone. We had signed petitions to present at every step in
the process from a variety of neighbors on several streets
objecting to the development’s plans. This process went
on for a year; it didn’t matter much in the end.

To make a long story short, the mayor and a majority .

of City Council members voted to allow the homeowner

to build, despite the fact that the plans called for square
footage above and beyond the rules. So today wl}ere we
have one 1,700-square-foot home, tomorrow we’ll have
two homes, each close to 4,000 square feet. That's close
to 8,000 total square feet where we have 1,700 to@ay.
And in case you think thatis ridiculous, not one inch
was reduced from the original plans submitted to the
Planning Commission and the City _Councﬂ.. <
Obviously the overlay zone is a failure, as ithas no
teeth and is enforced as guidelines, at best, on a case-
by-case basis. One cannot rely on the v’ar_ious ievels of
city government to do the right thing. T 11 leave that up
to the reader to determine why. I'm afraid Torrance will
continue to support growth even when itis not war-
ranted. What will be done to stop the overdevglgp;x.lent
.going on all around us? How many more le}rge'lqts in
Torrance will give way to developers building two huge
homes where one stood before? Imagine the impact to
Torrance roads, schools, etc., as the quality of life con-
tinues to deteriorate. ~
Councilman Bill Sutherland voted against the devel-
opment and kepthis word. When he ran for the qfﬁce,
he pledged to rein in overdevelopment in Torrance, as
had Mayor Frank Scotto. ) B ]
Thank you, councilman, for keeping your word.
"Thanks to you and Councilwoman Pat Mf:lntyre;for sup-
porting our appeal for reconsideration. I only msh the
mayor and your peers voting for the project had-fione
the same. Please enforce the overlay zone, especially
when there are concerned neighbors :lurroun‘ding the
ment voicing their disapproval. _
deV@lOP ’ — JOE LUTTRELL
Tomance
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When too many
homes are castles

AN CLEMENTE, former home of
Richard Nixon — now those peo-
ple know how to fight a zoning
war: Gallons of human poo fur-
tively dumped in an enemy’s
-yard in the Shorecliffs neighborhood;
the word “abortion” daubed across. a
hated house; little children cruelly
struck from birthday party guest lists.

In Los Angeles, we're still fighting
our zoning battles on paper. So far.

Shorecliffs, says the'Orange County
Register, is at war with itself over sec-
ond-story add-ons that block the views
of the houses behind, whose owners
then want to add a secohd story to re-
gain their view, and so on until — well,
probably until San Bernardino,

Los’Angeles’ equivalent war is over
‘McMansions, the lotline-to-lotline mon-
strosities that can turn a green, airy
neighborhood into a .street as solid,
massive and unﬁ'iendly-looking as the
Raiders’ offensive line.

City Council member. Tom La-
Bonge, who recently asked for stricter
rules about building on hillsides and in
canyons, now wants the planning de-
partment to answer that age-old ques-
tion: How big is too big? Dump an 18-
year patchwork of varying rules, he says,
and set, a standard for every teardown
and every vacant Iot that catches the
eye of a builder. .

I can’t say that I can actually hear
the developers snickering, but LaBonge
must have more faith in the process
than I do. For years, some city building
and safety officials have rattled the tin
cup for contributions from developers
for a “charity and special events” fund.
They’ve.been inclined to look on every.
project house by house, rather than asa
piece of a neighborhood whole, They
also have given fast-track treatment to
some political insiders’ projects, and the
flead of the department was just or-
dered to tell a Superior Court, Jjudge why
1€ shouldn't be héld in contempt for ig-
1oring the eity’s own rules when he ap-
yroved a million-dollar home remodel in
he Palisades. i

Just how often do people complain
hat “L.A. has no neighborhoods”?
’robably as often as other péople set
bout trying to screw up the ones it does
ave. South Pasadena battled against a
‘eeway" that would slice it in half as
eatly as the Black Dahlia. The English-
1an who made the remark about every
1a0’s home being his eastle wasn’t be-
g literal, but the Irishman who said

_ The B{IcMansion wars pit neighbor-
hOOQS against builders, ang sometimes
family versus family, : ’

The rich started it, of course. Aaron
Spelling’s Holmiby Hillg mansion, with

Trickle-down  culture eant
McMansions began appearing in ZIP
Codes other than 90210 and its satellites.

‘Families are smaller, but every one of

them has to have four bedrooms, a home
office, a room for Grandma and more
space than George Washington required
at Mount Vernon (the father of our
country made do with 8,000 square feet;
9,000 if you count the back porch). And
instead of the green yards beloved by
earlier Angelenos, homeowners now
gaze out their windows onto ... the
neighbor’s McMansion. - )
Elsewhere in America, the houses

-are small and the people are fat. Here,

the people are emaciated but the houses
are huge'— often with more bathrooms
than bedrooms, which suggests just

" -how some residents stayso thin.

Other cities confronted this long
before Los Angeles — Glendale, Laguna
Beach, San Marino, Westminster, Bur--
bank, Rancho Palos Verdes. Even Bev-
erly Hills has a lid on the house-to-lot-
size ‘ratio, though it’'s more generous:
than histoﬁc-minded places such as
Pasadena, whose Millionaires' Row of a
century past sat on land that could

. Tightly be called grounds. Sure, land is

expensive — put cramming every last
inch of it with house? - .
Thankfully, all this can reach its
limits. I went to see a recently McMan-
sionized Hollywood Hills house thatis, I .

‘am assyred, so overdone that it hadn’t

sold even in the recent omnivorous mar-
ket and is being rerted out for porn
shoots. I couldn't see past the gates, the
curlicues and-the stonework and fancy

. lighting, but if that was any gauge, be-

hind the gates was more of the same —
five bedrooms, seven bathrooms, nearly

7,000 square feet worth of over-the-top-

ness. R .

\at each man kills the thing he loves W4 S .

T

|

-LOS ANGELES TIMES

_ *

HE TEAR-DOWN and build-
over mega-house came upon
us as another plague did 20
years ago —. the strip mall.
Many communities finally
put a stop to them, but not before thou-
sands went up. (The biggest mini-mali-
maker was La Mancha Development,
with its Don Quixote logo. The builders
thought the name was Spanish for “the

Impossible dream,” like the song. In-

stead it means a stain or a spot — some-
thing disfiguring, which gets no argu-
ment from me.)

Los Angeles is a mutable place.
Still, it has had some sense of scale and
proportion, however inadvertent.. So
what would the place look like if every-

. one had a MecMansion? Every street
! shoulder to shoulder in facades of stone

or stucco, every home in perpetual
shadow, perpetual airless .proximity,
perpetual lack of privacy. I'm getting the
picture. Yes, I think I can imagine it now.
Its...it’s - .- McPrison.

PATT MORRISON’S e-mail is patt.mor-
rison@latimes_.com.
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for coastal

builders?

In a backlash against .
‘mansionization,’ beach
homeowners wanting

to add a third level face
increasing opposition.

BY ASHLEY POWERS
Times Staff Writer

As a town where cats have

lazed on. the City Councildais_ -

and a kazoo band tootsin the an-
nual - Christmas. parade, - Seal
Beach has long clung to its turn-

back-the-clock vibe. So it came - .-

as lttle surprise when foiks In
Old Town, a medley of eclectig
. bungalows west of Pacific-Goast
Highwey, decided there was no
pigger threat than homes re-

. cakes. " R -

feared Seal Beach was suecumb-
ing ‘to weli-heeled newcomers
who wanted to top their homes -
with third stories.

my life trying to save this town

it for money,” West said. “I—Iovg
can you say you want a smalle

just greedy.”

modeled to resemble wedding .-

“Roger West; 82, was among- .-
the longtime residents who.

«1 yesent that T have to spend - :

from people who want to exploit -

town feel with a third story? 1§ -

‘goes deeper than whether £ cap
homes with extra floors, touech-

hood’s appearance deterniines
its character and whether the
city’s growing wealth is cause for
alarm. Similar debates over so-

cieaved communities elsewhere,
leaving folkks fuming over burly
dwellings that have muscled out

_modest iomes. ‘
Up and down PCH, it was no—~

coincidence that neighborhood
tempers flared as median home

prices befween 2000 and 2005

more than doubled in Lo§ An-
geles, Orange and San Biego
counties. Some people grabbed
their equity and tacked on
enough additions to make their

- homes look like a Jenga tower.

Newcomers snagged land in
shorefront towns with hopes of
building a house worthy of the
swollen price they'd paid,

In response, more than haifa
dozen coastal cities have adopt-
ed building restrictions to pre-
serve their flip-flop charm, in-
ciuding ~ Oceanside, Solana
Beach and Rancho Palos Verdes.

San Clemente'’s recent ban on
second stories in the Shorecliffs
neighborhood has resulfed in a
petition drive, a lawsuit and one
supporier's yard getting trashed
with animal parts and human fe-
ces. Los Angeles, which includes
Venice and Pacific Palisades —
where bulging homes have been

popping up for years — is poised

to tackle palatial estates.

No matter where the conver-
sation takes place, the debate
often boils down to class fen-
sions. Some -are convinced the
rich are elbowing out everyone
else; others seem certain that
the antagonism toward bhig
homes is born of envy. It’s not an
easy squabble to quell. Laguna
Beach, for example, passed laws
1072002 intended to rnake new
construction mesh with neigh-
borhoods, but proposals for
5§,000-square-foot manors at the
Paeific’s edge still erop up.

But the spat in Seal Beach .

_ing on how much a neighbors. -

called mansionization "have -

“They dom't want to see it
change,” said Jim Kitsanin, 72,
who runs Baytown Realty in Seal
Bpagh and owns several proper-
ties in town. “They don’t want
qevelopers coming in and mak-
ing a few bucks. They want to
stop Mr. Nice Guy who happens
to be making money and wants
to ‘do something with it I
wouldnt doubt there’s a little

/ jealously there.”
The move toward supersizing -
existing homes mirrors a broad-
er trend in big homes. Compared
with 1981, a greater percentage of
new homes boasted two or more
stories and four or more bed-
rooms. The average new home is
almost 700 square feet bigger

than its predecessor — the
equivalent of a roomy one-bed-
room apartiment.

In Southern California, the
eraze coincided with a meteoric

" real estate market. Wayne Fogs,

president of Foss Consulting
Group, an appraisal company in
Fullerton, said, “If you've got $3
million tied up in dirt, you're go-
ing to build 4,000 square feet, un-
less you have more dirt than
sense.”

Homes several tax brackeis
ahove the typical suburban

* cookie-cutter tend to-boost prop-

erty values for the entire biock,
Eut they have also become a bar-
rier between the haves and the
have-a-lot.

h“in the neighborhoods where

‘f;hls happens, people rightly live
in fear of becoming a one-class
community,” said Adrian Fine of
the National Trust for Historic
Preservation.

Seal Beach, with about 24,000
residents, has matured from the
“Coney Island of the Pacific,” a
strand best known for its seaside
roller coaster.

It's now a pldce where Navy
broods and retirees mingle on
Main Street, which has pur-
posely been kept to two lanes.
With a 5,000-acre Naval Weapons
Btation isolating it from other .

-Orange County beaches, the city

remains more homey than ikg



brethren.

‘The real estate boom made
that tough. The asking price fora
Dare-pones home on a %5-foot-
wide Jot leaped from about
$350,000 to as much as $800,000
in the last five years, real estate
agents said. Though the market
has cooled in recent months, the
median home price in Septem-
bertopped $1.1 million, and some
homes on the -so-called Gold
Coast, have sold for five times
that much.

Those price tags have at-
tracted residents far wealthier
than Peggy Morrison’s parents, a
homemaker and g building in-
spector who snatched up an Old
Town bungalow for less than
$10,000 when she was g child.
Morrison, 58, a retired speech pa-
thologist, has watched houses
spring up around her, starving
her roses of sun.

“We have Italian Tusean man-
sions and our bowling alley
houses that are long and tall, and
I guess every mam's castle is his
own design,” she said. “Some are
goofy and pretentious for what
they are. I see this as just a little
beach town.” -

The city’s median household
income is about $42,000, though
t’s dragged down by giant retire-
ment village Leisure World; that
number in some areas soars to
more than $102,000.

West, a retired electronies
salesman, said that had he fallen
for Seal Beach today, he couldn’t
afford a vacant Jot. He and his
wife moved to the city in the
1960s after struggling to con-
vince a bank that the town
wouldn’t go bust.

To their chagrin, homes be-

“ rﬁém‘ho léaiuﬁ Verdes
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gan sprouting to three stories,
which the city allowed only on
the back half of larger plots.
West, whose seg foam-colored
duplex would vex many a home-
owners association, found this
Just plain pretentious.

This year, when a developer
asked to erect twin condomin-
iums with third floors, the resist-
anee from West and others set off
a spate of soul-searching. West
told officials that people who
needed third stories should
move to Huntington Beach or
Newport Beach. That was meant,
a8 an insult. .

John Scharler was dumb-
founded. A few years baek, hav-
ing retired from running a janito-
rial business, he moved to the
beach town and accumulated
four side-by-side lots. On the
first two lots, he tore down a du-
Dlex and built two homes: one for
him and another to sell. The sec-
ond two lots, now packed with
rental units, he has pinpointed
for his dream home — with a pa-
tio, lawn and three stories.

Scharler, 68, had overheard
neighbors fussing about home
heights, so he scoured the block
for high-rise homes. He strug-
gled to find them, ducking into
alieyways to check how high
structures stretched.

“There are houses from side-

42,000

$95,503

i . k“'_“\'
wall Lo alley, and +hege people
-are raising Cain about building
three stories. We've built boxes
that are two stories, Its really 5
cookie-cutter town,”  Scharler
said. “If you buy a piece of land
and build 2 house and sell i, it
becomes g dirty thing. It’s like no
one’s allowed o make any
money.” :
Inundated with phone calls
and posteards, a divided City
Couneil recently decided to for-
bid third-floor construction in

“Old Town beginning in the

spring. Some proponents of
buﬂding bigger ouses who were
at the meeting groaned when the
vote was announced. They have
submitted almost 3,600 signa-
tures to place the matter on the
ballot;

Opponents of thirg stories
“have visions of people waiting
out there with bulldozers to tear
down their houses,” said Seal
Beach Mayor John Larson, who
dismissed the notion that home
heights are Integral to the towr's
appeal. “I suspect that when
their kids inherit the house and
realize they can get another mil-
Hon bucks out of it, they'l see
things differentiy.”

ashley.powers@ldtimes.com
Times researcher Vicki Gallay

contribuied to this report.

$1,150,000

ials 1 : thelr review proeess
trictions: Officialy in 2603 toughened their review pro ,
'g:rsng;ring most building proposals to the 20 closest homes
architecture, square footage, lot coverage and mass hefore .
approving them. Neighbors within 500 feet are notified of building

plans.
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ROBERT CASHLASIALY BREEE
£l Segundo resident Juli Potter says that large-scale additions built onto homes in her neighborhood have limited sunlight and the ocean breeze in her backyard, where she used
to garden. “It's fike my backyard is a dark swamp or a blazing dry desert,” she said. "My ecosystem back there is totally screwed up. There's no nice way to put it.”
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‘ THE ASSOC!ATED PRESS

“large.

DENVER — Four summers: ago ‘at
7 am,; the earth started moving and the
ground shook, cracking the plaster in Jim
Skelton’s small brick home..

The house next door was being tom
down, ansther blow to what Skelton calls
the character of Denver’s Platt Park nexgh
borhood. .

"'Ihey’re destroymg what made thls a
nelghborhood Skelton said,

McMansnons. I«aux chataam Sm‘apmg

reasing-

ly familiar terms nationwide.

For years, tony suburbs such as
Kenilworth, TlL; Beverly Hills and West-
port; Conn;, saw desngn rhomes replaced
by bmldmgs two, or four times as

Now, the trend is creepmg from: pric-
ey, historical claves such as Kenilworth:
and Denver’s Washington Park into mid-
dle-class bastions such as Denver's Platt
“Parkand University ] Hills — aging tracts of
1,000-sguare-foot- bungalows ‘built from
the ’Zﬁs through ﬁm 505.

Sﬂme families weary af long commutes
from the newer suburbs are turning back
inward - and remaking . older nexghbor—
hoods to suit modern tastes. . o

The tear-down trend has slowed some-
what nationally because: of the hausmg
slump, but bulldozers continue to roll i m
Denver: Home: demolmon permits num-
bered 198 in 2004, 352 in 2005 and ‘were -
on track this year — 111 in the first five
months of 2006.

The National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation  said tear downs threaten the

to preserve their ¢
activists are hijac ;

tan Insutute at Virginia Tech,
“Commutes ar sola%peaple

nelghbarhood Drew Damia-

no bought a 3,394-squaze~faot .

‘house for precisely that reason.
“It was a waste of an hour of




A Denver bungalow that
By Robert Weller

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

'DENVER — Four summers ago cat
7 am.,, the earth started moving and the

ground shook, cracking the plaster in Jim '_

Skelton’s small brick home.

.. The house next door was being tom
down, another blow to what Skelton calls
the character of Denver’s Platt Park neigh-
borhood.

- “They'’re destroying what made this a
neighborhood,” Skelton said.
- \EMansions. Faux chateaux, Scraping.

- Tear downs. All are becoming increasing-

ly familiar terms nationwide.
_For years, tony suburbs such as

-Kenilworth, Ill, Beverly Hills and West-

port, Conn;, saw designer homes replaced

by buildings two, three or four times as
“large. .
Now, the trend is creeping from pric-
_ ey, historical enclaves such as Kenilworth

and Dénver’s Washington Park into mid-
. dle-class bastions such as Denver’s Platt

Park and University Hills — aging tracts of
'1,000-square-foot ‘bungalows built from
the ’20s through the '50s.

—

Some families weary of long commutes
from the newer suburbs are turning back
inward and remaking older neighbor-
hoods to suit modern tastes,

The tear-down trend has slowed some-

. What nationally because of the housing
slump, but bulldozers continue to roll in
Denver: Home demolition permits num-
bered 198 in 2004, 352 in 2005 and were
on track this year — 111 in the first five
months of 2006,

The National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation said tear downs threaten the

———

“character of 300 communities

.~-Hen," Tombari said.:

B ks

in 33 states, and that more than
75,000 homes are replaced with
larger homes each year.

Ed Tombari, a land planner
with the National Association
of Home Builders, said critics of
tear downs have it backward,

“We perceive tear down hous-
ing as part of the overall smart
growth strategy to direct devel-
opment to the inner cities and
to areas that alréady have infra-
structure and public transporta-

This urban trend is interiéinyt"
ing across the country, said Rob-

- ert Lang, head of the Metropoli-

tan Institute at Virginia Tech.

are wanting places closer in,” he
said. “‘I want a McMansion, but
not out in McMansijonville!” - .
In Denver’s University Hills
neighborhood, Drew Damia-
no bought a 3,394-square-foot
house for precisely that reason.
“It was a waste of an hour of
my day that I could spend time
with my kids” said Damiano,
who moved closer to downtown
from its suburbs to the south.
Two years ago, Beverly Hills
began imposing limits. The City
Council said “mansionization”
was a “serious danger” to the
“character, image, beauty and
reputation” of Beverly Hills, and
the city developed a manual of
proposed housing designs,  ©

“Commutes are solong people

S . THE ASSOCIATED PRESS
hadst_oodfordecadeswastomﬂowninAugmtmmakewayforalargerhme.

" Lang ‘sdid  neighbbiboods
have several ways to control the
spread of McMansions, but they
need to build a consensus, pro-
pose reasonablé alternatives,

and accept that some buildings
should be replaced.. .~ °
“Cities should be a little flexi-
ble hesaid. . i _
Tombari concedes that a new
house next t6 an old structure is
going to look out of place. Spe-
cial neighborhoods have a right
to preserve their character, but
activists are hijacking the move
to stop all development, he said.
“There is an anti-construction
element out there,” he sai
Bill Arhold, also'of the Uni
sity Hill neighborhoad, did much
of the work expandifig his home
to 1,750 square feetrom 1,100.
“Still, I understand ‘Why seniors
feel comfortable in homes they
S

dives,”

comes along a

story next to them, bl

sun, raising their winter héating
bills and killing their gardens.”
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

JEFFERY W. GIBSON
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

January 16, 2007

Michael Lampasi
525 Via los Miradores
Redonod Beach, CA 90277

RE: City of Torrance policies related to Boundary Surveys
Dear Mr. Lampasi:

This letter is in response to your letter dated January 8, 2007 regarding the City’s policy
with regards to requiring boundary or property line surveys related to the remodeling of an
existing residence or the construction of a new one. The Development Review Division
requires a Silhouette Certification Survey for any remodel, addition or new construction
within the Hillside Overlay District that requires a Precise Plan of Development. This
certification provides silhouette information relative to elevation heights and location on the

property.

The Building and Safety Division may require a property line survey during construction
whenever deemed necessary by the inspector. Typical field conditions that might require a
property line survey include questionable setbacks for additions and disputed property line
location for walls and fences. Surveys are required for new residential and commercial
structures with minor exceptions.

Should you have any further questions regarding the silhouette certification survey, please
contact Danny Santana of the Development Review Division of the Community
Development Department at 310-618-5990. For any further questions regarding property
line survey during the construction process, please contact Building Regulations Manager
Felipe Segovia of the Building and Safety Division at 310-618-5910.

Sincerely,

Jeffery W. Gibson

Commem Director
By

Gregg D. Lodan, AICP
Planning Manager

Attachments
CC: Felipe Segovia, Building Regulations Administrator

3031 Torrance Boulevard * Torrance, California 90503 « Telephone 310/618-5990 « Fax 310/618-5829

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Santana, Danny

From: Santiago, Marc [Marc_Santiago @brown.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 7:46 PM

To: Dsantana@torrnet.com

Subject: Ruckdaschel Remodeling Project

Mr. Santana,

Due to my inability to attend the public hearing on January 23rd, I have composed a letter
in support of my parents remodeling project. Attached to this e-mail is a draft of the
letter. Please take my thoughts into consideration. Thank you for your time.

Marc Santaigo
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Santana, Danny

From: Santiago, Marc [Marc_Santiago @brown.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 7:46 PM
To: Dsantana@torrnet.com
Subiject: Rushdachel Remodeling Project cont.
Letter to

Council.doc (25 KB)
My apologies, here is the attachment.

Marc
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To whom it may concern,

Hello. My name is Marc Antony Santiago-Ruckdaschel and I am the son of Mr.
and Mrs. Guy Ruckdaschel. For a little over a year now my parents have been in the
process of upsizing our home to modernize and increase the living capacity of our
residence. Although I have not been thoroughly involved in the remodeling of our house,
I have seen the plans and have kept up to date by my parents in the goings-on of the
procedure. I have heard and read the complaints filed against our plans and believe our
cause and right to build is a just one. My parents have informed me about the several
reductions they have undergone to meet the standards of angry neighbors, each time
slightly hindering the goals of this project. In one year my parents will have to provide
rooms for both my grandma and I. My grandma because she is elderly and we have plans
to take care of her and I because school is almost over for me. I have not had a chance to
“live” in our current house for the last 7 years, but since I have grown the house is
crowded with just the three of us and our dogs. Once I return from Brown University in
the summer of 2008 there will be a substantial need for more living space to
accommodate my belongings and I. I will not be present for the hearing on January 23"
because [ am leaving for school on the 22" Please take my thoughts into consideration.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,

Marc Santiago
310-714-9381
Marc_Santiago@brown.edu
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Dear Mr. Santana,

Please find enclosed photos of the silhouette for the Ruckdaschel project at 149 Via La
Soledad. The location(s) of where the various photos were taken can be found on the
“key” photographs enclosed. These photographs were taken on 11/25/06 after the final
silhouette was erected. If you have any questions or comments please feel free to contact
me.

Thank You,

/7 fbipel

Guy Ruckdaschel
149 Via La Soledad
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 NS
310-378-4543 _
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Page 1 of 1

Santana, Danny

From: g&s [ghird02@sprynet.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 21, 2006 6:19 PM
To: DSantana@ TORRNET.COM

Subject: 149 Via La Soledad Project

Hello Danny,

This e-mail is to inform you that contrary to Mr. Lampasi's letter dated 11/28/06, (requesting a postponment of our City Council
Meeting scheduled for 12/19/06) he is absolutely "in town". He requested the Hearing be postponed from Dec. 18th, until Jan. 16th
or 23rd, because he would be "out of town on Dec. 19th for the holiday period and will be returning after the 1st of the year". This is
absolutely false as | saw him today (12/21/06) at 3:50 pm. The neighbor at 201 Via La Soledad saw him and my son saw him as
well as he returned from walking the dogs. | would just like you to be aware of the fact that you, as well as the City Council, have
been lied to by this man. Thank you for your continued attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Guy Ruckdaschel

149 Via La Soledad
Redondo Beach, CA 90277
310-378-4543

12/26/2006



December 7, 2006

Mr. Danny Santana
Planning Department
City of Torrance
3031 Torrance Blvd.
Torrance, CA 80503

Ca==a

GREER & ASSOCIATES AIA ARCHITECTS
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!

1y DEC 11 208

RE: PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016 - 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach

Dear Mr. Santana:

In view of the fact that we are appearing to City Council to support this project against the appeal that
has been filed, | wish to outline the latest changes made to the silhouette based on the condition placed

by the Planning Commission to lower the roofline by one foot.

During the process of re-design.of the roof we have arrived at the following solutions that address the
above condition and resolve the roof line in the best possible way:

1. The main ridge line running north-south was lowered by 1’ — 7 %" from 128.5 to 126.85. This was
achieved by isolating the roof over the back porch from the overall roof of the house. It reduced
the width of span and resulted in this ridge being shifted east by about 4 ft, which is further
advantageous for clearing any residual view obstruction from the perspective of the neighbor to

the east.

2. The secondary ridge running east-west was reduced by 1’ — 0” from 128.5 to 127.5. The roof
pitch was not changed, and the plate line was not changed but we had an interior step up from
the entry to the main residence and that was eliminated.

3. The roof over the living room was reduced by 1’ — 0" from 125.85 to 124.85 and that was

achieved by lowering the plate line by one foot.

4. The roof ridge over the front bedroom/office was reduced by 1’ — 0" from 126.8 to 125.8 This was
achieved by creating a separate hip roof over that portion of the house and not lumping it into the

overall roof mass on the east side.

5. Finally the roof over the front entry tower was lowered by 1’ — 0" from 127.4t0 126.4 by a
combination of design solutions including the reduction of the plate line, the elimination of the

interior steps and by changing the pitch.

Attached are copies of the previous roof plan and the current roof plan showing those modifications. It is
my hope that the above outline summarizes the changes in a succinct manner. Please do not hesitate to

call if any further questions arise.

Sincerely,

Greer, AlA
ASSOCIATES, AlA Architects

Enclosures

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE e INDIO, CA 92203 ¢ TEL: (760) 464-6885 ¢ FAX: (760) 772-3671
« E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.com « WEB SITE: htip://www.greerarchitects.com
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11/29/2096 17:87 318-3786678 MICHAEL LAMPASI

PAGE

NOVEMBER 28, 2006

TO DANNY SANTANA, PLANNING DEPARTMENT CITY OF TORRANCE
RE: PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL MEETING SCHEDULE
APPRAL TO TORRANCE CITY COUNCIL
ADDRESS/LOCATION/SUBJECT PROPERTY
149 VIA LA SOLEDAD ‘
DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION
DATE OF APPEAL 9-20-2006

THIS IS IN RESPONSE TO YOUR CALL TODAY INFORMING ME THAT THE ABOVE
MATTER IS SCHEDULED FOR DECEMBER 19, 2006.

[ WILL BE OUT OF TOWN ON DECEMBER 19™ FOR THE HOLIDAY PERIOD AND WILL Bt
RETURNING AFTER THE NEW YEAR,

JANUARY 16™ OR 23™ 2007 MEETINGS WORK.

I PLAN TO CALL TWOQ EXPERTS TO THE HEARING AND THEY WILL NOT BE AVAILABLE
PRIOR TO JANUARY 16™ 2007

THANK YOU, o "'“,_3’“""““"__“-_:““-’ e
-_— / s ":‘ ! VS
MICHAEL LAMPASI U=
525 VIA LOS'MIRADORBS
REDONDO BEACH CA 90277 Ny NOV 202006
DIRECT 310 373-4500 5 ! i
Ty OF TORRANGr

CC: RICHARD L. KNICKERBOCKER .CO,‘ﬂ;‘AUN!T‘{QE‘J Ao

81
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Santana, Danny

From: g&s [gbird02@sprynet.com]

Sent:  Saturday, November 25, 2006 8:45 PM
To: DSantana@ TORRNET.COM

Subject: Ruckdaschel project at 149 Via La Soledad

Hello Danny,

! will be sending you some photos of the most recent revised silhouette done 11/17/06. This was the fourth revision. You will be ab:
to see that with the painstaking revisions Olympia made, any view obstructions that Mr. Lampasi once claimed to have, have now
been virtually eliminated. We will be meeting this week with Mayor Scotto and Councilman Nowatka to discuss our project before
the upcoming City Councii meeting that will hear Mr. Lampasi's appeal. | don't know if you have been in contact with Mr. Lampasi,
but in light of these recent developments we sincerely hope he will reconsider his decision to appeal the Planning Commission's
decision.

Thanks,
Sincerely,
Guy & Sandra Ruckdaschel

11/27/2006
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September 30, 2006

D E@T e ﬁ!,/

/

f .
Mr. Danny Santana 0CT 04 2008 !/L/y/

Planning Department g

City of Torrance T e
3031 Torrance Blvd. COMMUNITYBEV{ 0"7;6? TDEpY,

Torrance, CA 90503 el
RE: PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016
Dear Mr. Santana and Members of the Planning Commission:

We would like to thank you for your time and effort and the approval you gave on our
project. We are very happy to be in compliance with the Hillside Overlay Ordinance and
to have come up with a design that does not impact our ueighbors. We are sad, however,
to know that Mr. Lampasi of 525 Via Los Miradores has filed an appeal.

This week, we are re-silhouetting our house so that it will give Mr. Lampasi and all the
neighbors a clearer picture of our project. Hopefully, this will change his perspective and
cancel his appeal and his quest to round up as many neighbors to vote against our project.
He believes that the numbers will give him sympathy in front of City Council.

We also apologize for the inconvenience this project may have caused you, especially
now that additional work is required to prepare for Mr. Lampasi’s appeal. We tried very
hard to meet his demands and have been very patient regarding his encroachment on our
property. We are very confused over the fact that, despite his encroachment, he is still
aggressively pursuing a frivolous appeal.

Again, thank you for your efforts.

Smcerely,

b fhyf lndun fucdbarcded

Cu, and Sandra Ruckdaschel
149 Via La Soledad .
Redondo Beach, CA 90277
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October 2, 2006

Mr. Danny Santana
Pianning Department
City of Torrance
3031 Torrance Blvd.
Torrance, CA 80503

RE: PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016 - 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach

Dear Mr. Santana,

Enclosed please find my emaii to you dated 7-24-06 and the Roof Framing which was an attachment to
that email, in which | explained in detail how we intended to modify the roof in order to meet the planning
staff conditions. This is the same roof plan distributed to the commissioners the evening of the public
hearing.

Even though the decision as described in the resolution is not based on this but on a one foot reduction
of all ridge lines of the previously submitted plan, we wish to make this correspondence part of the
project record.

Also my clients have fried to negotiate with the neighbor unsuccessfully, so we revised the silhouette per
Planning Commission approval and will suppoert our case when the neighbor’s appeal is on the City
Council agenda.

Thank you for your efforts,

Sincerely,

Olympia/P Greer, AIA
GREEH & ASSOCIATES, AlA Architects

Enclosures

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE  INDIO, CA 92203 « TEL: (760) 464-6885 e FAX: (760) 772-3671
o E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.com « WEB SITE: http://www.greerarchitects.com
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Olympia Greer

From: "Olympia Greer” <ogreer@verizon.net>

To: “Santana, Danny” <DSantana@TORRNET.COM>
Cc: "Guy & Sandra Rucjdaschef" <gbird02@sprynet.com>
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2006 12:21 PM

Attach: Olympia Greer, AlA.vcf, Roof Framing.jpg
Subject:  Roof framing

Danny, ‘
My clients and | wish to proceed with the recommendation of approval with the conditions you mentioned to me
last Thursday by phone

However, in order to make sure we can do it, | tested out the roof heights you mentioned to me as conditions, to
the best of my understanding and it looks doable.

Attached is the drawing showing the following revised roof heights.

The roof over the living room area was and still is: 125.85

The roof over the front office is broken down into a small segment with new roof line: 124.5 and the rear segment
which goes up to 127.5 (height of the existing roof)

The roof over the kitchen and media room: 127.5 and the main ridge line running front and back or north and
south is also at 127.5 (the height of the existing roof).

This was achieved by framing the roof over the rear porches separately.

We are having the silhouette certified as is and will be ready to submit the plans as per our last submittal.
Please email the photos you took at your last visit where in your opinion there still a small obstruction.
Thank you.

Olympia P Greer, AlA

Greer & Associates, AlA Architects
80034 Camino Santa Elise

Indio, CA 92203

(760) 464-6885

10/2/2006
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Attachment E

EXCERPT OF MINUTES V Minutes Approved
B Sub \ I

September 20, 2006

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF
THE TORRANCE PLANNING COMMISSION

1. CALL TO ORDER

The Torrance Planning Commission convened in a regular session at 7:03 p.m.
on Wednesday, September 20, 2006, in City Council Chambers at Torrance City Hall.

3. ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Browning, Busch, Gibson, Horwich, Uchima and
Chairperson Fauk.

Absent: None.
Also Present: Planning Manager Lodan, Planning Associate Santana,
Sr. Planning Associate Chun, Planning Associate Joe,

Plans Examiner Noh, Associate Civil Engineer Symons,
Fire Marshal Kazandjian and Deputy City Attorney Whitham.

10. FORMAL HEARINGS

10B. PRE06-00025, WAV06-00016: OLYMPIA GREER (SANDRA AND GUY
RUCKDASCHEL)

Planning Commission consideration of a Precise Plan of Development to allow
the construction of a new one-story, single-family residence with a semi-
subterranean garage in conjunction with a Waiver to allow a reduction in the side
yard setback requirements on property located within the Hillside Overlay District
in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via La Soledad.

Recommendation

Approval.

Planning Associate Santana introduced the request and noted supplemental
material available at the meeting consisting of correspondence and a petition received
subsequent to the completion of the agenda item.

Olympia Greer, project architect, reported that she has worked diligently with
staff and neighbors over the past four months to come up with a design that satisfies her
clients’ needs and preserves the view, light, air and privacy of surrounding neighbors.
She noted that the project has undergone two revisions and different colored flags were
used to show modifications. She stated that she believed the project as revised has
opened up all existing view corridors, particularly for the resident to the east whose
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finished floor level is the same as the proposed ridge height. She voiced her agreement
with the recommended conditions of approval.

Guy Ruckdaschel, 149 Via La Soledad, applicant, stated that his parents bought
the subject house in 1955; that he and his wife have lived there for 13 years; and that it
is in dire need of remodeling. He reported that he has kept his neighbors informed
about the project since its inception and has made every effort to design a project that
will cause the least intrusion on his neighbors.

Sandra Ruckdaschel, 149 Via La Soledad, applicant, reported that the design
was specifically selected with neighbors in mind and related her belief that improving the
neighborhood was the only significant impact the project would have.

Rick Dobson, 131 Via La Soledad, stated that he was surprised by the petition in
opposition to the project because it appears to have very little view impact and
questioned whether all those who signed the petition either misunderstood the silhouette
or were influenced by the neighbor at 525 Via Los Miradores.

Michael Lampasi, 525 Via Los Miradores, reported that he invited all of his
neighbors to view the project’s impact from his home and several insisted on doing so
before signing the petition. He stated that he brought his home because of its
spectacular view, which would be drastically impacted by the proposed project. He
suggested that the project could be reduced in height by decreasing the 9-foot plate
height of the garage; lowering it further into the ground; and changing the pitch of the
roof from 3 in 12 to 2 in 12, and requested clarification of the location of the chimney as
it could further diminish his view. He urged the Commission not to approve the project
without additional modifications to mitigate the impact on his view.

Commissioner Busch noted that the staff report recommends that the applicant
explore the possibility of reducing plate heights, altering the roof pitch or grading the
proposed garage level further into the slope to achieve an additional one-foot reduction
in the project’s overall height in order to mitigate the impact on Mr. Lampasi’s view.

Ms. Greer reported that after receiving the staff report, she prepared a revised
roof plan which accomplishes the one-foot reduction in height by breaking the roof into
smaller segments and submitted copies of the revised plan. She stated that the views
from all living areas in Mr. Lampasi’'s home have been preserved even though part of his
home encroaches on the Ruckdaschels’ property. She noted that because the ridge
height is the same as Mr. Lampasi’s finished floor level, the view will be the same as if
standing on her clients’ roof, and offered to limit the height of the chimney to the height
of the ridgeline. She pointed out that many of the people who signed the petition in
opposition to the project are not affected by it or may have misunderstood the silhouette.

In response to Commissioner Browning’s inquiry, Ms. Greer confirmed that the
9-foot plate height in the garage is necessary to allow for the header due to the slope of
the driveway.

Commissioner Browning related his observation that none of the 20 people who

signed the petition in opposition to the project would be adversely impacted by it, noting
that 10 cannot see the silhouette and 8 are below it.
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Commissioner Gibson asked about the statement in the staff report that portions
of the living and patio areas at 525 Via Los Miradores appear to be on 149 Via La
Soledad’s property according to a survey submitted by the applicant.

Planning Manager Lodan advised that this was included in the staff report for
information purposes only and has no bearing on this project. He noted, however, that
portions of the residence at 525 Los Miradores do not meet setback requirements and
this would have to be corrected if the residence is remodeled.

Ms. Greer explained that this encroachment was brought to staff’s attention
because she felt that this should be taken into account if there is an adverse impact on
the view from living areas that encroach on her clients’ property.

Commissioner Busch questioned whether the revised roof plan achieves the
one-foot reduction recommended by staff.

Planning Manager Lodan advised that Condition No. 3 requires that the entire
structure be reduced by one foot and there are a few areas in the revised roof plan that
remain as proposed. He clarified that while the architect has offered to limit the height
of the chimney, it is not required because one minimum sized chimney is allowed by
right.

Mr. Lampasi related his understanding that there was a land swap at some point
that allowed the encroachment on the subject property.

Chairperson Fauk explained that the encroachment issue was not within the
Commission’s purview.

MOTION: Commissioner Browning, seconded by Commissioner Busch, moved
to close the public hearing; voice vote reflected unanimous approval.

Commissioner Browning voiced support for the project, as conditioned, including
the condition requiring a one-foot reduction in the height of the entire structure.

MOTION: Commissioner Browning moved for the approval of PRE06-00025 and
WAV06-00016, as conditioned, including all findings set forth by staff. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Horwich and passed by a 5-1 roll call vote, with
Commissioner Busch dissenting.

Planning Associate Santana read aloud the number and title of Planning
Commission Resolution Nos. 06-107 and 06-108.

MOTION: Commissioner Browning moved for the adoption of Planning
Commission Resolution Nos. 06-107 and 06-108. The motion was seconded by

Commissioner Horwich and passed by a 5-1 roll call vote with Commissioner Busch
dissenting.

#it#
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Attachment F

SUPPLEMENTAL #1 TO AGENDA ITEM NO. 10C

TO: Members of the Planning Commission
FROM: Development Review Division

SUBJECT: PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016/0Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy
Ruckdaschel)

LOCATION: 149 Via la Soledad

This is a request for approval to construct a new one-story single family residence with a
semi-subterranean garage. Approval of a Precise Plan of Development is required
because the project involves a proposed addition over 14 feet in height to a single family
home located within the Hillside Overlay District. A Waiver is also required to allow
retention of the existing western side yard setback.

Correspondence, including a letter in opposition and a petition in support of the request,
was submitted to staff after the item was completed. The correspondence is attached for
your review. Staff continues to recommend approval of the subject requests as
conditioned. ' :
Prepared by,

anny Santana
Planning Associate

Respectfully submitted,

Abol —

Gregg Lodan, AICP
Planning Manager
Attachments:
1) Correspondence

C.D.D RECOMMENDATIONS - 09/20/06
AGENDA ITEM NO. 10C
CASE NO. PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016
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Guy and Sandra Ruckdaschel
149 Via La Soledad
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

September 12, 2006

sEp 18 2008
Mr. Danny Santana =
Planning Department
City of Torrance
3031 Torrance Blvd.
Torrance, CA 90503

RE: PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016 - 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach
Dear Mr. Santana and Members of the Planning Commission:

We are writing this letter to your office regarding our intent to remodel our home.
Although we would like to build the “house of our dreams”, it is also important to us that
we build a house that does not dramatically impact our neighbor’s views and privacy.
Living in the Hillside Overlay district, we understand the need to be considerate of our
neighbor’s views, air, light, and privacy issues. We hope that in the future, if our
neighbor’s decide to remodel, they will extend the same courtesy toward us. Furthermore,
we would like to maintain our good standing with our neighbors and still have a beautiful
home that will improve the neighborhood.

In order to achieve this, we worked with our architect on various designs, always bearing
in mind our neighbor’s concerns. After many schematics and extensive deliberation we
opted for a single story with a subterranean garage (at additional cost) as opposed to a
tempting two-story 180 degree unobstructed view.

In an effort to apprise our neighbors of our plans and obtain their responses and concerns,
we have done the following:

1) We showed preliminary sketches to our neighbor, Mr. Michael Lampasi of 525 Via
Los Miradores, who will be impacted the most. After initial review of the plans he
expressed approval.

2) We also visited neighbors who we thought may be affected in order to address any
concerns:

a) 201 Via La Soledad had no problem with our design

b) 156 & 202 Via La Soledad indicated that whatever changes we made for 525
Via Los Miradores will be good for them.

¢) 143 & 150 Via La Soledad have reviewed the drawings and are in support of
the project, and signed the attached document.
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d) 533 Via Los Miradores is to the south of our property and had reviewed our
plans but was not affected. They subsequently moved to Colorado. \

e) 144 Via La Soledad Mrs. Jane High reviewed our plans and was very happy
with our solution but unfortunately passed away a couple of months ago.

f) 201& 202 Via Mesa Grande are not impacted by our improvements.

As a result of Mr. Lampasi’s concerns expressed to Mr. Santana, we requested our
architect to revise our solution and address his concerns. Unfortunately, Mr. Lampast
refused to allow our architect onto his property so she could gain additional perspective
from his home. However, we provided the necessary photos for her to see and evaluate
the situation. We also re-silhouetted at an additional cost to us.

We wanted to express to you the efforts we have made to inform and communicate with
our neighbors and our efforts to satisfy everyone’s needs.

We are confident that your office will review this request with utmost consideration.

Sincerely,

n%/

Guy and Sandra Ruckdaschel u//

Attachment
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City of Torrance Planning Commission
3031 Torrance Blvd.,
Torrance, CA 90503

Dear Sirs:

Due to our inability to attend the public hearing, we are signing below to show our

support for Guy and Sandra Ruckdaschel’s remodel project on 149 Via La Soledad.

Sincerely yours,

NAME - ADDRESS

Thov %\%ﬁl\w\ é}mm zo\ Via Wesg Q/Wi{
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9/17/2006

To:  City of Torrance
Jeffery W. Giibson
Community Development Director
Fax (310) 618-3829

Regarding: 149 Via La Soledad PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016

From: AR & V.ita Salbj
156 Via L.a Soledad

We can not attend the Sept. 20, 2006 PUBLIC HEARING.

Our position is 525 Via Los Miradores should NOT lose their ocean view because of
the new building of a two story house on 149 Via La Soledad. The roof line
could/should be brought down and sloped in the back so that the ocean view from
Via Los Miradores is not blocked.

A new house is nice but not at the expense of the neighbor,

We wish Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel the best in their new home.

SEP 18 2006
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To:  City of Torrance
Jeffery W. Gibson
Community Development Director
Fax (310) 618-5829

Regarding: 149 Via La Soledad PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016

From: AR & V,ita Salbi
156 Via l.a Soledad

We cun not attend the Sept. 20, 2006 PUBLIC HEARING,

Our position is 525 Via Los Miradores should NOT lose their ocean view because of
the new building of a two story housc on 149 Via La Soledad. The roof line
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A new house is nice but not at the expense of the ncighbor,

We wish Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel the best in their new home.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 10B

CASE TYPE & NUMBER: Precise Plan of Development, PRE06-00025
and Wavier, WAV06-00016

NAME: Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel)

PURPOSE OF APPLICATION: Request for approval of a Precise Plan of
Development to allow construction of a new one-story single family residence with a
semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback Waiver, on
property located in the Hillside Overlay District.

LOCATION: 149 Via la Soledad
ZONING: R-1: Single-Family Residential Zone / Hillside Overlay District

ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE:

NORTH: R-1/Hillside Overlay District; One-story, Single Family Residences
SOUTH: R-1/Hiliside Overlay District; One-story, Single Family Residences
EAST: R-1/Hillside Overlay District; One-story, Single Family Residences
WEST: R-1/Hillside Overlay District; One-story, Single Family Residences

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Residential

COMPLIANCE WITH GENERAL PLAN:
Yes, a one-story residence with a semi-subterranean garage complies with the Low-
Density Residential designation.

EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS AND/OR NATURAL FEATURES:
The subject property is currently developed with a one-story single family residence
with an attached garage.

ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS:

Additions to single family residential properties are Categorically Exempted by the
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act; Article 19,
Section 15303 (e).

BACKGROUND AND/OR COMMENTS:

The applicant requests approval to construct a new one-story single family residence
with a semi-subterranean garage. Approval of a Precise Plan of Development is
required because the project involves a proposed addition over 14 feet in height to a
single family home located within the Hillside Overlay District. A Waiver is also
required to allow retention of the existing western side yard setback.

. C.D.D. Recommendations 09/20/0%6
Agenda Item No. 10B
Case No. PRE086-00025 & WAV06-00016
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The subject property is located on the south side of Via la Soledad just west of Via
los Miradores. The lot is predominately rectangular in shape although it features an
irregular eastern side yard along 525 Via los Miradores. Properties along both the
north and south sides of Via la Soledad slope downward from east to west although
properties along the north side feature higher building pads. Properties to the rear.
along the northern side of Via Mesa Grande, are higher in elevation and also slope
downward from east to west.

The subject property features an approximate 12 foot downward slope along the
eastern side yard and a 10 foot upward slope along the rear 16 feet. The parcel has
a width of approximately 74 feet and a depth of approximately 115 feet for a total of
8,830 square feet in area. The Torrance Municipal Code requires that 10% of the lot
width be provided as the side yard setback for lots that exceed 55 feet in width, which
would require a 7.4 foot side yard setback. The applicant has provided the Code
required front setback, and has exceeded the rear and eastern side yard setback
requirements but has submitted a Waiver request to allow retention of the existing 5
foot western side yard setback. .

The applicant has requested approval of a Waiver to allow the retention of the
existing 5 foot side yard for the proposed remodel of the existing residence with a
semi-subterranean garage and was required to provide facts to substantiate criteria
by which the Planning Commission may grant this Waiver (Attachment #6).

In the judgment of staff, there are practical difficulties resulting from the strict
enforcement of the side yard setback requirement. The 12 foot downward slope
along the eastern side yard reduces the available area that can be utilized for
purposes of expanding the home without encroaching into the current side yard
setback requirement of 7.4 feet. Aside for the rear 2.5 feet of the proposed media
room, the requested retention of the existing five foot side yard is for areas in which
the existing residence presently occupies the property. The new residence will not be
materially detrimental to the public welfare because it will either meet or exceed the
required front, rear and eastern setbacks and the proposed extensions of the existing
non-conforming setback have been minimized to only 2.5 feet along the rear of
residence. For these reasons, staff does not object to this Waiver request.

The new residence would provide 9-foot plate heights within the semi-subterranean
garage and a 10-foot plate height on the level above. This level will contain a foyer,
an office, a living room, a kitchen and dining room, a media room, two bedrooms, one
and a half baths, and a master suite. The upper level will also have a small balcony
extending from the living room out over the driveway. The exterior of the residence
would consist of a combination of stone veneer and stucco walls, decorative wrought
iron railings and details and Spanish tile roof.

The ridge height of the proposed upper floor would be 27.00 feet in height, for a
maximum ridge height elevation of 128.5 feet. This would raise the maximum ridge

C.D.D. Recommendations 09/20/06
Agenda ltem No. 10B
Case No. PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016
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elevation by 1.1 feet above the existing. Staff calculated the upper level to contain
living space measuring a total of 3,152.50 square feet. Including the 726 square foot
semi-subterranean garage level, the new residence measures 3,878.50 square feet
creating a lot coverage of 35.7% and a Floor Area Ratio of .44. Please see the
project summary below.

Statistical Information . s

Lot Size 8,830.00 sq. ft.
Existing Living ' 1,360.00 sq. ft.
Existing Garage 405.00 sq. ft.
Proposed First Floor Living Area 3,152.50 sq. ft.
Proposed Semi-Sub. Garage Level 726.00 sq. ft.
Total Project w/ existing Garage | 3,878.47 sq. ft.
Calculations i

Lot Coverage 35.7%
Floor Area Ratio ‘ 0.439
Maximum Building Height 27.00 ft

The Hillside Ordinance requires that the Planning Commission make a series of
findings relating to the design of the project and its potential impact on the view, light,
air and/or privacy of properties in the vicinity. The applicant has responded to this
requirement in the Hillside Ordinance Criteria Response Sheet (Attachment #5). The
applicant was required to construct a silhouette to demonstrate the potential view
impacts. The height of the silhouette has been verified by a licensed engineer
(Attachment #4) and a field inspection was made by staff.

In reviewing the history of the proposal, staff notes that the applicants went to great
lengths to redesign their proposal several times. Three different variations of the
plans were submitted since first contacting staff about the significant remodel. The
overall height of the design was reduced by 4.5 feet, a tower element was eliminated
and the roof design was reconfigured from a gable to a hipped roof to reduce the
view areas affected. In the opinion of staff, however, the subject request continues to
cause significant view impairments to ocean and coastline views from the living and
patio areas along the western side yard of 525 Via los Miradores. Staff notes that
several letters of correspondence, including a petition and request by the neighbor to
the east for the Planning Commission to visit the property have been submitted and
are attached for your review (Attachment #7). To minimize these impacts, staff
recommends that the applicants explore the possibility of further reducing the plate
heights, altering the proposed roof pitch or grading the proposed garage-level further
into the slope. Staff notes, that further grading may require a greater front setback to
meet driveway slope and hydrology requirements.’ ' In the judgment of Staff, an
additional one foot reduction in the entire profile of the roof can reduce the building
profile to the point that it would no longer have a significant view impairment to the

C.D.D. Recommendations 09/20/06
Agenda ltem No. 10B
Case NQ. PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016
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existing ocean and white water views of 525 Via los Miradores. Staff recommends
that the Planning Commission add a condition that would'require the 1 foot reduction.

Staff also notes that the applicants have submitted correspondence that is also
attached for the Planning Commission to review (Attachment #7). An explanation for
the irregular eastern side yard for the property is also included with diagram of the
side yard. This irregular property line was reportedly a previous attempt to correct a
situation where additions to 525 Via los Miradores went over the property line or did
not provide the required setbacks. According to a survey submitted by the applicants
however, portions of 525 Via los Miradores living and patio areas appear to be on
149 Via la Soledad’s property.

The proposal as conditioned does not appear to block any views across the subject
property that are significant in nature because the project has been conditioned to
address the potential for significant view impairments for the property the east and
has been designed to remain well below existing view corridors for the properties to
the south. The development has taken into account the differences in slope that
exist in the area when designing the project through the placement of the proposed
garage in a semi-subterranean fashion to avoid the need for building a second-story
and allowing additions to be located on the existing pad. Aside from the posting and
notification mailer, Staff attempted to individually contact the property owners of 143
Via la Soledad but as of the writing of this report no comments have been received.

As conditioned, the development does not appear to produce view impairments that
are significant in nature. The proposed height is within the maximum of 27 feet
allowed by code and the rear yard setbacks of the proposed additions, which exceed
the required amounts, help prevent significant impacts to light, air and privacy of their
surrounding neighbors. Due to the elevation difference between the subject property
and the properties located to the rear and due to the existing physical relationship
with the adjacent properties, staff determines that the subject request will not have a
harmful effect on surrounding properties and does not appear to result in significant
impacts on view, light, air or privacy. Therefore, staff recommends approval of this
request.

The applicant is advised that Code requirements ‘have been included as an
attachment to the staff report, and are not subject to modification.

PROJECT RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

FINDINGS OF FACT IN SUPPORT OF PRECISE PLAN AND WAIVER
APPROVALS: Findings of fact in support of approval for the project are set forth in
the attached resolution.

C.D.D. Recommendations 09/20/06
Agenda ltem No. 10B
Case Nol PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS, IF PROJECT IS APPROVED:

Recommended conditions of the proposed project aré set forth in the attached

resolution.

Prepared by,
ny-Santana

Planning Associate
Respectfully submitted,
Gregg D. Lodan, AICP
Planning Manager

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Resolution

2. Location and Zoning Map

3. Code Requirements

4. Silhouette verification

5. Hillside Ordinance Criteria Response Sheet

6. Waiver Substantiation

7. Correspondence

8. Site Plan, Floor Plans, Cross Sections & Elevations

C.D.D. Reqommendations 09/20/06
Agenda Item No. 10B
Case No., PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016



79

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 06-107

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A PRECISE
PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AS PROVIDED F@R IN DIVISION 8,
CHAPTER 1, ARTICLE 41 OF THE TORRANCE MUNICIPAL
CODE TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A ONE-STORY
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH A SEMI-SUBTERRANEAN
GARAGE, IN CONJUNCTION WITH A WAIVER OF THE SIDE
YARD SETBACK REQUIREMENTS, ON PROPERTY LOCATED
IN THE HILLSIDE OVERLAY DISTRICT IN THE R-1 ZONE AT
149 VIA LA SOLEDAD. ‘ B
| K
~ PRE06-00025: OLYMPIA GREER
(SANDRA AND GUY RUCKDASCHEL)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission 'of the City of Torrance conducted a
public hearing on September 20th, 2006, to consider an application for a Precise
Plan of Development filed by filed by Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel)
to allow a new one-story single family residence with a semi-subterranean garage, in
conjunction with a side yard setback Waiver, on property located in the Hillside
Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad; and

WHEREAS, due and legal publication of notice was given to owners of
property in the vicinity thereof and due and legal hearings have been held, all in
accordance with the provisions of Division 9, Chapter 1, Article 41 of the Torrance
Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, the project is determined to be Categorically Exempted by the
Guidelines for implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Class 1.
Section 15301 (e);

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the Clty of Torrance does hereby
find and determine as follows: ‘

A) That the property address is 149 Via la Soledad.
B) That the property is located on Lot 30, Tract #19305.

C) The project is in compliance with both the R-1 Zonifg and the Low-Density
General Plan designation for this site.

D) The proposed residence, as conditioned will not have an adverse impact upon the
view, light, air, or privacy of other properties in the vicinity because the proposed
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remodel has been conditioned to reduce the entire building profile by an
additional foot and has utilized a semi-subterranean garage placement to to
prevent significant view impairments for properties to the east and south.

That proposed residence, as conditioned, will cause the least intrusion on the
view, light, air, or privacy of other properties in the vicinity because the additions
have been located, planned and designed by providing a reduced overall profile
and have provided a large rear yard setback for the proposed residence to
minimize the potential for impairments to view, light, air and privacy.

The design of the proposed residence provides an orderly and attractive
development in harmony with other properties in the vicinity because the design
features a combination of stone veneer and stucco walls with a Spanish tile roof,
materials consistent with other residences in the vicinity.

G) The proposed residence, as conditioned, have been designed to insure that the

development will not have a harmful impact upon the land values and investment
of other properties in the vicinity because the proposed residence to the existing
residence represent a significant improvement in the subject property, which
would increase property values.

H) The granting of this application would not be materially detrimental to the public

welfare or to other properties in the vicinity because the design, as conditioned,
will maintain low profile due to the reduced profile and semi-subterranean garage
to avoid increasing the overall elevation.

The proposed residence will not cause or result in an adverse cumulative impact
on other properties in the vicinity because it would be compatible with the
surrounding pattern of development in both design and materials.

It is not feasible to increase the size of or rearrange the space within the existing
building or structure for the purposes intended except by increasing the height
because the topography of the lot makes it difficult to build otherwise and maintain
a usable rear yard without increasing the height of the residence.

Denial of this request to increase the height will constitute an unreasonable
hardship because the topography of the lot makes it difficult to build otherwise
while preserving the rear yard area.

Granting such apphoatlon would not be materially detrimental to the public welfare
and to other properties in the vicinity because the proposed use is for residential
purposes and the proposed development, as conditioned, does not appear 10
have a significant impact on view, light, air or privacy in the surrounding area
because although the applicant has increased the overall height the project does
not increase the maximum elevation of the existing residence.

\
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81

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by the: {‘ollowmg roll call vote
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: ‘
NOES: COMMISSIONERS:

ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS:

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that PRE06-00025, filed by Olympia Greer

(Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow a new one-storny

‘single family residence with

a semi-subterranean garage, in conjunction with a side yard setback Waiver, on
property located in the Hillside Overlay District in the R-ll Zone at 149 Via la Soledad.

is hereby APPROVED subject to the following conditions:

1.

That the use of the subject property for a single-family residence shall be subject
to all conditions imposed in Precise Plan of Development 06-00025 and any
amendments thereto or modifications thereof as may be approved from time to
time pursuant to Section 92.28.1 et seq. of the Torrance Municipal Code on file in
the office of the Community Development Director| of the City of Torrance; and
further, that the said use shall be established or constructed and shall be
maintained in conformance with such maps, plans, specifications, drawings.
applications or other documents presented by the applicant to the Community
Development Department and upon which the Planmng Commission relied in
granting approval;

That if this Precise Plan of Development 06-00025 |s not used within one year
after granting of the permit, it shall expire and become null and void unless
extended by the Community Development Director for an additional period as
provided for in Section 92.27.1;

That the building heights of all the proposed ndges be reduced by 1 additional
foot; (Development Review)

That the maximum height of the residence at the highést point of the roof shall not
exceed a height of 26.00 feet as represented by the survey elevation of 127.5 feet
based on the elevation of the lowest adjacent grade of 101.5 (located at the
northwestern perimeter of the building), based on a bench mark elevation of
100.00 feet located at the northwestern corner of the property, as shown on the
official survey map on file in the Communlty Development Departrnent:

(Development Review) |
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5. That the final height of the structure shall be certified by a licensed
surveyor/engineer prior to requesting a framing or roof-sheathing inspection and
shall not exceed a survey elevation of 127.5 feetibased on the benchmark of
100.00 feet located in front of the northwestern corner of the property, as shown
on the official survey map on file in the Communlty Development Department;

(Development Review)

6. That an automatic garage door be installed; (Development Review)
7. That color and material samples of the proposed home be submitted for review to
the Community Development Department; (Development Review)

8. That all conditions of other City Departments reéeived prior to or during the
consideration of this case by the Planning Commission shall be met.

Introduced, approved and adopted this 20th day of September 2006.

Chairman, Torrance Planning Commission

ATTEST:

Secretary, Torrance Planning Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES) ss
CITY OF TORRANCE )

I, GREGG LODAN, Secretary to the Planning Commission of the City of
Torrance, California, do hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly
introduced, approved, and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of
Torrance at a regular meeting of said Commission held on the 20th day of September
2006, by the following roll call vote: \
AYES: COMMISSIONERS:
NOES: COMMISSIONERS:
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS:

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS:

Secretary, Torrance Planning Commission




PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 06-108

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, APPIHYI‘O ING A WAIVER
AS PROVIDED FOR IN DIVISION 9, CHAP‘ R 4, ARTICLE 2
OF THE TORRANCE MUNICIPAL CODE 'JI'1 ALLOW LESS
THAN THE REQUIRED SIDE YARd)‘ SETBACK, I[N
CONJUNCTION WITH A PRECISE PLAN OF| DEVELOPMENT
TO ALLOW FIRST-STORY AND SEMI- $UBTERRANEAN

GARAGE ADDITIONS TO AN EXISTING
RESIDENCE, ON PROPERTY LOCATED |
OVERLAY DISTRICT IN THE R-1 ZONE
SOLEDAD.

WAV06-00016: OLYMPIA GRE
(SANDRA AND GUY RUCKDASC

INGLE FAMILY
THE HILLSIDE
‘ET 149 VIA LA

ER
HEL)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the Cl

y of Torrance conducted a

public hearing on April 5™, 2008, to consider an apphlation for a Waiver filed by

Olympia Greer (Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow|

yard setback, in conjunction with a Precise Plan of De\/]

and semi-subterranean garage additions to an existing
property located in the hillside overlay district in the R-j1
and

WHEREAS, due and legal publication of notch?

less than the required side
l@lopment to allow first-story
single family residence, on
zone at 149 Via la Soledad:

was given to owners of

property in the vicinity thereof, all in accordance with t]he provisions of Division 9.

Chapter 4, Article 2 of the Torrance Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, Setback Waivers are Cdtegorlcél

y exempted by the 2000

California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines in Artj ole 19, Class 5, Section 15305

(5)(a);

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the C
find and determine as follows: |

A) That the property address is 149 Via la Soledad.

B) That the property is located on Lot 30, Tract #19305.

C) The project is in compliance with both the R-1 Zonmg
General Plan designation for this site.

ly of Torrance does hereby

and the Low-Density




D) That there are unreasonable difficulties resulting from
along the eastern side yard which reduces the availat

APPROVED WAV06-00016, subject to conditions:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that WAV(06-
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he 12 foot downward slope
le area that can be utilized

for purposes of expanding the home without encroachlng into the current side

yard setback requirement of 7.4 feet.

The encroachment into the required western sida yard setback is justified

because aside for the rear 2.5 feet of the propose‘:j
retention of the existing five foot side yard is for.
residence presently occupies the property.

That the reduction of the western side yard se
substantially interfere with the orderly development

either meet or exceed the required front, rear and

proposed extensions of the existing non-conforr
minimized to only 2.5 feet along the rear of residence.

will also be well within allowable lot coverage anf

consistent with the surrounding development and d?
from the spirit of the zoning or general plan designatiq

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by the fo

AYES: COMMISSIONERS:
NOES: COMMISSIONERS:
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS:
ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS:

00

media room, the requested

areas in which the existing

agck requirement will not
of the City because it will
eastern setbacks and the
ning setback have been
The remodeled residence
floor area ratio limits, is
‘not represent a departure
n of the property.

llowing roll call vote

?0516, filed by Olympia Greer

(Sandra and Guy Ruckdaschel) to allow less than the required side yard setbacks, in

conjunction with a Precise Plan of Development to
family residence with a semi-subterranean garage, on
Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via la Soledad,
to the following conditions:

1.

o]
IS

allow a new one-story single
operty located in the Hillside
;’hiereby APPROVED subject

1

That the use of the subject property for a single- famlg residence shall be subject

to all conditions imposed in Wavier 06-00016 and
modifications thereof as may be approved from tame
92.28.1 et seq. of the Torrance Municipal Code
Community Development Director of the City of To
said use shall be established or constructed an
conformance with such maps, plans, specifications

ny amendments thereto or
to time pursuant to Section

on file in the office of the
rance; and further, that the

d shall be maintained in
, drawings, applications or
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other documents presented by the applicant to th}e Community Development
Department and upon which the Planning Commission|relied in granting approval;

2. That if this Waiver 06-00016 is not used within one year after granting of the
permit, it shall expire and become null and void unless extended by the
Community Development Director for an additional|period as provided for in

Section 92.27.1; (i3

3. That the applicant shall comply with all conditions aé#s:;cfiated with Precise Plan of

Development 06-00025; (Development Review) a

Introduced, approved and adopted this 20th day c#f Séptember 2006.

Chairman, Torrance Planning Commission

ATTEST:

Secretary, Torrance Planning Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) | \
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES) ss -

CITY OF TORRANCE )
I, GREGG LODAN, Secretary to the Plann%ng‘g bomm:ssmn of the City of
Torrance, Callfomla do hereby certify that the foré%omg resolution was duly

introduced, approved, and adopted by the Planning Gommission of the City of
Torrance at a regular meeting of said Commission held o the 20th day of September
20086, by the following roll call vote: .
AYES: COMMISSIONERS:
NOES: COMMISSIONERS:
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS:

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS:

Secretary, Torrance Planning Commission
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The following is a partial list of code requirements apd
All possible code requirements are not provided her

89

CODE REQUIREMENTS

advised to contact each individual department:
Commission may not waive or alter the code
information purposes only. !

Building and Safety:

Comply with State energy requirements.
Provide underground utilities.
Separate permit required for site walls.

Environmental:

;Ilc,able to the proposed project.
> land the applicant is strongly
for furth<=r clarification. The Planning
reqwre‘ments They are provided for

Provide a minimum of 50%-landscaped area in the front yard.

Property shall be landscaped prior to final in
Provide 4” (minimum) contrasting address n
uses.

Engineering:

A C&E Permit is required from the Engineer
right-of-way.

Replace sections of cracked and damaged sldewalk‘

standards. |

|
Close abandoned driveway(s) with full height curb a;nd

Grading: ; 3
Obtain a Grading Permit prior to issuance of building

Submit two copies of Grading/Drainage plan with sqil
all existing and proposed grades, structures requijred

any proposed drainage structures.

spectlon. |
umerals for residential, condo, etc.,

ng Diviéion; for any work in the public

pefr City of Torrance

gutter to match existing.

permit.
investigation report. Show
public improvements and

;
/]

i
H t
[
.

C.D. Di Réc:ommendations 09/20/06

Agenda Iu—)m

No. 10B

Case No. PRE06-00025 & WAV06-00016

i
1‘ Attachmeri 3
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Height and L.ocation

City of Torrance, Community Deve!o;ﬁmcnt I)epj:xrtmcnt

Certification

Mg enert™

Jeffery W. Sibson, Community De.v;eXopment D

3031 Torrance Blvd. « Torrance, CA 90503 ¢ (310) 618-5990:Fax: (ilO) 618-5829

rector

The survey must be performed by a licensqd,’laﬁd SUrveyor ov

civil engineer and should be accompanied by a map
“of the bench mark and the Jocations where ‘

!

wh
the measu

ich shows the location
rements were taken.

Th: map should also show the location of e{;isting dnd proposed structures.

i
|

I have surveyed the silhouette located at | /%? L//‘ﬂ /4&7/66/4(7/

S e R s m&vam?e;@w..—azmﬁgw R T P
Y i. ) T YT > DESAIAS ‘)‘_ ) RSN,
S HOUELI LG LRI GATONG el Pt

on 7/27/06
(date)
vy Greer and Assoc,

on

- fad .
, based on plans sjubrritted to the City of Torrance

6/27/06 _The survey was taken

dress)

(applicant/architect) (daté)

from a bench mark located at (49

Via //(fo(&é/ JUW;)'/;JN?? dh ¢

thckhed /p/kﬂf l

| (address
(attachcd map) which established a base elevation of /00.00

The ridge Jine/highest point of the roof was determined to have

[26.5

The plans indicatce that the elevation should be

have verified that the silhouctte/constrict

:n elevation of (25.' S . %

I certify that I have measured the location of pertinent fentures located on the subject
property. Brsed on the plans submitted to the Community Development Departmnent, |
on accurately represents the proposed stritchire.

72443

i1 terms of height, building envelope, location on the site, and all sethbacks. l
| ] . p— |
OFFIGIAL-STAMF

Bre N
Cl1 MING GONG - e )
Name {plcase print) » LS ‘CEM : ‘ ] 3
s | ] R
Gro)779 5402 2306 |
PHONE [ u\f
7/27/0€ T
DATE/ / ;
Noies: [

Litachment 4
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Found lead plug 0.48'
Nty and 0.02' W'y, -
No ref.

SCALE: 1" =20"

DATE: 7727.06 N :
(l000ey

SURVEYOR:

CHI MING GONG
PLS 7243
Lic Expires 12-31-06

Phone: 310-287-0427

CF

BENCH MARK FOUND LEAD PLLA AS SHOWS

ZLEVATION (6006
(ASSUMED SATLM

RTIFICATION

OF A PORTION OF LOT 30, TRA
RUCKDASHEL RESIDENCE, 149}

CT No. 19035, MB 526 - 12/16
Via la Soledad, Torrance, CA 90277
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(GREER

GREER & ASSOCIATES AlA ARCHITECTS

MEMORANDUM |

Re: 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach, CA |
Property Owner: Mr. & Mrs. Ruckdaschel
To:  Aquilla Hurd, Planning Assistant - City of Torrance, CA
Date: May 15, 2006 .

From: Olympia P. Greer, AlA

1. The attached drawings reflect the ch‘angefsnoted on the previously
submitted plans.

2. We would like to request a side yard Walver for the west side from 7
to 5 ft.

3. With regard to the Height Waiver we wish to have a review of the
silhouette with the Planner assigned to this project and with my clients
and then make the best determination as to the course of action.

4. In response to a question mark at the prdperty line trespassing on the
east side by the house at 525 Via Los Mwadoﬁes we have provided a
separate copy of the survey which shows in réd marks those portions
of the residence which do not comphy with standard City setback
requirements and with that portion of that residence which trespasses
into my client’s property. This constitutes not only a violation of my
clients’ privacy but it is a fire hazard and a violation of the City’s
Zoning and Building Codes. We have serious concerns about this
issue.
We also do not feel that any view impairment from that portion of their
residence which trespasses on my client's property can be
considered as legitimate or valid. .

Thank you,

Olympia P. Greer, AlA

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE » INDIO, CA 92203 » TEL: (71$10)‘ 454-6885 « FAX: (780) 772-3671
« E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.com « WEB SITE: hitp://vavw.greerarchitects.com

Attachment 5
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WAIVER

|, 0T & SMDRA RUCKDAS itE]

certain parcel of land located at (A A LA S

~as the owner of that
ATEDAD

State of California, described as  PorTiot oF

in the City of Torranjc’:‘e‘,
T 2o TRACT [9909

County of Los Angeles,

, as recorded on page _{2 to

}71 B, 526,

make the following Declaration in relation of sai
obtaining from the City of Torrance the required pe

parcel for residential purposes.

1. That | understand construction in a hill

| lparcel, as a condition of
Jts for development of said

S|qie erea is more difficult and

more expensive than similar development on flat lots; that is carries
with it certain risks of slope failures of various kinds, drainage and

water run-off problems, driveway and ge
and possible problems with neighboring
sunlight access, privacy and shadow eff

2. That before receiving City approval of

Application , | have obtai

advise of certain geological and engin
choosing, who have advised me regar
on the slope, the techniques for const
contained within the lot and, where ag
use or development of the lot;

3. That | have not relied in any way on rep
and employee of the City, or any consu|

neral access problems,
probertles due to loss of

recise Plan of Development
ned the services and
eenng experts of my own
ding the potential for dangers
rug tios
propnate the limitations on

n, the quality of the soils

sentations by the City,
nt or agent of the City, in

evaluating the suitability for residential development of the lot, or of

the relative costs and risks of such develop

ment;

4. That | have relied (if at all) on the expertsiihired by myself and I will

fully comply with their advice and instru
building any development on the said lot;

5. That | understand there may still be ris}
said lot, but | assume the sole and full rest
and | agree that the City does not and ¢
the development to be done or the con
development on the property or on the

residing on the property.

EXECUTED this 27 44 day of

[~

ions in designing and

:ejjinvolved in developing

onsibility for those risks,
not guarantee or warrant

se‘quences of such
persons working, visiting or

Torrance, California.

2 i il . 20,04 at

04/02 ) } 3 ’

/7 ¢
i ' A / 7

Attachment 6
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CITY OF TORRANCE- PLANNING DEPAATMENT

PRECISE PLAN APPLICATION PRE

GIVE FACTS TO SUBSTANTIATE THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA BY WHICH THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY GRANT THIS HILLSIDE PRECISE PLAN¢ ITIS M NDATORY THAT THESE CRITERIA
BE MET BEFORE THE CITY MAY LEGALLY GRANT A HILLS]])E ]’R 'CISE PLAN: AND IT IS INCUMBENT
UPON THE APPLICANT TO PROVE TO THE SATISFACTION OF 'I?HiE' CITY THAT THE CRITERIA ARE

MET: (To be completed by all applicants).

1. Planning & Design (91.41.6)

a. The following facts demonstrate that the proposed development will not have an adverse impact
upon the view, light, air and privacy of other propertiqs in the vicinity:

The proposed expansion is all at ground level, and care has been glven‘ to preveni it from imposing view impacts on
any neighboring properties. The present solution is a revised version of a pre vxdus plan and resolves several issues
regarding views. No light, air or privacy are impacted by either solutions as thfs property sits 15.4 feet below the
property most impacted to the East of the subject property. In fact the| ﬁmshei ﬂaor elevation of the property to the
East is the same as the roof ridge elevation of the subject property. Th le propos‘ed entry is located towards the front

and poses no obstruction to adjacent properties. With respect to light and air

the existing structure and proposed

additions on the east side are set back 30-6” fi. in the front and 27°-9” fi. injthe béck much more than the 10% lot
width setback requirement. The west side setback maintains the existing & ft\ setback of the existing structure
portions of which are kept. Furthermore the hip roofs are receding back and ‘away from the side yards, thus
maintaining the existing availability of light and air. Since the structures are set, on lots that are setup in a stepped
fashion the existing and proposed structure is lower by 15.4 ft. from the adja,en structure to the east and higher by
15 ft. from the lower lot to the west. Windows are minimized on the east but the west side has several windows

oriented towards the west and northwest distant views.

In fact the subject property has been subjected to reverse adverse impact upon% heir light, air and privacy by the
property to the east pomons of which are built in the subject property. |Our research has shown 2 permits:
1. One by the previous owner of 525 Via Los Miradores to legalize the family room at the rear in 1979 which had

been built without permit at one time. (EXHIBIT A )

2. And another one by the current owner of the same address for 2 kitchen exte 1j‘s‘on in 1987. (EXHIBIT B)
However their location with regard to property lines is not depicted accurately in the permits. (See attached).
3. Some of the patio walls are also located outside their lot bound@ry and or’\f the subject property and is shown

hatched in diagonal in the attached site plan survey.

We are honoring the preservation of views from the main living areas of the eafs‘t‘ property and from exterior patios

provided they are within their property boundary.

\i .,\

b. The following planning, design and location considera;tons will msuré that the proposed‘

development will cause the least intrusion on the views, light,

in the vicinity:

h‘lr and privacy of other properties

We chose to expand at ground level, while staying within the FAR paramet er and coverage requirements. By
expanding at ground level the impact of the house on the street does not change because the bulk of the addition is at
the rear of the property with a small expansion at the front. The new portions abjde by the setback requirements while

staying away from the embankment to the East. The roof design is hip througho ut. ‘which allows for the existing views
to be maintained. It slopes away from the side yards to prevent the roof from o verpowenng the adjacent structures.
The house maintains the existing finished floor elevation and the main roof ri ige at the center of the structure exceeds
the existing roof line by only one foot. The entry peak matches the existing roof] and the roof over the proposed front

office/bedroom is by 1.4 ft below the existing roof. The existing garage was

xeconﬁoured into living space and its

roof is 2 ft. below the existing house roof line and 3 ft. above the existing g‘aurage roof line. However, its forward
projection overlaps with distant views of trees. The garage has been placed|un( er the residence and will have direct
access from the street. The properties across the street maintain their view pr1v1leges

The attached photos ( 1 through 9) show how the proposed addition and remo
adjoining property to the east. The location of where they are taken from is indic

iel will not impact the views from the
Fted on the attached site plan S-1.
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Another set of photos show our original version of the proposal which we had

;il‘hou‘etted with blue and white flags in

order to see what impact it might have on the neighboring properties. See “

llg

ual Silhouette Photos 1 through 3.

We worked with staff to evaluate that proposal and determined the areas that n=eded further study. Two revisions

ensued and a new design was submitted which we feel that resolves all issues

of view impairment. The structure was

re-silhouetted which is the current submittal. The changes made are outlined in tbe attached Memos noted Revisions

#2 and #3.

¢. The following design elements have been employed to
development in harmony with other properties in the vicinity:

provide an orderly and attractive

The current residence was built in 1954 and has not had any significant improvements since then. It is an outdated
small residence with minimal aesthetic appeal. The new design changes the struct|ure to a Mediterranean style and its
front fagade is broken into small elements to articulate the design and its appeatance from the street, and relate in

massing and scale to the neighborhood. All roofs are hip and again broken
the

appearance of massing and scale. The garage door has been turned to face

nto segments to help mitigate the
street and the driveway has been

modified to a direct access into the garage. This modification allows for a better way to landscape and enhance the

front yard and existing hillside. The entry has been enlarged and is facing Via
of it and direct access from the sidewalk.

Lal

Soledad, with a small patio in front

d. The following aspects of the design insure that the developmeqt&vill not have a harmful impact

upon the land values and investment of other properties in the vicinity:

The new home design and enhancement of the garage configuration improve grel.tly the appearance of this home into

a new style with an appearance which will blend with the newer design trendsi
the improvement in land values not only of the subject property but also that
high quality of materials and detail add to the value of the proposed structure.
residence to 3,135 sq. ft. more than double its original size of 1,370 sq. ft,

in homes in the area. This will ascertain
of the other properties in the vicinity. A
Furthermore, the increase in size of the
| will bring it more in line with nearby

residences in value and amenities. The patio additions in the front and the rear and the enhancement of the rear patio,
with a bar-b-q, and outdoor fireplace, all further contribute to the enhanced real estate value.

e. Granting this application would not be materially detriﬁneriital to the public welfare and to

other properties in the vicinity for the following reason(s)

There will be no negative impact to the public welfare by granting tﬁé
remodeling only changes the central ridge height by 127, preserves a

apphcatlon because this addition and
harmonious massing and appearance

from the street, and improves the values and aesthetics of the neighborhood.

f. The proposed development will not cause or result in an a

properties in the vicinity, for the following reasons:

It does not violate any zoning requirements. It stays within the FAR

dverse cumulative impact on other

parameters. It maintains the existing

view corridors. It maintains the privacy of the neighbors, and it stays within the norm of the average homes,

meeting today’s space standards.
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T (91.41.10)

LIMITATION IN INCREASES IN HEI ;

.

(To be completed by applicant for a precise Plan that would increhSé the height of any part of the

building to a height greater than that of the existing building)

a. It is not feasible to increase the size of or rearrange the sp

structure for the purposes intended except by increasing

following facts:

In order to be able to have a clay tile roof, we have maintained the pjt
what the current roof slope is. Also the change in the ridge height from

ce within the existing building or
he height, demonstrated by the

ch of the roof to 3 %2 : 12 which is
the existing stems from the fact that

the width of the rear portion was increased to cover the new patio and the width of the area over the kitchen

was increased to encompass more area which previously was garage area. .

b. Denial of this application would constitute an unreasdrlaﬁle hardship for the following

reasons.

It would prevent us from being able to properly lay out the roof and frqrﬁe it so that it drains well and we are

not encountering leaking problems in the future.

c. Granting this application would not be materially detrim

other properties in the vicinity for the following reasons

?n;al to the public welfare and to

The additional 12 inches bring the total height of the structure to 16/4 vf‘t from the main level and 27 ft. from
the lowest portion of the grade outside the garage and does not impose any view impairments from the living

areas of the adjoining properties.
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CITY OF TORRANCE - PLANNING DEPARTMENT ; WAV -

To be submitted with Waiver application.

GIVE FACTS TO SUBSTANTIATE THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA BY WHICH THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY GRANT THIS WAIVER: i

1. There are practical difficulties or unneceséa%ryl hardships resulting
from the strict enforcement of this Division: |

e renovation and expansion of

xisting residence will remain to

sscietina-caothaclk foar the
w3 pel8y) Iy SO TDUUNTTTUT LG

The west wall of the existing residence will remain as part of itl
this project, Furthemore the foundation and finish floor of the
which-the-rew-portion-wit-be-connected-As-stch-retaining-th
proposed structure will save on costs.
It also will prevent from reducing an already small building pad. I

o

P

2. It will not be materially detrimental to the
the property of other persons located in the

ublic welfare or to
ricinity thereof:

N

The pad elevation of the subject residence is higher than the

1§73
1)

djacent lot to the west

by 15 ft. which assures the preservation of privacy, air and |

ght.

3. It will not substantially interfere with the orderly development of
the City as provided for in this Division: |

The granting of such a Waiver will not interfere with the orderly development of the City as
provided for in this Division. -

ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS: (To be completed by the Planriirx‘g Department)

Name 2addre

[f9]

S
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BERARTMENT of BUILDING & SAFETY 1 PATERECES ] EcEvEDH []_ i

- ClITY OF TORRANCE SEAM T NO OATE |8§SUED PEEN i
_ .—7‘ <~ 7 :

BUILDING APPLICATION TIEZEL |2 2‘(?] ‘4/“%5!%2;‘ :

A

Proct of Workers' Companiction insurance on file

cxempt trom the requements of the State
and will perform ofl the obove wark myself.

As owner-builder | am
Contractor's Llicense law,

TRENCHES. FORMS
LOCATION, ETC

li

FOR APPLICANT YO FILL IN - ;
b . Q13 | -~
OWNER Z ;wﬁg/k{uny Fﬂ?E/‘r' T30 ADDRESS it Los M (B AD ORES
MAIL I
ADDRESS o é élﬁg aﬁf!mﬁﬂ; ror 3¢ BLE. tancr [ 7305
T8 -356 L
e MAP NO. SIZE OF LOY
SRENIES 8 i 92 ||
<7 HAICR YES ND | [fISTATE Yis N2 .
ADDRESS NO | HWY, HWY, :
HUILDING R i EXIST.
CONTRACTOR O [N w e __::E"BACKl YARD a0 SI‘REET‘\I,AME WIDTH
— FRONT D
ADDRESS city PL. Do 'é"‘ Vi 2 )o[(c‘a/) 4‘0"’
- €ICE STREET RUER A p
STATE LIC NO CITY Li NO ' TEL NO "L, /e 12 Y m LO}’ /M//!/"()uf'f ﬁ
o INT. SIDE = ‘
DESCRIPTION OF WORKTO BE DON= Bl :
LAILUATION P TTTTPUAN €HECK  }s i
NEVW __ADD . ALTER__REPAIR _DEMOLISH a jree i l
SIZE IN .:264' EXTERIOR h i ; . T
SQUA::EB;E;ET y WALL COVERING _|Beped ‘70 |enenar s
NG NTERIOR s i
OF ROOMS 4 _ watL COVER Ne | - 00 .
NUMBER . {niDG. *ERMIT |3
OF STORIES / COVERING e i UNDERGROUND | fFEE 5% 4’.(
NO. OF BLDGS USES OF - ; L | fconstaucTion :
NOW ON LOT [EKISTING BLDGS fe; ) }H;K‘ UTILITIES REQ'D. ey
| PARK.RES TAX ] -
DESCRPTION OF WORK VES [ NO [T o —units :
N - T @, . 3 :
chan_To | ‘ = b
A " B A MicROFILM B :
€ =, Case # | jree Jr i ;
— HECE CONDITIONS : i
TOTAL s Q " i
| 70 |
N Y H :
MD_B;__F&:V_ULLL swleieds Hobygony ,o N . MR, % ( ; !
P& Y I P _ - . A : i
| Sukgect to Fieln dispectiu | 4 2 el 7 G, S-TE] !
PLACE INITIALS IN THE APPROPRIATE BOXES Ll ' i
licensed Contractor with State ond City licento in fulk forcs ang effect APPROVALS | oATE ‘ INSPECTORS i

SUBFLOUR

As owner builder | am exempt from the requirements cf the Lrote
Contrestor’s License low, but will contract 1o hove ta wurk done by
proporly licensed controctors and will osture that workary' compensation
insurance covesoge is provided for alf worker:.

FRAME

INMSULATION

{ certify thot in the parformance of the work for which this sermit i, ssued.

ROOFiMNG

Y OREES RSB P

@ B[RS

| shelt not employ any rermn in any mannar 50 os to beronie wukject lo the
workers' compensation lows of Colifornio

LaTH NT

and have placed my
(a S*0t1 and Incol luws

| cartify thot t have read and completed the cbove applicatic.
initials in the opprops xas. | agrae to comply th
and ragulotions relals 7

LATH exr

PLASTER Ny

Signes?

F P_LASTER gxt i X
¥ : s = L : E
Pmr:::m x = ‘0 FINAL i 7 /77 &W f
FOR = T 7 i )
o . See Bl Nd'f'@':z. ! 1
| $

‘ Attachment 7
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CORRECTIOMS AND FIELD NOTES
REAR PROPERTY LINE T : ™ o
A A -5',/7'.//7‘3— }"ﬁ.ec/(ep Eyistond .
___ﬁa_a-/v' o A e [a LA"(‘:‘ON Se
A moeafx’ Hlapaa uate .
pn“;l gi/ p eyery 4-1-1,4:_2
BRAETY @ /EYr‘sTLA\‘I PR T }p_/n';i.._
G hsSd DALE LS Feriger.en gLaSS
| Eox B0 suazsin Lodasd £l
Chat {op o b SLpER /
g9 Yl gk Do als VisdA ee 4l
Sy . declogltabre - s
£ o e 7 ;
Eﬁ a E L PN e
R g i
" —— G i
W s r
=] — o
17} ,ﬁ . ;‘\ 7]
RS /
-< ’ i
> .
|
vi ‘L ‘
- VIR La Sicepap.. > T
FRONT PROPERTY LINE
DEPARTMEMNT APPROVALS FOR OCCUPANCY }
INITIAL CATE
EMGINEERING o
GRADING
ZONING
FIRE
OTHER
PLANNING
ARPORT
TRANSPORTATION
‘MND MANAGEMENT
APPROVALTO ISSUE C.O.

i

PRSP ILIER W o

ieak.
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R . -

‘CITY OF TORRANCE
BUILDING DEPARTMENT

——— >

N? 36886 e

DEPARTMENT OF RUILDING AND SAFETY

CITY OF TORRANCE

il s : }

L LT T R T Y Y C PO S

Date

I hereby request the Department of Building and Safety to
inspect and certify the property described as| #

Address: \f722;5/ \VC/} ZlOijA{7/7<;4LZk37:‘

ollows:

<,

|
I :

Legal Description:

Lot Ko. Block ‘q Tract No.

and authorize entry onto above described prcp€i€y and structures.

I understand that the purpcse of such LnSb%ction is to determine

whether all structures ccmply tc the City Building Code ard Zoning
i

Regulations at the time: cf their construction.|!
I hereby waive any and all claims of 1liability against any
g I

officer, employvee, agert, or regresentative S f the City of Torrance

(LY

which arise by reason cof issuance of thig ce
/

"~ (Owner of gﬁj&e described property)

Addres:sfﬁé V ’if’Z\Uﬁ M/RﬁDORﬁ“—‘?
| ZoX 7Yy

(zip)

City}%7

Telephone No. 2

T

Jee [Crwit = ~77’5‘*§?£-- g8 fmj, o

2 e R R TR i

;

Revised 10/75
dob/Bldg.
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- JATE T HO.
: ] al
CITY OF TORRANCE G A7737" c
DEPARTMENT of BUILDING & SAFETY &tion] 7 0?2 8 8 5.1
3031 YORRANCE BLVD. » TORRANCE, CA 805(3 » (213) 618-5910 ‘
COMBINATION PERMIT ZoE CATET B
- R—| NW-Z4-T |"T paas
M
- FOR APPLICAMT TO FILL IN ____ALTER ___ REPAIR DEMOUSH 4
. Sgp,’t? 58 EXTERIOR
7 e - . B e COVER! .
AodaEss R SR VR des AyRALeRe L R ELE0 wu‘.:ﬁmoﬂmo
- e = 12
Lot 2 1 eocx TRACT [o: 3405 wmm&uw
CCVERING
- - g P - Ti !:{ 2 DTy 3
OWNER SN HAE o L iR RS i ";)’,,\/‘)—,‘/" iar
S22 s 173, (oS T RALORE CAE
2 s : £2 AU AN NSNS & e L
AQoRESS - = > - ISTING BURGS! | \
ENGINEER DESC 2""%!\\ AFWORKH /{ T HE M/
ADDRESS Fl
L. TEL Al Sr gAY
NO. — NO. i 4 n /
4 g 4
3 =
OWNER/BUILDER DECLARATICN U2 | J)A Od ([) ”
Section 7:1; of th:ycam:';n:h;&:lnsu‘ lndm:r7lmionl e‘oda provides :,L:':“: cadentto the ?L..b ﬁ, YT ‘O\FZ lq )Q £ y
- county or ich requires ssucnce of ¢ permitas a ition p ent ot on- A
) Son, impr L or rapaic of anty building or structura shull slsc reqcuh'e ¥ E.qfﬂ'- c L4 P‘-U§ i'NGC * ( ,MECM
that each applicant for such a permit fiie ss a condition precertertic issuance of p Jermit a state- M =
meat which he has prepared and signed stating that the applica... is licensad under thu provisions of SERVICE! T H)'OA LAVATORY GAS SYSTEM
this chaptor, giving the number of kis licensa and stating thrt it fs in fult force and e'tect, or, If the = =
applicant is axempt from the provisiona of this chapter, the tusis of the alleged exsmption. Any 1 S NO. QU EIEH BATH TUB HEATER
wialation of this section oy any applicant for a permitghail be sLbject to a civil penalty of not mors i i t
Vet fove uunGred Goars ($500.00).- (| NO. FixI nes SHOWER COMPRESSOR
D 1, a8 ovmer of the property, or my employeea ith wagles & their 50'a compensation, will dc thywork, axd AUTO .-WAC‘ i ! WATER CLOSET FORCED AIR SY3
the structurs ts not intanded or otfered for sale. {Section 7944, Butine s end Pr ions code Tre ¢ et et o™
tor's license law does not appiy 1o an owner of proparly wha builds or mprovet thersan, ard who deas such DISHWL, HE&# ' KIT. SINK W/DISP, DEC. FIREPLACE
work himsetf or through his smployees, provided thatruch improveme its are natintended or otferad for sale. - T -
H, however, the buiiding or improvamants Is soid wilhin one year of complation, the owner/buitder will have GARBAGE QjsP ! WATER HTR, Paitaf- GAS FURNACE
tha burden of proving he did not build or improve for the purpose ot zals.j ;
O] sang | ¢ DISHWASHER BTU
{, as awner of the pr: . am exclusively contracti ith ticenas. § contractors t tructtne ct. J|
&s.csonmxb::ﬁ f °P:ny end P fon Ym;::d': i ; smrunnﬁwdﬁﬁ?i:;,yzo.Eﬂ:.r otbds AUTO.-WASH
oves 3 ho contracts ch projects witl t i ] .
pmoort;,o &uooﬂlv‘ng'to?fimnn?ﬁ?)n and who cantracts {or suck projects with 2 cantractar(s) licensad | ) ‘__7:9_
D |, as ownar am exempt u..der section _ 8 and P code, {or tha magon: — : A
-~ YARD cL STREET R/W
/7 2 4 ) 4 — ¢ v
A cilng . detoveyioes P L0207 7 20 127 Ay o
{Signati-8) {Date} ! i le }[) l/ > .
/72 o ad
LICEMSED CONTRACTOR'S DECLARATION = v A

] by dech. that § am (i d under tha p 1 of Chaptar 9 (commencing at saction 7000
of Division 3 of the Businesa and Professions code, and my licenss l:in full force End eftect ! MAP|NO, ‘ : VALUATION
i Fees $ oo T
Licenwe Class State Lic. No. City Lic. ho P, P / .
PLAN CHECK 11 [ —i BUILD. PERMIT
c tAgent - FFE s 727 FEE s S
Signat: D i
¢ ure) (Data} MAPFING |/ PARK-REC. TAX
C s Namo =
ST ; TEMANDATED ELECT. \?‘ —e
Add Phone ENERGY] | - A A
Feel 1 AL MEGCH.
WORKER'S COMPENSATION DECLARATION ﬁ EF x;ﬁg‘Ni
1 heroby declare that | have a certificate of consent to salf insurs, cr a certificate of Worker's Campen- o Nl & PLUMB, q 2,0
sation {nsurance, or a certifled copy tharsof {Labor Code Ssction 3800). ”
Wit
Poticy No. -
2 1OTAL $ 52 WAILIN
Compan .
peny UNDER! REQD. oHOD - %7 1
A certitied copy ia hereby furnished. UTIL‘ITIES 1 YES 0 no O
1 - MICRO. o
EXEMPTION FROM WORKER'S h i RANC K
CERTIFICATE OF EXEMPTION FRO (0] COMPENSATION INSURANCE HILLSID! es [ no O JOTAL 5. 1t he
{This ssction need not be completed if the parmit is for one huadred deiiars {$100.00) or iess) PLANN :—rimge NO/] .b V)
3 Pl
I cartify that In the performance of the work for which this parmit is lssued, | shail not employ ¢ny persan ln ,l[i ol hd
any manner 80 23 10 become subjact to the Wnrker's Campensation 'as of the State of Cal fornia. \ - 4§
’ clle]
{Signature) (Onts) 3 ! T kﬁ l‘-
TITLE LIES TO ALLOWABLE HEATING SYSTEM
NOTICE TO APPLICANT: If altar maklni this certiticate of exemprion, you should Becoma subject 10 T
the Worker's Compensation laws ot the Labor Cade, you must torthraith cumply with such peeovisions YES NO D BONNET CAPACITY, B8TU
or this permit shali ba doemed revoked. t
F i NO. ENG'R RCPT
CONSTRUCTION LENCING AGENSY IXTURE UNITS o
1 hereby affirm that there Is 8 construction lending agency for tha parfarmance < the work for which EXISTI RE UNITS *
this permit s issued (Saction 3087 Calitornia Civil Code).
Lender's Name: ADDITI STURE UNITS SEWAGE UNITS
TOTAL e LMITS

Address:

1certify that 1 hav
building construction, and hareby authorize represantatives of tha Gity to entar un

RIGHT OF ENTRY

- {Signaturs)

& read this application and state that the above information is correct. L agree to compiywith & Cily|and applicabie County ordinances, and Statalaws relatinglo
ihe pbove mantionad firopany for the purpose of inspections. . r
7 s g i L
A i A{rlu‘,- A A '-'\l/ [8a Z' g 7

{Date}

VALID ONLY WHEN MACHINE STAMPED — VA
TION OF AN APPLICABLE PAOVISIONS OF THE

LIDATION OF THIS PERMIT SHALL NOT 8€ 1ELD TO PERMIT OR EBE,‘
CITY CCOE COVERIN 3 THIS WORK. ORANY OTHER PROVISICNS OF Tt

APPROVAL OF THE
[ rroawceoc

i
4

VIOLA-
OE.

INSPECTOR 1}
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INATION PERMIT NO._AZZ3 / ¢ -

I
E ¢ - 3 PLOT PLAN
Co. . b
oo REAR PROPERTY LINE A ey "
¢ . . ARPROVALS oare | WePECTORS |
. B . [EEEETT oLl e
. . GROUNDIWOR o ;o E
b A 4 —- —— ¢ i}
b rLoon . Mg [ Frledatars || 4
y i z22 7 07 AN
. roor uflng IVl R
noucsu‘ur‘fmm //;/gff? ', // L :
ot A . : ~
—_ ROUGH %l}.EC‘. /_v /dlf/ gé M P
! ROUGH HTG| ! P
! i {4
e ZAVT AR
; l‘x_zx u wsutktil: eigg /[/’ PN P UA S~ | b 7
3 3 | sewes | i
:
; :’é - 'E‘ GASTEST
iofa Q. | CRywall LoAZ
3 a o | FBRYEXTR (ATH
3w w ?
i la a | rooen
L @

e

\\ ‘_______\__{

AN

CAS CO/NOTIFIED

EDISON NOTIFIED

FINA

—- p
FRONT PROPERTY LINZ
CORRECTIONS AND FIELD NOTES F— INTERDEPARTMENTAL USE !
o COMNECTION DATA !
STATIO ; CEPTH =
T MANHOLE REFERENCE s
|0 UPPER LOWER i
TYFE OF CONNECTION LENGTH FROM 3
Y. {CURB - PL "ML TOPL.
o SEWER REVOLYING FUND :
FRONTAGE ON
LENGTHDF FRONTAGE !
> ‘ DATE SIGNATURE"
NO FEE! Fm"‘;ED
FEE COULECTED :
r A-0UNT cF FEE colLecTED $ '
DATE SIGNATURE :
NO USE FEE REQUIRED i
R USE FEE COLJECTED :
- SEWER J}Jss FZE H .
|y DATE SIGNATURE
EXCAYATION
PERMIT NO: |
ENGINEERING|APPROVAL
TO ISSUE PERMIT
: ‘

ety r.vuia".'l- Vo -

N T

P ]
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CITY OF TORRAMCE

INTERDEPARTMENTAL FO3M OF APPROVAL FOR PROPOSED BL‘;D!NG CONSTRUCTION
T

BUILDING ~

W L 2 5 i, Tow Bina darasd B 294 ol - C Mo 1o ST :
:‘G‘:«Nae%gg//y a:cc:v:o[0,08/87 Y85e R—[ OWNER py ‘
USE OF g ; 5 MAIL

‘ PROPOSED s‘rﬂucruas N 5‘/‘ W ADORESS y =—‘5?(p%

" DWM ) ciry Boe - Lg‘% 73— 171500

y —

LEGAL . i
. . N

DEscaipTion. toT S f Bk :T/Ci?/o~: APPLICANT 4 B _
1 MAIL TRk E
ADDRESS Il E
, . cAasE H e TEL. 4
vaLuation .2 ({(QO NO crry Ly l|coor _—— NO. :
APPLICATION HAS BEEN MADE TO THE AUILDING DEPARTMENT FOR A PERMIT) AS BHOWN ON THE ACCOMPANYING PLANS L4

AND/OR APPLICATION. SPACES HAVE BEFN PROVIDED BE.OW FOR OTHER DEPARTMENTS TO INCICATE FEES TO BE PAID.
AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS TO BE MET. BIFORE A BUILDIMNG PERMIT MAY BE {SSUED! oS WELL AS REQUIRED FEES AND PER.
FORMANCE BEFORE FINAL INSPECTION AMD OCCUPANCY i3 AFPROVED. ADDITION f. SPAGES HAVE BEEN PROVIDED FOR THE
APPROVAL OF OTHER DEPARTMENTS. ETC., IF REQUIRED.

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT §
REQUIREMENTS TO BE MET PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT:

MAPPING

REQUIREMENTS — PARCIL MAP tract mar (OFi i
. -
- 7 g
DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT Janch S TS K20 ¢ bisyricy
FUND AMOUNT JUD—— RECEIPY ||
REQ.IRED 3 No. il DATE
RIGHT OF WAY /V; DATE
DEDICATION FEQUIRED —, * =79 RECEIVED
AVIGATION EASEMENT Ay DATE
o REQUIRED — Ri=a . ‘ RECEIVED
I - it
! ENGINEERING APPROVAL d
: TO ISSUUE BLDG. PERMIT — %Z/v‘——-)/ DATE J/O 57 R
. E
REQUIRENENTS TO BE MET PRIOR YO SEWER PERMIT: ig
1

gFEIWER . AYOUNT @ r NICE!;T 5 DATE
R VOLVING FUND — KEQUIRED NUMBER
-, e Boip 7#.4: Les, L
! FOWER REIMSURSEMENT AMOUNT ARCEIPT |
H LISTRICY —~ REQUIREOD & NUMBER # DATE
: ¢ USE FEE AMOUNT RECEIPY

3. DEeT. DevEmMines) - REQUIREOD 4 NUMBER : DATE

REQUIREMENTS TO BE MET PRIOR TO CERTIFICAYE OF OCGUPARNCT:
STREET IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED — (CURB, GUTTER, SIDEWALKS, STREEY |P, ‘vn&:)/\//

5 ENGINEERING PLANS i STREET_ -
PLANS REQUIRED RECEIVED TREES
A ENGINEER!NG APPROVAL FOR OCCUPANCY: Ll DATE
7 ] GRAUING DIVISION
. REQUIREMENTYS TO BE MET PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT: i
GRADING PLAN S50ILS REPORY ‘
REQUIRED 7 REQUIRED |
GRADING PERMIT PERMIT i DATE
REQUIRED ﬁ ND. ISSUED
& - 7
GRADING APPROVAL FOR OCCUPANCY: i : DATE
PLANNING & ZONING PARKING SE PARKING
] REQUIREMENTS TO BE hET PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT REQD. i PROVIDED :
F
&
i 4 |
t
; ot
T i
) -‘
ZONING APPROVAL 'ro J < Z PLANNING|ARPROVAL TO B
ISSUE BLDG. PERMIT /f 2 3 O" ISSUE BL.OG [PERMIT N
; REQUIREMENTS TO B NSZ RIO} % CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY ‘
rZxs .
ZONING APPROVAL FOR OCCUPANCY : DATE
ADDITIOMAL REQUIREMéNh YO BR MET PRICR TO PERMIT! (CHECK IF AFPLICABLE) | |
— i
AT, .. . STREET
APWROVAL - ' LIGHTS
FIRE DEPT R peFT. Jor
| AFPPROVAL TRANSPORTATION

CORRACTIONS REJUIRID -
1¥ NOT APPROVED i

HOTICE OF } AM AVIARE OF THE ABOVI REQUIREMENTS AND AGREE THEY
0N IYIONS: MET PRIOR TO UTILITY RELEZASE OR OCCUPANCY I8 ALLOWIL |

ALL B

{OWNER OR AGENT)

N A

B
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LEVATION ttn

LOCATIONS WHERL
MEASUREMENTS OF
SILHOUETTE TAKEN

UWN ON SURVEY TLAT

ASSUMED DATUM

HEIGHT AND LOCATION

of a portion of Lot 30, Tract No. 19305

L Lo 12310,
P 302"

[y
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FOR. MR. and MRS. GLY RUCKDASCHEL
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BAIL T2
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MEMORANDUM
REVISION #2

Re: 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach, CA
Property Owner: Mr. & Mrs. Ruckdaschel
To:
Date: June 10, 2006

From: Olympia P. Greer, AlA

o

Following our counter review of the obstructions

photographs when the silhouette was constructed;

will reclaim the views lost.

In order to facilitate the review of the revised dra:

summarize the changes made
1. Lowered the plate line of the roof over the

changed the roof pitch which resulted in a re

regover that portion of ocean

from 129.0 to 125.85 or 3.15 ft. This will
view lost at the north side.

2. Changed the roof over the Kitchen and Med
house at the 128.5 ridge

converging back towards the center of the

elevation. This will recover the white water v
3 hlp roof converging back

3. Changed the roof over the Master Suite to &

towards the center of the house at the 12 R
j; at the south side.

recover the small amount of ocean view '

4. The projecting tower element over the diniri

completely and the central ridge line was d:
point from 138.0 to 128.5 or

reduced the height of the structure at that|
9.5 ft

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE » INDIO, CA 92203 « TEL:
¢ E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.com e W

REER

EER & ASSOCIATES AlA ARCHITECTS

Danny Santana, Planning Assistant - City o

Torrance, CA

épparent at the

we made changes that

ings we hereby

iving room area and

sduction of the roof ridge

a room into a hip roof
ew lost on the west side.
ndge elevation. This will

g room was removed
ntinued in its place which

No changes were made to the silhouette pend n staff feedback.

464-6885 » FAX: (760) 772-3671
"j‘ TE: htip://www.greerarchitects.com
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’
b
GRE
MEMORANDUM i
REVISION #3
Re: 149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach, CA |

Property Owner: Mr. & Mrs. Ruckdaschel
To:
Date: June 27, 2006

From: Olympia P. Greer, AlA

Following staff feedback of the revisions made
changes that will reduce the apparent mass.

In order to facilitate the review of the revised dr
summarize the changes made
1. Changed the roof over the Bedroom #1, |
roof converging back towards the center
2. Changed the plate line at the Office by 2.
line from 128.5 to 126.8.
Reduced overall length of central ridge rL
to 28 ft. from the prewous Revxsmn #2 E

3.

Danny Santana, Planning Assistant - City

0

Ba
of |

SEER

EE & ASSOCIATES AIA ARCHITECTS

awi

3ﬂt

‘;VfTorrance, CA

June 19, 2006 we made

ngs we hereby

th #1 and Office into a hip

the house.
which lowered the ridge

ng north-south from 36 ft.
; N though the ridge is by 1
I ridge has no impact in

east we wish to point out that the floor Ilnéi\;;bf that residence is at

127.5 which is 1 ft. below the proposed r
Ruchdaschel residence.

Changes are made to the silhouette for further;s

coordination.

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE « INDIO, CA 92203 » TEL:
o E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.com ¢ W

EB

160

f ridge of the

aff review and final

464-6885 « FAX: (760) 772-3671
TE: http://www.greerarchitects.com
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TRANSMITTAL

TO: CITY OF TORRANCE Planning
3031 Torrance Bivd
Torrance, CA 90505
Attn: Danny Santana

PROJECT: CUSTOM RESIDENTIAL DESIGN FOR:

SANDRA & GUY RUCKDASCHEL
149 Via La Soledad, Redondo Beach, CA 902

PROJECT NO: 413.01

WE TRANSMIT HEREWITH THE FOLLOWING:

HEEH

: R & ASSOCIATES AIA ARCHITECTS

DATE: June 27, 2006

DATE COPIES DESCRIPTION

08/01/2006 23 Sets Precise Plan Drawings
08/01/2006 1 Set Precise Plan Application & Photos

FOR YOUR: Use as needed.

REMARKS: We would appreciate it if we can be in the
preliminary work and findings has been done. Thank you.

g;iﬁitember agenda, since most of the
i

BY: . Greer, AlA

COPIES TO: File

80034 CAMINO SANTA ELISE « INDIO, CA 92203 » TEL
o E-MAIL: ogreer@greerarchitects.co

5 :3 T

(760) 464-6885 ¢« FAX: (760) 772-3671
'« WEB SITE: http:/Amvww.greerarchitects com
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Michael wrote:
May 11, 2006

Gregg Lodan, Planning Manager
Community Development
City of Torrance

The property owners Ruckdashel at 149 Via La
Soledad in the View Overlay Area have just
errected a gargantuan proposed building silhouette.

Their proposed building project blocks 80% to 90%.
of my current prestine Ocean,Whitewater,Coastline
and City light views.

Their home currently has minimal views blocked by
neighbors trees.

- I am requesting a site planner from your department

come to my home as soon as possible to assess their
building proposals.

Attached are a few photos of their project.

Smcerelx, /

////W/z a Z(/fm/(m—/\/
Mlcmel Lampasi

525 Via Los Miradores

Redondo Beach Ca 90277

310 373-4500

310 809-1812

e

MRV

file:/” Untitl o

5006 9.1 A

i
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JULY 11, 2006 i

TO: CITY OF TORRANCE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
FROM: MICHAEL LAMPASI, ADJACANT HOME OWNER
RE: OVERLAY HILLSIDE BUILDING PROJECT |

RUCKDASHEL 149 VIA LA SOLEDAD REDONDO BE

i

ACH QA

90277

PLEASE BE AWARE THAT I WILL BE OUT OF THE UNITFD STA}fE S FROM

JULY 27™ 2006 TO SEPTEMBER 8™ 2006

PLEASE DO NOT SCHEDULE THE RUCKDASHEL BUILD]
HEARING BEFORE THE MONTH OF OCTOBER, 2006, AS|
INTERVIEW MY NEIGHBORS AND OBTAIN THEIR OPIN]
THE PROPOSED BUILDING PLANS. I NEED SUFFICIENT
THEM AND ATTEMPT TO SCHEDULE THEM TO ATTEN[
THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.

THANK YOU, IF I CAN DO ANYTHING MORE PLEASE C(

SINCERELY,

/;%V/KLC/ Z‘W /(LVL

MICHAEL LAMPASI

525 VIA LOS MIRADORES
REDONDO BEACH CA 90277
310 373-4500 OR 310 809-1812
MIKELAMP@EARTHLINK.NET

WOULE
ONS RE!
TIME T

JuL

L

=
£y
"

NG PLANSFOR A
)

LIKE TO
ATED TO
CONTACT

NTAQTME.

11 2006
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SEPTEMBER 8, 2006

TO: CITY OF TORRANCE
PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: MICHAEL LAMPASI
525 VIA LOS MIRADORES
REDONDO BEACH CA 90277

RE: REQUEST FOR ON SITE INSPECTION
BY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEMBERS

PROPOSED BUILDING PLAN 149 VIA LA SOLEDAD
RUCKDASHEL

I AM REQUESTING MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COM

VISIT MY HOME AT 525 VIA LOS MIRADORES REDONL,

SO THEY MAY DETERMINE THE PROPOSED PLAN’S IM

MY COASTLINE, OCEAN AND CITY VIEWS.

I CAN BE REACHED AT MY CELL PHONE NUMBER IS

S[NCEREL% %ﬁm

MICHAEL LAMPASI

3

MI}

PA

809

DO

5S1

O BEACH

.
et
7

SR
JECEL gy

\
1 SEP 112006 })

T LITYOF TOHHANGE
MMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEP' 3

O BEACH CA 90277-

12.
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DURMITTED BY JVICHAEL (AMPAS] SAS |

|
TO: CITY OF TORRANCE PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: NEIGHBORS ON VIA LA SOLEDAD- SEPTEMBEH

WE THE UNDERSIGNED NEIGHBORS OPPOSE THE BUIL

LA SOLEDAD AS IF NEGITIVELY AFFECTS THE VIEW C
IT.
NAME ADDRES

- THE b

/16 L\ﬁc,

G Pl

e

LH H EARNG DATE

S MIRADORES RB 701332

P
. /

«u]

- \_/ M=~

)l-r\

- -

WECETVED

]"a‘ SEP 12 2006

A\I PROPOSED AT 149~V[l\ I e

OME IMMEDIATELY ABOVE

DATE

CHRISTOPHER  FALoorA 128 LA LA solef)

LB

277 9904

oM K NE [32 VA L S0l

EDAD.

RE Ca& G¢277

/1o

CAROLINE  SHATU I 126 VIR LA SE

LERAD  RB 7eRTT

c/s /<
[3

L()u 5y G RoD| 125 g LA Se z/ [/(( AB ji2 7 7/ // 3
A U+t L/u‘cié / //5Z /| a La 5 [ C//LC/ A5 G077 of - <G~
o - ~
E 21 Ex ittt NS Of»-\f sy B\Sons Sy V7 9-CL

/%(”/j v Q\ /72 Vg Lo i) SN I, -G~

'///7 ()%4//&%/ 2 Ui Oa é*é/‘/\/ﬁ//t GpR77 =G

/Qv //Lmz/%;v 20t ke S0t | K8 70277 95
Louighs & Woretl A8 aas soedali | LB 0P G- e

(Yl B //75// 7//@ 222 e L el oo B Geirp s 7

Growe s Slew R vk L4 Ve om0 f5 577 T
Gt otdlan Dale %JM o 10 SLOLRL ooy G790
Borle, R 90277 7-0(
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RN '
SUBMITTED BY MICHAEL LAMPAS | s’,zri//ﬁﬁ 4-_(:;5 MIRAROORES R B 70X ?74

\v“lﬁWEﬂ

; A ' =l
| 52?12 2008
o |
TO: CITY OF TORRANCE PLANNING COMMISSION | X
FROM: NEIGHBORS ON VIA LA SOLEDAD- SEPTEMBER zo”‘HEARNG DATE G i ‘

] y \, ; u-'u‘f .
WE THE UNDERSIGNED NEIGHBORS OPPOSE THE BUILPR: [\SF PI A\I PROPOSED AT 149 VIA = =
LA SOLEDAD AS IF NEGITIVELY AFFECTS THE VIEW OF THE HOME IMMEDIATELY ABOVE

caE roores)|
B , T T o256
DO Hands A o M S Jz//ﬂ_zé
/77 f S /gfiZé Vor A, AE ol 7 —p T
e 4‘“41 /J Crir 305G ik Seo D tapikrar= 7~ [E~ CC

Ja/ié}h/u (e &Qéq 2e2 Vi ; re '
,LNK2$L%J&(‘ / S om.uagﬁlakaﬂﬁ>wmwftii;S%MM 

\“NZIF~M&&\KQKUCC.1QOQ Vvt«>(éuﬂg;
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| 2 Attachment G

5215 TORRANCE BLVD * TORRANCE CALIFORNIA 905034.07711 This ‘ap ade is|fg rithe County Clerk's Filing Stamp
(310) B43-8626 * (310) §40-5517 Exl, 396 ‘ ’ SN R
PROOF OF PUBRLICATION
(201 55 C.C.P)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Gounty of Los Angeles, 3
I am a citizen of the United Stales and a resident
of the County afaresald; | am over Ihe age of eigh-
feen years, and not a party 10 or Interestiad in the
above-entitled matter. | arn the principal clerk of LI
the printer of the THE DAILY BREEZE Proof of Publication jof
DB
—
0 BRI

a newspaper of general circulation, printedand N, O PORLI0 HaAnNG.
published ‘ B 'n:Hs‘arin will bs held:bofore tho

ce Clf unell af 7:00 p.aq,, Janu-
the Qit; .Couﬁ:‘;ﬁ Cham-

rerof City. Hall, 3081 Torrance Boule-.
;| Toryanes;” California, Jon the.
il :

pwing matter:
R06.-00025 AND WAV04-00018
Lyeayr _(Band

in the Gity of Torrance ‘
County of Los Angeles, and which newspaper has |
heen adjudged a newspaper of general circulation o
by the Superior Court of CGaunly of Los Angales, i ; lath
State of California, under the date of

frConncl cangidaration of an ‘appos] of

ning Commlssion ap%mval! { & Pre-
Plan of Development to allaw con-
fion of & new pne-stary single fuimily
enco , with o seml-subtgrranesn
arape; in conjunction with a side yard
ok Wolver, on-propercy located v the .

ids Dverléyélﬁsﬁmqt in _thﬂ'iﬁ,-l Zona

June 10, 1974
Case Number SWCT146 ‘ !
that the notice, of which the annexed [s a printed ’
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil), has i
Dbeen published in sach regular and entire issue of |
said newspaper and not in any supplement there af’ i
_on the following dates, to-wit |

lterial gan be reviewed. in thal Commu-
Development Department. All parsons
eared in the above warier are
ted o he present ut‘th&hsﬂrins or
|submit thelr comments to [hy hgy
,LCIW Hall, 3051 Tarvance Bowlevard,
s, CA B0ANY, prior to the puhlic
‘ .

A ehallenga the ahove Wmatler in court,
u may ‘b Lmited o raising: oily those
8 _\gou or.gomepne else raleed ot the

lin hegring described in thia jtice, or
‘ritton corrospondence dolivered to tho
BNty Devel«apmanz Depariment ar
8 {Dffico of the i;y Clerk pritr ta the

11

Jan, 13, : ;

blie: hwering; .and furthor, by the Lorms

the foregoing is true and correct. . v e ouch logal aotion pureuan} to Seo-
apilities Act, if you need special asgis-

\L apgrtment -y 618-6800, I vor need u
p§§t (810) 618-2870, Notification 48

all in the year 2007 ' o N Ban v e et
el X 6 . AB-18, may he o
| certify (or declara) under penalty of perjury that i “hved b’ ninuty (B0) duys In whick ta came,
‘ Lion 3084.8 of the. Gade of Civil Proeedurs,
/D“aﬁ'é"“ i\ Tarrance ' | In eomopliance with the Ameriens with
! g ip pamclgate in this meean, plenus
Califordid, ils 13 Dayof  Jan. 2007 o sqarpat the Demmunity’ Develagment
zperial. hepring deyice, to participace in this
//‘ '/}/})"P) /@77‘—( " g ing, please contsot the City Olerl’s

/'l Y Signafure Y , "B

3. prior 1g the mesting will-epable the.

§A.102-36.3,04 ADA Title H]l; .
riher information, conyast the
BLOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
the Community Developmant| Depart- -
ut (5107 618-58R0. N
"7 BUE HERBERS

Qs e OITY CLERK

i January 18, 2007. .




. construction of a

subterranean garage, in conjuncti




PROOF (

I, the undersigned, am a resid
California, over the age of eighteen y

employed by the City of Torrance, 30

On January 12, 2007, | caused to be malle e
EOG 0001#

for City Council PRE06-00025 & WA

121

GUY RUCKDASCHEL) to the intere
thereof to be placed in the United Sts

| declare under penalty of per
Executed January 12, 2007,

tes ma|I at Tq

ury that the fo

OF SERVICE

ant of the ;Co; ‘
ears, and notlal

31 Térrance Bo

sted partles ins

at Torrance Ga

0 Los Angeles, State of

fo the within action. | am
rd, Torrance California 90503.

pies of the within notification
A GREER (SANDRA AND

action by causing true copies

wcel California.

Qin g‘ is true and correct.

B

' {signature)




CITY OF TORRANCE

Community Development Department

3031 Torrance Boulevard
Torrance, CA 90503

NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Put
at 7:00 p.m., January 23, 2007, in tf
Boulevard, Torrance, California, on the

licHéaring Wi

OIIOWing mat

122 ';!‘H I

OF PUBLIC |

e City Council C

ING

d before the Torrance City Council
mbers of City Hall, 3031 Torrance

3  3 nd Guy Ruckdaschel)

City Council consideration of an appeallc
Development to allow construction of

subterranean garage, in conjunction wit

Hillside QOverlay District in the R-1 Zone

Material can be reviewed in the Commu
the above matter are requested to be p
City Clerk, City Hall, 3031 Torrance Bot

If you challenge the above matter ln caurt, you méyf
blic hearing:
correspondence delivered to the Communlty ;
Clerk prior to the public hearing, and further,

or someone else raised at the pul

limited to ninety (90) days in which to ¢
of the Code of Civil Procedure.

In compliance with the Americans W|
participate in this meeting, please cor
5990. If you need a special hearing de
Clerk’s Office at 618-2870. Notn‘loatlc
make reasonable arrangements to ens
ADA Title lH].

For further information, contact the DéEV‘ELOPMENW"
5990 Co

Development Department at (310) 61§-

Publish: January 13, 2007

One hundred ten (110) notices

at 149 Via la|
nity Developry

levard, Tor‘ra; ;

ommence su

ith Disabilitieg)|
tact the Corf J
ice to particijé s
n 48

mail

a new one-{ ary
has ‘

resent at the earing
, Ch 190503, prior to the public hearing.

hours prit
ure accessibilit

ed 01/112/

ingle family residence with a semi-
‘Waiver, on property located in the

‘ :)‘artment All persons interested in
J or to submit their comments to the

imited to raising only those issues you

',=d in this notice, or in written

gt Department or the office of the City

f Resolution No. 88-19, you may be

egal action pursuant to Section 1094.6

Jiif you need special assistance to
nity ‘Development Department at 618-
inthis meeting, please contact the City
e meeting will enable the City to

—*

0 this meeting [28 CFR 35.102-35.104

REVIEW DIVISION of the Community

JE HERBERS
TY CLERK

7511
¥ i




123

pANCE
RSN
) I-

I TY @ OF

% C | '
A% TORRANCE

4\&Bn01\"¥

elaih

(N 4
Ssiggnm? V

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

[EFFERY W. GIBSON
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
September 13, 2006

Dear Applicant:

| ol L
RE: PRE06-00025, WAV06-00016: OLYMPIA |GREER (SANDRA AND GUY
RUCKDASCHEL) | R e

Your request for Planning Commission action has Beej SGhT duled for the next regular meeting

of the Planning Commission to be held at 7:00 p.m., SEEF’ITE'M:BER 20, 2006 in the City Council

Chambers, City Hall at 3031 Torrance Boulevard.

report with recommendations on

52

The Community Development Department has submitted,
your case to the Planning Commission for informational qurppses, and is intended fo serve as

technical advice to the Commission prio {o making a dedisign on the case.

We have enclosed, for your mformation‘ a copy of that ra,f:c t and also a copy of the Agenda so
that you will know the relative scheduhhg of the case ofl rgn g the evening’s proceedings. |f you
or your authorized representative are not presen\t a e mee’ung the Planning Commission
might not act on your request. in that case, we would ot r ,schedule your request until we have
been assured that you or your authorized ’represerhat»é will be at the scheduled Planning
Commission meeting. | :

1
If further information is desired, please| feel free to call the
Community Development Department at (310) 618-59 B(L

ot

fom, I,
Faa¥
D

P
i

evelopment Review Division of the

I )} =
- L

~ Sincerely,

[\ || JEFFERY W. GIBSON
L Community Development Director

A —

! T Gregg Lodan, AICP
e Il Development Review and
| | Environmental Manager

By

3031 Torrance Boulevard » Torrance, C alifomia 90‘150:3 °( Telépmne 310/618-5990 « Fax 310/618-5829

o i i Bl
X i | “ Printed on l\c\\de" Pu;xr
’ ¥




Daily Bree.e

5215 TORRANCE BLVD * TORRANCE CALIFORNIA 90503-4077
(310) 543-6635 * (310) 540-5511 Ext. 396

PROOF OF PUBLICATION o ernl

(20155 C.C.P) VIRl

é ‘igsa‘fc‘\r the County Clerk’s Filing Stamp

{ ]“
; DB 9-54

Sy NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

|} NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A PUB-
IC HEARING WILL BE HELD BEFORE
THE CITY OF TORRANCE PLANNING
COMMISSION AT 7:00 P.M., SEPTEM.
BER 20, 2006, IN THE CITY COUNCIL
CHAMBERS OF CITY HALL, 3031 TOR
RANCE BOULEVARD, TORRANCE, CALL -
. , i FORNIA, ON THE FOLLOWING MAT- |
I'am a citizen of the United States and a resident Wi TERS:

! : | | LT CUP0B-00009, TTMB1985R: Petition of
of the County aforesaid; | am over the age of eigh- 3 i il MICHAEL MULLICAN DEVELOPMENT ——

; i :t | | IMICHAEL BIHN) 1 al of a Condi-
teen years, and not a party to or interested in the ol , Ui Tamrs O approval of'a Condy

; lon. t to allow the construction
above-entitled matter. | am the principal clerk of ‘ SRS 5{ a mixed-use development consisting of

the printer of the THE DAILY BREEZE | Proofiof Publigation:| seven condominium units and approximately

STATE OF CALIFORNIA I A

County of Los Angeles, ; ‘

,000 square feet of commercial space and a
' Vesting Tentative Tract Map for condomin-
: ium purposes on property located in the
| DB : ... Downtown Redevelopment Project Area, ——
T ; [ e gommercial Sector at 1620 Gramercy Ave-

ue.
IV08-00012; Petition of SCOTT WILSON [
r approval of a Division of Lot te allow the !
reation of a flag lot parcel map containing

wo lots on property located in the R-1 Zone

2344 239th Street.

RE05-00052: Petition of TOMARO

RE (FARENTISOS) Tfor
mmmnz to
i [t lallow the construction of a new two story
. ! - : | s;ngl}ieI ﬁanéﬂy Oresi(]ienc[e3 on proper%y l%catezd in

R | : 'Ithe Hillside verlay District in the R-1 Zone

in the City of Torrance ~ ! | 1 at 515 Via Monte D'Oro,
County of Los Angeles, and which newspaper has | 1 . L }:032"\;‘;&32 %t};oegg%%%etggﬁlg
been adjudged a newspaper of general circulation C o |TIR or approval of a Precise Plan
. f L Angeles ! .ol Development to allow the construction of
by the Supenor Court of County orLos g ’ i i |3}l i|first and second sltor%' adlditionsd to an exist-

: H f . : iIng two story single family residence in con-
State of California, under the date of —_— . Y junction with a Waiver to allow a reduction
.in the side yard setback requirements on
' property located in the Hillside Overlay Dis-

June 10, 1974 ‘ Arict in' the R-1 Zone at 20323 Tomleo Ave.
q i ’ | il : iy,
Case Number SWC7146 ; ; | 4ol PRE06-00025 WAV06-00016: Petition of

that the notice, of which the annexed is a Qrinted < i e i mmﬁsgmmﬁn Sé’s’é
copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil), has ! | | i—rD__I_JnU{fDKfCHEU T al of a Precise

velopment to alllo;v t}}e con(sitruc-
R R P ion a new one story single family residence
been published in each regular and entire issue of : : with a s}fmi-subterranea:”garage in conjunc-
. ; i L 4 vtion with 8 Waiver to allow a reduction in
said newspaper and not in any supplement there of . i ‘Eh‘ e "ﬁﬂ Setgack {quir%nenlts A
i -wit ‘ erty located in the Hillside Overlay District

on the following dates, to in the R-1 Zone at 149 Via La Soledad.
4 /|11 Material can be reviewed in the Community
Sept. 8 : | et i]jbe-'elopment Department. All persons inter-
ept. o, ; [ 11 M1k cested in the above matter are requested to
! . : l#e present at the hearing or to submit their
| 411}l omments to the Community Development
all in the year 2006 ; -1t Department, City Hall, 3031 Torrance Boule-
3

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that 5 . 1Ll ] Yard, Tormance, CA 90503.

! 18 1f you challenge %ny lof thedabove matters %n

H i rect. o “i7 eourt, you may be limited to raising only

the foregOl \g is true and cor o T ttxose issues you or someone else raised at
Dated a : Torrance . : 11 thel public hearing described in this notice, or
| /in written correspondence delivered to the

a newspaper of general circulation, printed and 1o
published ‘ ‘

o oo =

‘Community Development Department or the

i i i ept. 2006 | [ 11|l office of the City Clerk, prior to the public
qu_xf/o nia, this __ 8 Da Sep ! I/ | i hearing and further, by the terms of Resolu-
K ! i1 tion No. 88-19, you may be limited to ninety
,7/7 +1111.(90) days in which to commence such e
,/2/ : ] : * 1}l action pursuant to Section 1094.6 of the .
i : ‘ :

i e of Civil Procedure.
/ / Signature R compliance with the Americans with Disa-
ities Act, if you need special assistance to
varticipate in this meeting, please contact
Community Development Department at
5990. If you need a special hearing
ice to participate in this meeting, please
act the City Clerks office at 618-2870.
otification 48 hours prior to the meeting
enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this o
eeting, [28CFR35.102-35.104 ADA Title 1]
or further information, contact the DEVEL-
‘ 4 i [ HOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION of the Com.
| i =y gl nity Development Department at (310)
i ' EREEE 1‘@-5990.

‘ JEFFERY W. GIBSON
i Community Development Director
ubl: September 8, 2006.
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|
|
|
|
i
i

PROOF OF SERVIGE BY MAIL

|, the undersigned, am a resident of the Gounty of Lps Angeles, State of

California, over the age of eighteen years, and not a party tg the within action. |am

employed by the City of Torrance, 303§I Torrance Bo ‘ Torranc'e California 90503.

On September 8, 2006, | caused to be rr;jai!e i 1 pies of the within
notification for Planning Commission RRE06-00025, WAV 16-00016: OLYMPIA GREER

6
Pl )
(SANDRA AND GUY RUCKDASCHEL) to the intere st%d, ;M[rties in said action by

R
e

!

causing true copies thereof to be placeréd; in the United E>ta;§f§ < mail at Torrance California.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the forg gl}w ;{ s true and correct.
Executed September 8, 2006, at Torrange Califp

ria

Dgnse A

signature)




CITY OF TORRANCE

Community Development Department
3031 Torrance Boulevard

Torrance, CA 90503

NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearin
Planning Commission at 7:00 P.M., SEPTEMBER ZTb

Hall, 3031 Torrance Boulevard, Torrance,

PRE06-00025, WAV06-00016:

Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone aLMQ Via L

Material can be reviewed in the Communi
the above matter are requested to be present at th

Community Development Department,
90503.

If you challenge the above matter in cou

or someone else raised at the public| hearing
correspondence delivered to the Community Develp)
Clerk, prior to the public hearing and furthier, by the tern
n which 1o co
Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure. ‘

you may be limited to ninety (90) days

In compliance with the Americans with

participate in this meeting, please contz
5990. If you need a special hearing de

make reasonable arrangements to ensu
ADA Title H]

vice to pe#rtlcnp
City Clerk’s office at 618-2870. Notificatlon 48 houll;s p
eﬂaccessy

For further information, contact the DE
Development Department at (310) 618-5

Publish: September 8, 2006
One hundred thirteen (113) notic

Petitior
RUCKDASCHEL) for approval of a Preg
new one story single family residence w
Waiver to allow a reduction in the side y

OF PUBL

California
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CH

will

of OLYMR

g
| -~

7

‘=l§d before the City of Torri: ice
, in the City Council Chambers ity

he following matter:

(SANDRA AND GUY

|

City Hall,

t, you ma

)90.

25 maileg

Disabilities A
ct the Cagmmy

VELOPMENT|

ment to allow the constructior a
j: 3‘n garage in conjunction with a
ents on property located ir ‘he

spartment. All persons interestec in
;cr.to submit their comments tc the
iy a!nce Boulevard, Torrance. CA
i
|

ited| to raising only those issues you

ed | in this notice, or in writen
Department or the office of the City
) *;’Jty Council Resolution No. 88-19,
ge such legal action pursuan® to

ou need special assistance to
his meeting, please contact the
he meeting will enable the City to
' meeting. [28CFR35.102-35.104

ii) Development Department at 618-

e

-\ DIVISION of the Community

JEFFERY W. GIBSON
Community Development Director

B G e




0F TORRAN

bl
|
2

i
%&ll

i
:f%.

:
f
A!ﬂ

a new one story single family residf ce wgt

-with a Waiver to allow a reduction:lj! the sidd
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