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Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

FEES | 5,60 D

COVENANT TO MAINTAIN PROPERTY TO PROTECT VIEWS

Conditional use permit, variance, height variation, building .
permit, or other entitlement to construct a structure or to add
livable area to a structure.

WHEREAS, P{S\\'\‘b \’(omw&“\\w&&\ " and

(hereinafter "Owners") is/are the

Oowner (s8) of the real property (the "Property") known as

29055 WAEN|c k. RopT) , Rancho Palos Verdes, -

(

California, as more fully described as Lot of Tract

No. : in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes as per Book 582

Page 030 and Parcel(s) . 003 on the records of

.the County of Los Angeles Assessors Office; and

WHEREAS, Owners have received HM % 95

permit from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (the "City"); and

WHEREAS, the City is the owner of _WJARMNICK &Y.

Street, which is adjacent to the

Property; and

WHEREAS, in order to satisfy the provisions of Section

17.02.040 B. 4. of the Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code, said

13
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permit contains a condition requiring Owners to agree to maintain
all trees and other foliage on the Property in a manner so as to
protect views from other properties in a manner consistent with

Municipal Code Section 17.02.040 B. 4., and

WHEREAS, in consideration'for'receiving said permit,'0wners
are willing to execute thisncsvenant and to undertaké the
maintenénce obligations provided herein, for the purpose of
vprotectihg.the views from other properties in the City of Rancho

Palos Verdes in a manner consistent with Municipal Code Section

17.02.040 B. 4.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration'of the City's approval of

W, # 95 permit, Owners hereby agree as

follows:

1. Owhers covenant and agree to keep and maintain all trées
and foliage on the Property to prevent such frees and foliage from
growing to a height that exceeds the lésser of (a) sixteen feeﬁ,

- or (b) the ri&ge line of the primafy strhcture on the Properﬁy, to
the extent such foliage'and trees would impair a view from the
viewing area of other property. To this end, Owners covenant and
agree ;b trim, prune or (if necessary) remove, in accordance with
the provisions of Municipal Code Section 17.020.040 B. 4. as
needea from ﬁime to time; all trees and foliage on the Property to
‘prevent such trees and foliagé from exceéaing'such maximum heigﬁt
.toithe extenf such foliage wéuld impair a view from the viewing

area of other property.

91 710407



2. For purposes of this Covenént, a view shall beldefingd
as follows and shall include both "near views" and "far views":

(a) A "near view" is defined as a scéne located on the.Palos
" Verdes Peninsula ihcluding, but not limited to, a valley, ravine,
equestrian.trail, pastbralfenvirOnment or any natural setting.

(b) A "far view" is defined as a scene located 6ff of the
Palos Verdes nginsula including, but not limited to the ocean,
Los Angeies basin, city lights at night,. harbor, Vincent Thomas
Bridge, shore line or offshore islands.

(c) View shall not include vacant iand that is developable
under the City Code,-distant mountain areas not normally visible,
nor the sky, either above distant mountain areas or above the

height‘of offshore islands.

(d) View maf extend in any horizontal direction (360 degrees
of horizontal arc) and shall be considered as a single view eveﬁ
if*brbken into segments by foliagé, structures or other

interference.

3. For thé purposes of this Covenant,:"viewing area" shall
be defined in a manner COnsistent with the provisions of Municipal
Code Section 17.02.040 A. 16., which provisions are summarized
below:

(a) The area of the structure (excluding bathroqms,
hallways, garages, or closets) or lot (excluding setback.areas)
Qhere the Owners and the City determine the best and most
important view.exists. Tﬁe finished floor elevation of any

| 1 710407
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viewing area must be at or above existing grade adjacent to the
exterior wall of the part of the building nearest to the viewing.

darea.

/

-

4. ' This Covenant shall run with the land and shall be a
burden upon the Property and shall be for the benefit of all real
property located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Coﬁnty'of Los

Angeles, State of California, including but not limited to

WA\ Ly R Street owned by the City, which is

adjacent to the Property.

5. This.Covenant may be enforced only by the following

persons or entities:

a. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes, its successors-in-

interest and its assigns; or

b. The owner of any residential real property in the
city of Rancho Palos Verdes whose view from the viewing area of
the structure is impaired by trees or follage in excess of the

maximum height- spec1f1ed above ‘in Section 1 of thlS Covenant.

6. Notwithstanding anything provided herein to the
contrary, the burdens of this Covenant may be terminated and
abandoned by the City Council of City at any time by execution and

recordation of a notice abandoning this Covenant.

91 710407



7. The covenants and obligations of Owners contained in
this instrument shall be binding upon Owners, their successors and
aséigns, only during their respective periods of ownership of the

Property.

8. Thié instrument contains the entire agreément of the
Owners relating to the riéhts herein granted and the obligations
herein assumed. Any oral representations or ﬁodificatidns
concerning this instrument shall be of no force ér effect except
. for a subsequent mod%fication_in writing sigﬁéd Sy‘the then

current Owners or for a termination hereof executed by the City.

9. In the event of any controversy} claim, or dispute
relaﬁing to this instrument or the breach thereof, the prevailing
'party shall be entitled to recover from the losing party

reasonable attorney's fees and costs. .
10. In the event that there is more than one individual

owner of the Prdperty, the obligations set forth herein shall be

the joint and several obligations of each Owner.

91 710407
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed this
Covenant to Maintain Property to Protect Viewsvas of.the tg%%'
day of ___ 3. o , 19 2 .

Reliss leaiwar Moaccdod
ASHIS Kumar M ANDAL

(Type or Print Name Under Signature)

o -

(Type or Print Name Under Signature)

"Owners"

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
L : ) ss.
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

On k’7%71499?/L§Z€4£Z , 1987/, before me, the undersigned, a
Notary PubZZc in and(igiﬂiizgéffate, personally appeared
/ﬁ Lrran,

or proved to me on the bagis of satlsfactory evidence to be the
(éééé§§13) whose (hamells) (isjare subscribed to the within instrument
and acknowledged that they executed the sane.

Sl

Notary Public

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

OFFICIAL SEAL

IRIS BROWN
NOTARY PUBLIC-CALIFORNIA

LF(‘)RS”;‘AC'EM OFFICE IN
NGELES COUNTY
My Commussion, Expnes lune 1}.

91 '71040’7
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Application Number: HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695

Related Applications: N/A

Date Received: Auqust 10L1990 Fee Received: $305 00 37’) ‘507r
éﬁg 45_53 (wK}

Name (landowner): Mr. Ashis Mandal

‘Project Address: _ 29035 Warnick Road

"o HEB”

ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS
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'CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

PLANNING CLEARANCE

PROJECT  LOCATION: 2%065 LK. o

IOT AND TRACT NO.: |48 /28053
. WA=
OWNER'S NAME: __ ManJppL

e’

AND ADDRESS: S

PROIECT NO.: HN. 6%‘

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 1:{,2;1’ 2 SECor2 5{@:@7 A0 Thort>

Approval is granted subject to the following condltlons

@W“?

LSSUNVCE it F/MAL— BLYG, PEE’?N)/T5
"D &515570"‘0

oD GADINL HAS gﬁ&/ﬂfbvbp'%}x/; PV T

%UILDING PERMIT REQUIRED.

wé/ ApJAC&UT

PeoTECT VIEWS SPAU/B&. COMPLETED, NOTAR)ZEY ,L slzeswmﬁomoz,; ) &

7 ofF ZEQVNZEV &E]’M

THIS FORM, ALONG WITH THE TWO COPIES OF THE APPROVED PLANS, MUST BE SUBMITTED WHEN

APPLYING FOR A BUILDING PERMIT.

The City strongly urges the applicant for this project to contact the Homeowners
"Association or local Art Jury, if any, to gain any additional approvals that may be
requ1red before applying for a building permit. Homeowners Associations are on. flle

" with the Env1ronmenta1 Services Department of Rancho Palos Verdes.'

Dump Deposit Required L)o

Dump Deposit o By: @&QL/%(W

Receipt No.: ' For Director of Environmental Services

City of Rancho Palos Verdes '
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard :
(213) 377-0360 Dated:

ES 101/2/88 | | - [ Ministerial

City of Rancho Palos Verdes -

Bé Discretionary
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Application Shmber: HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695-APPEAL

Related Applications:

‘Date Received: 11/14/90 . Fee Received: $235

Name (landowner): Grace Chang et al - Applicant 29031 Warnick

Project Address: 29035 Warnick

ERVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS
-Date

STAFF ACTION
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EC OR PC ACTION
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Application Number: HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695-APPEAL TO CITY COUNCIL.

Related Applications :

Date Received: 2/18/91 Fée Received: -$235

Name (landowner): Grace Chang - 29031 Warnick

‘Project Address: __ Ashis Mandale - 29035 Warnick

. ENVIRONMENTAL REQUiREMﬁNTS
Date ' -

STAFF ACTION

EC OR PC ACTION

COUNCIL ACTION




May 1, 1991

Mr. Fabio de Freitas

Assistant Planner

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274-5391

SUBJECT: H.V. No. 695

Dear Mr. FreitaS'

Regarding the two alternatives for the window treatment you
sent us for our review, we would reluctantly accept the one
labeled "ldea #2", ie. the one with a single 3’ x 5' window.
One window is definitely less of ‘an evil than two. Of course
we would rather there not be a window at all. '

Wh11e we are accepting the fact that there will be an
addition and a window, fair play will dictate that the

window should at most be translucent. In other words the
addition would benefit from the transmission of light from
that direction, but our privacy will not be further violated.
We have been treated most unfairly in this matter so far. We

hope that this window issue will be reso]ved in an equitable
manner. : :

Sincerely,
%%%%

Y. Y; and Grace Chang

RECEIVED
MAY 021991

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
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‘Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACK! BACHARACH

Councitman MELVIN W. HUGHES
Councilman JOHN M. MCTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN -

RANCHO PALOS VERDES

\A

~April 18, 1991

Mr. and Mrs. Y.Y. Chang
29031 Warnick Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 90274

SUBJECT: H.V. No. 695

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Chang:

On April 16, 1991, the City Council of the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes denied your appeal of Height Variation No. 695, '
thereby approving the.project.

The Council added a condition to the approval to allow windows on -
the north and south sides of the addition. The applicant has
submitted two acceptable alternatives for the window
treatment/placement for your .review.

These plans are now available for your review along with any other
interested parties. I ask that you call me at 377-6008 to set up
an appointment to review these alternatives no later than Friday
May 2, 1991. I will be stamping the applicant's plans on May 3,
1991 and would appreciate your imput.

Sincereiy,

Z A

Fabio de Freitas
Assistant Planner

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD /-RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Mayor DOUGULAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACK! BACHARACH

Councilman MELVIN W. HUGHES
~ Councilman JOHN C. MCTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN

RANCHO PALOS VERDES

April 18, 1991 = -

Mr. and Mrs. Y.Y. Chang
29031 Warnick Road e
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

>

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Chang:

On April 16, 1991, the City Council denied your appeal of Height
Variation No. 695 to allow first and second story addltlons at
29035 Warnick Road.

Should you have any questions, please do not he31tate to call me
at (213) 377-6008. :

Slncerely,

ZLM(L

" Fabio de Freit
Assistant Planner

FdF:ps

Enclosure

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



RANCHO PALOS VERDES

Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACKI BACHARACH

" Councilman MELVIN W. HUGHES
Councilman JOHN C. McTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN

April 18, 1991

Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandal
29033 Warnick Road -
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

/

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Mandal:

On April 16, 1991, the City Council approved your application for
'Height Variation No. 695 to allow first and second story additions
" at 29035 Warnick Road. The approval is subject to the conditions
in the attached Resolution and Exhibit "A".

Also enclosed is a landscape covenant which must be submitted with
the required recording fee prior to building permit issuance. A
check for $15 made out to the L.A. County Recorder's Office is
required. If a separate notary sheet is used, an additional $2
fee is required.

As a condition of approval, the Council has directed you to
relocate the windows on the north and south sides of the addition
and allow interested parties to comment on the placement. Once
this placement has been decided upon, your plans may be stamped.
Please call and set up an appointment with me to stamp and clear
"your plans prior to submittal for plan check. Planning approval
is valid for 180 days.

Should you have any questlons, please do not hesitate to call me
at (213) 377- 6008

Sincerely,

2@47/

o Fabio de Freitas
’ Assistant Planner

FAdF:ps

Enclosure

. 30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES; CA 90274- 5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACKI BACHARACH

Councilman MELVIN W. HUGHES
Councilman JOHN C. MCTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN
May 10, 1991

Celina Gonzalez :
8050 E. Florence Ave., Su. 26
Downey, CA. 90240

SUBJECT: H.V. 695
Dear Celina:

Enclosed is a copy of the plan that the Chang's and their
neighbors have chosen.

Please note that the window material should be translucent in
nature. Also, the Director of Environmental Services
recommends that the window on the north side should be as
small as possible. I have checked with our Building and
Safety Division, and have been informed that the smallest,
standard window is 2'-6" wide.

I hope this information will be helpful to you in finalizing

Dr. Mandal's plans. Please contact me at 377-6008 for an
appointment so that I'm available to stamp the plans in order

to move forward with this project.
sn‘%ly'
Z )4%

Fabio de Freitas
Assistant Planner

Enclosure

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
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RESOLUTION NO. 91-17 .

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY .
OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES DENYING THE APPEALCOF"
HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695 THEREBY APPROVING
THE PROJECT AT 29035 WARNICK RD.

WHEREAS, October 31, 1990, the Director of Environmental
Services approved Height Variation No. 695 for first and second
story additions (to a maximum height of 21'-2") at’ 29035. ‘Wagnick

Road; and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 1990, Ms. Grace Chang, et al, filed
an appeal within 15 days of the decision of the Director of
Environmental Services to the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, on January 22, 1991, the Planning COmm1531on denled

-the appeal, thereby approving the project, with modified

conditions; and

WHEREAS, on February 4, 1991, Resolution No. 91-6 was
adopted; and ' -

WHEREAS, on February 18 1991, Ms. Grace Chang, et aI,‘flled

. an appeal within 15 days of the adoption of the Plannlng

Commission resolution to the City Coun01l and

WHEREAS, after notice pursuant to the C1ty s Development
Code, on April 16, 1991, the City Council held a public hearing,
at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to
be heard and present evidence.

~NOW, THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS

VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: That pursuant to Sectlon 17.02.040 of the
Development Code, the applicant has complied with provisions set
forth for early neighborhood consultation, in that he discussed
the proposed project with the neighbors at a scheduled open house
and obtained signatures from those who attended.

Section 2: That the applicant has constructed a temporary
space frame of the outline of the proposed addition, the helght
and location of which were verlfled by staff.

Section QL That the structure does not significantly impair a
view or vista from public property (parks, major thoroughfare,
bikeway, walkway, equestrian trail, etc.) which has been
identified in the Clty s General Plan, Coastal Spec1flc Plan or
C1ty approved viewing area.



o ® e

Section 4: That the proposed structure is not located on a
ridge or promontory.

Section 5: That there is no significant cumulative view
impact caused by granting the application since views from the
residences on the east side of Warnick Road already are impaired
by the existing homes on the west side of the street and it has
been determined that views from the properties on the west side of
the street would be impaired by structures at 16 feet.

Section 6: That the proposed structure has been designed and
situated in such a manner as to minimize view obstruction in that
the applicant has utilized the level, buildable area of the rear
yard and will not encroach into any of the minimum required
setbacks. The applicant's intention for the second story addition
is to expand the existing master bedroom and create a. master
bedroom suite. In that the master bedroom is located at the rear
of the house, there is no other alternative location for: expan31on-
other than what has been proposed.

Section 7: That based upon view analyses performed by Staff
the portion of the proposed structure under 16 feet, when
considered exclusive of existing foliage, would significantly
impair a primary view from the viewing areas at 29031 Warnick
Road and 29041 Warnick Road. However, these views are unprotected
by the Development Code. Since the views will be impaired by the
structure under 16 feet, there is no justification in denying the
applicant's request with respect to view impairment,because the
proposed second story addition will not exacurbate the view -
impairment that would be caused by the portion of the proposal
under 16 feet. .

Section 8: That based upon analysis of the surrounding
vicinity, the proposed structure will be compatible with the
neighborhood. The addition will take place at the rear of the
property and will not be seen by passersby on the street. 1In that-
the residence will appear as if it has not been modified,-that the
square footage after development will only slightly exceed the
average square footage of area, and materials used throughout the
neighborhood will be utilized in the applicant's proposal, the’
City Council finds that the project will be compatible with the

immediate neighborhood character.

Section 9: That the proposed progect complles with all other
Development Code requirements.

Resolution No. 91-17
Page 2
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Section 10: For the foregoing reasons and based on
information and findings included in the Staff report and evidence
presented at the public hearing, the City Council of the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes hereby denies the appeal of Height Variation
No. 695, thereby upholding the Planning Commission's approval of
the first and second story additions at 29035 Warnick Road,
subject to the conditions contained in Exhibit "A".

MAYOR

ATTEST:

Jo Purcell
City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA f )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES )

I, JO PURCELL, City Clerk of the City Council of the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes, hereby certify that the above Resolution No.
91-17 was duly and regularly passed and adopted by the said City
Council at a regular meeting thereof held on the 16th day of April
1991. - ~

.~ CITY CLERK
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

f

Resolution No. 91-17
Page 3
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2)

3)

4)

5)

. [ .
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Conditions of Approval for
Height Variation No. 695 -

Maximum height of addition shall not exceed a height of
21'-2". : S ,

A covenant to protect views shall be completed, notarized,
and submitted prior to the issuance of building permits.

Minimum rear and side yard setbacks must be maintained:
5'-0"; sideyard, 15'-0"; rear yard.

MaXimum allowable eave projections shall not exceed 4" for
each 1'-0" of required setback.

The applicant shall be allowed windows on the north and south
elevations of the second story addition to be reviewed and
approved by the Department of Environmental Services. h

Resolution No. 91-17
Page 4



MEMORANDUM | RANCHO PALOS VERDES

1(): HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FFK)P4Z DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL_SERVICES
E»NTE: APRIL 16, 1991

ENJE&JEKZI: HEIGHT'VARIATION NO. 695-APPEAL AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD
Staff Coordinator: Fabio de Freitas, Assistant Planner)

RECOMMENDATION

Denf the appeal, thereby approving Height Variation No. 695 with
conditions. ’ :

BACKGROUND

On October 31, 1990, the Director of Environmental Services
administratively approved Height Variation No. 695 with
conditions. The applicant, Mr. Ashis Mandal, is requesting a
"second. story addition to the existing residence which would
measure 21'-2" above adjacent, existing grade. Staff had made the
determination that the applicant's request met all of the criteria
‘get forth in Section 17.02.040 of the City's Development Code, and
thus approved the project.

‘On November 14, 1990, the appellant, Ms. Grace Chang, 29031,
‘Warnick Road, et al, submitted an appeal of the Director's
decision. The appeal letter submitted by Ms. Chang, and signed by
several other neighbors in the area, expressed opposition to the
proposal based on their concerns that the project would severely
impact views from several properties on the west side of Warnick
Road, in particular those properties at 29031 and 29041 Warnick
Road. The letter also stated concerns of invasion of privacy to
several of the adjacent properties and that the proposal is
incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

On January 22, 1991, the item was brought before the Planning
Commission, at which time the Commission denied the appeal,
thereby upholding the Director's approval, with modified
conditions. At the Commission's February 4, 1991 meeting, the
resolution for Height Variation No 695 was adopted.

On February 18, 1991, Ms. Chang submitted an appeal of the "
Commission's decision, and the item is now before the Council.



MEMORANDUM: Height Variation No. 695-Appeal at 29035 Warnick Rd.

April 16, 1991 ® | [ )

DISCUSSION

The appellant, Ms. Grace Chang, (along with thirty nine (39) ***
additional parties whose signatures were included with the letter)
have appealed the Commission's decision for the same reasons as
mentioned previously. These concerns, again are those of view
impairment and neighborhood incompatibility. o

The Planning Commission and Staff have utilized the guidelines
which were adopted by the City Council to implement Section
17.02.040 of the Development Code when these issues were addressed
at the January 22nd hearing (Staff report attached).

With regard to the concern of view impairment, there is no doubt
that a portion of the ocean and Catalina Island views enjoyed from
29031 Warnick Road and a portion of the ocean and Santa Monica Bay
views enjoyed from 29041 Warnick Road will be impaired by the
proposed structure. However, these views will be impacted by the

‘portion of the addition which is below 16 feet. Views below 16

feet are not protected views. The property owner at 29031 Warnick
Road also contends that the Catalina Island view enjoyed from her
bedroom will also be impaired by the proposal. However, this
bedroom cannot be considered a viewing area because it is located
on the second floor of the residence.

The appellant's letter of appeal also raises the issue of
cumulative view impairment. In addressing this concern, the same
analysis as used in the above mentioned view impairment issue,
must be used here also. If similar additions were added to

-consecutive homes on the west side of Warnick Road, because these

homes are all situated on the same pad elevations, these additions
would impair views from adjacent properties. However, the samne
type of impairment would result, that is, views would be impaired
by the structures under 16 feet. And again, views which are
impaired under 16 feet, are not protected views.

In addressing the issue that the proposal will not maintain the
character of the neighborhood, Staff has performed a survey of the
immediate area (Warnick Road) which is comprised of

twenty eight homes. Of these twenty eight residences, twenty
three are either split level or two story hones.

These residences (including that of the applicant's) are very
similar, tract style homes which incorporate a variety of exterior
finishes including colored stucco, wood panel, concrete block, and:
natural stone. The applicant will not be introducing any new

‘materials or utilize any foreign design features which will be

uncommon to the area. Thus, in terms of architectural style, the
applicant's proposal is compatible with the homes in the vicinity.

*x%  Of the 39 additional parties who signed the appeal letter,
31 residents do not live within the 500 foot vicinity.

Page 2



MEMORANDUM: Height Vggaiation No. 695- Appeal at 22035 Warnick Rd.
Aprll i6, 1991 ‘ :

A review of the City's building permits reveals that the homes on
Warnick Road range in area from 1,825 sq. ft. to 2,941 sq. ft.
(avg.: 2,420 sq. ft.). The 307 additional square feet to the
lower level will increase the footprint of the applicant's
structure to 2,764 sq. ft, which is well within the range for this
area. By adding this additional footprint area, the remaining
open space will be 59%. The required minimum open space for the
applicant's RS-4 zoned lot is 50%, so conceivably the applicant
could obtain approval for even more additional area at the lower
‘level than he has requested without exceedlng the allowed lot
coverage. Therefore, it was the Commission's opinion that the
additional 300 sgqg. ft. would not create a structure which would
be out of character with the nelghborhood in terms of scale and
mass.

The applicant's proposal will not encroach further into either the
front or side yard setbacks. Therefore, the open space between
structures will not be affected. The appellant had expressed
concerns of invasion of privacy caused by the proposal. Although

~this is not a criteria for review under Section 17.02.040, the
applicant has removed the windows on both the north and south
sides of the addition to alleviate this concern.

CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission has determined that the appellant's
appeal was not sustainable. The Commission has determined that
the applicant's proposal meets all of the criteria set, forth in
Section 17.02.040 of the City's Development Code and therefore
approved the progect.

| Respectfully submitted,
ARoberf Benird, Directgﬁ of
Environmental Service

Reviewed:

"Paul D. Bussey
City Manager

ATTACHMENTS

Resolution No. 91-

P.C. Resolution No. 91-6

January 22, 1991 Staff report to Planning Commission
October 29, 1990 Staff report to Director

Appeal letter . .
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Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACKI BACHARACH

Councilman MELVIN W. HUGHES
Councilman JOHN M. McCTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN

[RANCHO PALOS VERDES

March 28, 1991

Ms. Grace Chang
29031 warnick Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

SUBJECT: Heighf Variation No. 695-Appeal
Dear Ms. Chang:

Please be advised that your item (referenced above) is scheduled
to be heard by the City Council on Tuesday, April 16, 1991 at 7:30
P-m. in the City Council Chambers, Hesse Park, located at 29301
Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes.

A copy of the staff report for this item and the agenda can be
picked up at the City Clerk's Office after 4:00 p.m. on Friday
before the scheduled meeting. Please call us to let us know if
you wish to pick them up; otherwise they will be mailed to you
with expected delivery by Monday before the meeting.

Also, please be prepared to accommodate visits by City Council
Members over the weekend or on Monday or Tuesday prior to the
meeting. :

Should you have any questions or require additional 1nformat10n,
please contact me at (213) 377-6008.

Sincer r

X L7~

Fabio de Freitas
Assistant Planner

FDF :mk

cc: Ashis Mandal

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274 5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



RANCHO PALOS VERDES

Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Mayor Pro Tem JACKI BACHARACH

Councilman MELVIN W. HUGRES
- Councilman JOHN M. MCTAGGART
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN

February 21, 1991

Ms. Grace Chang
29031 Warnick .
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

SUBJECT: Height Variation No. 695 - Appeal to City Council
29035 Warnick

' Dear Ms. Chang:A

On February 18, 1991, the application listed above was submitted
to the Environmental Services Department for processing. The
application was determined to be complete on February 21, 1991.
Fabio de Freitas is the planner ‘that has been assigned to work on
this project and will be contacting 'you to schedule a site visit
and/or discuss the staff evaluation of the project.

If you have any further questions about the processing of your
application after receiving this notice, please direct your
inquiries to Fabio at 377-6008. '

oel H. Roj
ssociate P

JHR: pg \

cc: Ashis Mandale

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



. . L . February 12, 1991
The City Council .
City of Rancho Palos Vi¥des

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Dear Councilpersons:

’z EEY ED

| FEB 18
RE: HEIGHT VARIATION NUMBER 695
LOCATION: 29035 WARNICK ROAD S A
APPLICANT: MR ASHIS MANDALE ENVIRONMENTAL SERViCES

We have been advised by the Environmental Services Department that our appeal
of Height Variation Number 695 has been denied by the Planning Commission.
We, the undersigned resident homeowners of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes
and of various properties in the neighborhood of this proposed addition, most
strongly and vigorously object to this two story addition, and appeal to the
City Council to reverse the Environmental Services Department’s decision and
prohibit the execution of the subject height variation for the proposed

addition.

The proposed addition is extremely obstructive and visually polluting, and
will impact severely the Catalina Island, Malibu, and ocean views from several
properties located on the west side of Warnick Road. Indeed, this proposed
addition is so obstructive that we do not consider it possible that the appli-
cant can fulfill Condition Number 2 of the Environmental Services Department
Approval Notice viz., " A covenant to protect views shall be completed, nota-
rized, and submitted prior to the issuance of building permits. "

The Staff Report from the Director of Environmental Services dated January 22,
1991, states that there are no alternative areas available for expansion of
the applicant’s master bedroom. After viewing the blueprint of the proposed
addition, we believe that he can expand into another space within the existing
structure. A less intrusive addition onto the front of his home would also
surely serve his purpose equally well. He should not be allowed to expand into
his backyard primarily bacause it improves his view and the value of his pro-
perty, which is achieved at the expense of the views and values of his nei-

ghbors’ properties.

The Staff Report claims that, since the proposed addition will not be visible
from the street of access or residences on the east side of Warnick Road,
similar additions in this area will not result in a cumulative loss of views.

We wonder why the city planner did not consider the residences on the west

side of Warnick Road. In order for the residents at 29031 Warnick Road, the
immediate neighbor to the north of the applicant, to recover the Catalina island
view if the proposed addition is made, they will be forced to apply and

make a similar addition. That would then significantly impair the views of
their north side immediate neighbor at 29025 Warnick Road. We are sure this
"chain reaction" will cause significant cumulative view impairment.

The Staff Report also states that since the proposed addition will not be
visible from the street, it is compatible with the neighborhood. However, the
tract is designed in such a way that every house on the west side of Warnick
Road has similar 180 degree view and similar sense of spaciousness. With a
two story extension of 14 feet into the applicant’s backyard, the proposed
addition would be like a big divider that would destroy this most important
design factor of the tract, and hence cause a significant incompatibility to

the houses on the west side of Warnick Road.



Based upon the above reasons, we would strongly urge you to approve our appeal
of Height Variation Number 695, and deny the proposed two story addition.
Our check in the amount of $235.00 in payment of the appeal fee is enclosed.

Yours sincerely,

Residents of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, signatures attached hereto.

cc: Environmental Services Department, Mr. R. Bernard
Environmental Services Department, Mr. F. de Freitas
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Mayor DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE RAHCHO PAI'DS \/ERDES

Mayor Pro Tem JACKI BACHARACH /

Councilman MELVIN W. HUGHES
Councilman JOHN M. MCTAGGART -
Couricilman ROBERT E. RYAN

February 5, 1991

Ms. Grace Chang
29031 warnick
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Dear Ms. Chang:

On February 4, 1991, the Planning Commission denied your appeal of
application for Height Variation No. 695 thereby upholding the
Director of Environemntal Services approval decision to allow a
second story addition at 29035 Warnick Road.

The decision is final unless appealed, to the City Council in
writing with a filing fee of $235.00 and 10 sets of plans within
fifteen (15) calendar days starting the day after the Commission's
decision. Should no appeal be filed, the plans will be cleared
and may be submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan
check on February 20, 1991. Please call and set up an appointment
with me to stamp and clear your plans prior to submittal for plan
check. Planning approval is valid for 180 days.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to .call me
at (213) 377-6008. :

Sincerely,

Fabio de Freitas
Assistant Planner

FdF:mk -
Enclosure

cc: - Ashis Mandal

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
) PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING
FEBRUARY 4, 1991 2249\

The meeting was called to order at 7:40pm by Chairman Von Hagen at
Ladera Linda Community Center, 32201 Forrestal.

PRESENT Von Hagen, McNulty, Hotchkiss, Katherman

ABSENT Brooks
Also present were Director of Environmental Services Robert
Benard, Planning Administrator Curtis Williams, and Senior Planner
Carolynn Petru.
COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Von Hagen acknowledged a letter from June Lipshuts
concerning the Long Point project, as well as a communication from
the City Manager of Palos Verdes Estates requesting they be kept
apprised of the status of the same project.
CONSENT CALENDAR
A. P.C. Resolution No. 91-__ (Height Variation No. 695)

B. P.C. Resolution No. 91-__ (Minor Exception Permit No. 407)

issioner Hotchkiss and
carried withoutfobjection, to appgove the fonsent Calendar.

A. CONDITNONZL USE PERMIT lanner Carolynn Petru
COASTAL PERMIT presen the comprehensive
RADING NO. 1246, staff rt regarding the
Monagj§an mpany's request to
-room hotel,
unity center,
ter, two
aurants and a
Staff's rgcommendation is\to open the
ications, accept
of the project.
ission on various a
project. plimented Planner Petr
outstanding job she had\done on the staff report. Commissioner
Hotchkids asked for clar¥ication from staff regarding the traffic
statistics in the EIR. The public hearing was opened.

nine-hole
public he
testimon
requeste

and consi
direction

aff also

Joan Hanley, 3037 Deluna Drive, Director of Public Affairs for the
Monaghan Company, introduced Robert Spence, a new partner in the




‘?/
MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING ’<;Z§Ejz%
JANUARY 22, 1990
e meeting was called to order at 7:33pm by Chairman Von Hagen ag

Hedse Community Park, 29301 Hawthorne Boulevard.

PRESENT Von Hagen, McNulty, Hotchkiss, Katherman,
Brooks (arrived 7:36pm)

ABSENT None
Also present wexe Director of Environmental Serviges Robert
Benard, Associate\Planner Joel Rojas, and Assis¥ant Planner Fabio
de Freitas.
COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Von Hagen acknowlMedged a leffer from Mesa Palos Verdes

Homeowners Association rega®ding th€é Marriott Lifecare Center, and

a memo from Director Benard ragar@ling Minor Exception Permit No.
407.

CONSENT CALENDAR

A. Minutes of 12/11/96

B. Minutes of 1/8/91

C. P. C. Resgifution No. 91-04 (MEP No. 399)

D. P. C. Kesolution No. 91-05 (MEP No. 380)

E. MISCELLANEOUS HEARING (SITE PLAN REVIEW NO. 5778

Cofimissioner McNulty moved, seconded by Commissioner Katherman and
carried without objection, to approve the Consent Calenda

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. HEIGHT VARIATION NO. The staff report was presented
695 -- APPEAL by Assistant Planner Fabio de
29035 warnick Freitas regarding the appellant's

request to overturn approval of a
second story addition. Staff's recommendation is to deny the
appeal, thereby upholding staff's decision. The public
hearing was opened.

Y. Y. Chang, 29031 Warnick, appellant, presented a written
statement, a model and a drawing illustrating his viewpoint that
the proposed project would create view impairment to his second



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 22, 1991

story master bedroom, as well as loss of privacy and cumulative
view impact. Mr. Chang also stated that it would force him to
build his own addition to regain his view, thereby impacting other
" neighbors.

Director Benard commented that under the Code, a second story
cannot be designated as a viewing area.

Grace Chang, 29031 Warnick, co-appellant, also spoke in favor of
the appeal, objecting to the size of the new wall, loss of privacy
and view.

Jim Hood, 29025 Warnick, presented a written statement and spoke
in support of the appeal, and suggested the applicant build the
addition in another area. . ,

"Karen Hood, 29025 Warnick, also expressed objection to the project
and stated she had not received notice of the Height Variation.
Commissioner Brooks stated she had visited the site and asked
about a similar addition nearby. Mrs. Hood stated it was a
smaller addition that did not impact any views.

Wendy Nieh, 29040 Warnick, spoke in favor of the appeél and added
that home values would be adversely affected by the possible view
loss.

Vera Culjat, 6554 Madeline Cove, supported the appeal, stating she
- feared a negative precedent. ' ’

An Min Liu, 29024 Wérnick, also stated her objection to the
project.

Denise Sperber, 29014 Warnick, expressed support for the appeal.

Tom Wang, 29041 Warnick, also spoke against the project, and
suggested a smaller 16' addition. :

Chang Jean Wang, 29041 Warnick, also spoke against the project.

Ashis Kumar Mandal, 29035 Warnick, applicant, presented a written
. statement, and spoke against the appeal, stating he had held two
open houses to explain the project to neighbors. Mr. Mandal also
noted that several nearby residences had undergone similar
expansions, and said he felt his project was well within City
requirements, and did not impact his neighbors views or privacy
adversely.

Celina Gonzales, 8952 Cypress Avenue, Downey, project architect,
stated they would be willing to remove the second story windows to
mitigate any perceived impact on the neighbors privacy.
Commissioner Katherman asked the staff if a case could be made for
cunulative impact if the other neighbors were to build similar
additions to restore their views. Director Benard explained that
the cumulative impact was defined as multiple projects taken

Page 2



A .

P.C. RESOLUTION NO. 91-6

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING~COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES DENYING THE
APPEAL OF HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695 THEREBY
APPROVING THE PROJECT AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD.

WHEREAS, the applicant, Mr. Ashis Mandal, has requested a
Height variation to allow a first and second story addition at
29035 Warnick Road at a proposed height of 21'-2", nmeasured
pursuant to Section 17.02.040 of the Development Code; and

WHEREAS,‘on October 31, 1990, the Director of Environmental
Services approved Height Variation No. 695 for a first and second
story addition at 29035 Warnick Road; and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 1990, Ms. Grace chang, et al, filed
an appeal within 15 days of the decision of the Director of
Environmental Services Director to the planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, after notice pursuant to the City's Development
Code, a public hearing was held on January 22, 1991, at which time
all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present’evidence. '

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF RANCHO
PALOS VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1l: That pursuant to Section 17.02.040 of the
Development .Code guidelines, the applicant has complied with the
provisions”set forth for early‘neighborhood consultation, in that
they discussed the proposed project with the neighbors at a
scheduled open house. : '

Section 2: That the applicah£ constructed a temporary space
frame of the outline of the proposed addition; the height and
location of which were verified by Staff. '

Section 3: That the structure does not significantly impair a
view or vista from public property (parks, major thoroughfare;
bikeway, walkway, equestrian trail, etc.) which has been

jdentified in the city's General plan, Coastal Specific Plan or
city approved viewlng area.

section 4: That the propoSed-structure is not‘located on a
ridge or promontory. ‘



section 5: That there 1s no significant cumulative impact
caused by granting the application-since.views from the residences
on the east side of Warnick Road are impaired by the existing
homes on the west side of the street and it has been determined
that views from the properties on the west side of the street are
impaired by structures at 16 feet.

Section 6: That the proposed structure has been designed and
situated in such a manner as to minimize view obstruction in that
the applicant has utilized the level, puildable area of the rear
yard and will not encroach into any of the minimum required
setbacks. - The applicant's intention for the second story addition
is to expand the existing master bedroom and create a master
bedroom suite. In that the master pedroom is located at the rear
of the house, there is no other alternative location for expansion
other than what has been proposed.

. Section 7: That based upon view analyses perforned by staff,
the portion of the proposed structure under 16 feet, when :
considered exclusive of existing foliage, does significantly
impair a primary view from the viewing areas at 29031 Warnick

Road. However, these views are unprotected by the Development
Code. Since the views will be impaired by the structure under 16
feet, there is no justification in denying the applicant's

request with respect to view impairment.

Section 8: That ‘based upon analysis of the surrounding
vicinity, the proposed structure will be compatible with the
neighborhood. The addition will take place at the rear of the
property and will not be seen by passersby on the street. In that
the residence will appear as if it has not been modified, and that
the square footage after development will only slightly exceed the
~average sdguare footage of area, staff feels that project will

maintain the general characteristics of the existing neighborhood.

Section 9: That the proposed project complies with all other
Development Code requirements.

Section 10: For the foregoing reasons and based on
information and findings included in the staff report and evidence
presented at the public hearing, the planning Commission of the
city of Rancho palos Verdes hereby denies the appeal of Height
variation No. 695, thereby upholding the Director's approval the
first and second story additions at 29035 warnick Road. '

P.C. Resolution No. g1-6
k Page 2



APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 4t

kT ,@,/

_ARobert Benard/’Dlrector of
Env1ronmental Services and
Secretary to the Comm1551on

h day of February, 1991

//ﬁ/

Peter\Von Hageh
Chairperson

P.C. Resolutlon No. 91-6
Page 3



1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

Conditions of approval for
Height Variation No. 695

Maximum height of addition shall not exceed a height of
21'-2".

A covenant to protect viéwsiéhall be completed, notarized,
and submitted prior to the issuance of building permits.

Minimum rear and side yard setbacks must be méintained:
5'-0"; sideyard, 15'-0"; rear yard.

Max imum allowable‘eave projcctions'shall not exceed 4" for
each 1'-0" of required setback.

The applicant shall remove the two proposed 3 foot windows. on
the north and south elevations of the second story addition.

P.C. Resolution No. 91-6
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P.C. RESOLUTION NO. 91-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES DENYING THE
APPEAL OF HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695 THEREBY
APPROVING THE PROJECT AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD.

WHEREAS, the applicant, Mr. Ashis Mandal, has requested a
Height Variation to allow a first and second story addition at
29035 Warnick Road at a proposed height of 21'-2", measured
pursuant to Section 17.02.040 of the Development Code; and

WHEREAS, on October 31, 1990, the Director of Environmental
Services approved Height Variation No. 695 for a first and second
‘story addition at 29035 Warnick Road; and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 1990, Ms. Grace Chang, et al, filed
an appeal within 15 days of the decision of the Director of
Environmental Services Director to the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, after notice pursuant to the City's Development
Code, a public hearing was held on January 22, 1991, at which time
all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence.

. NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF RANCHO
PALOS VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: That pursuant to Section 17.02.040 of the
Development Code guidelines, the applicant has complied with the
provisions set forth for early neighborhood consultation, in that
they discussed the proposed project with the neighbors at a
scheduled open house.

Section 2: That the applicant constructed a temporary space

frame of the outline of the proposed addition; the height and
location of which were verified by Staff.

Section 3: That the structure does not significantly impair a
view or vista from public property (parks, major thoroughfare,
bikeway, walkway, equestrian trail, etc.) which has been
identified in the City's General Plan, Coastal Specific Plan or
City approved viewing area. '

Section 4: That the proposed structure is not located on a
ridge or promontory.



Section 5: That there is no 51gn1flcant cumulative impact
caused by granting the application since views from the residences
on the east side of Warnick Road are impaired by the existing
homes on the west side of the street and it has been determined
that views from the properties on the west side of the street are
impaired by structures at 16 feet.

Section 6: That the proposed structure has been de51gned and
-situated in such a manner as to minimize view obstruction in that
the applicant has utilized the level, buildable area of the rear
vyard and will not encroach into any of the minimum required
setbacks. The applicant's intention for the second story addition
is to expand the existing master bedroom and create a master
bedroom suite. 1In that the master bedroom is located at the rear
of the house, there is no other alternative. location for expan51on
other than what has been proposed.

Section 7: That based upon view analyses performed by Staff,
the portion of the proposed structure under 16 feet, when
considered exclusive of existing foliage, does significantly
impair a primary view from the viewing areas at 29031 Warnick

Road. However, these views are unprotected by the Development
Code. Since the views will be impaired by the structure under 16
feet, there is no justification in denying the applicant's

request with respect to view impairment.

Section 8: That based upon analysis of the surrounding
vicinity, the proposed structure will be compatible with the
neighborhood. The addition will take place at the rear of the
property and will not be seen by passersby on the street. 1In that
the residence will appear as if it has not been modified, and that
the square footage after development will only slightly exceed the
average square footage of area, Staff feels that project will
maintain the general characteristics of the existing neighborhood.

Section 9: That the proposed project complies with all other
Development Code requirements.

Section 10: For the foregoing reasons and based on
information and findings included in the Staff report and evidence
presented at the public hearing, the Planning Commission of the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes hereby denies the appeal of Height
Variation No. 695, thereby upholding the Director's approval the
first and second story additions at 29035 Warnick Road.

“P.C. Resolutlon No. 91-
Page 2



4 Foaproasy

APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 22fd day of Jerroary, 1991.

Peter Von Hagen
Chairperson

Robert Benard, Director of
Environmental Services and
Secretary to the Commission

P.C. Resolution No. 91-
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1)

2)

3)

4)

. J ‘

Conditions of Approval for
"Height Variation No. 695

Maximum height of addition shall not exceed a height of
21'-2". '

A covenant to protect views shall be completed, notarized,
and submitted prior to the issuance of building permits.

Minimum rear and side yard setbacks must be maintained:
5'-0"; sideyard, 15'-0"; rear yard.

Maximum allowable eave projections shall not exceed 4" for
each l'fO" of required- setback. '

P.C. Resolution No. 91-
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MEMORANDUM & RANCHO PALOS VERDES

TO PLANNING COMMISSION

FFK)P4: DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

DATE:  rgsruary 4, 1991

SUBJECT HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695 - APPEAL

Height Variation No. 695 - Appeal was heard on January 22, 1991,
at which time, after several motions, the Commission approved the
Staff recommendation to deny the appeal, thereby approving the
project (with conditions).

There were questions as to whether or not the procedures taken
prior to the final actions were valid and appropriate. Upon
discussion with the City Attorney, it has been determined that the
actions taken were procedurally correct.

The attached resolution reflects the final action taken by the
Commission, which was to deny the appeal, thereby upholding the
Director's approval decision, with modified conditions.

RB:FF:pg
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MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

JANUARY 22, 1990

e meeting was called to order at 7:33pm by Chairman Von Hagen
Hesse Community Park, 29301 Hawthorne Boulevard.

PRESENT Von Hagen, McNulty, Hotchkiss, Katherman,
Brooks (arrived 7:36pm)

ABSENT None

Also present weére Director of Environmental Servi
Benard, Associate. Planner Joel Rojas, and Assi
de Freitas.

es Robert
ant Planner Fabio

COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Von Hagen acknow

Homeowners Association rega

a memo from Director Benard r ing Minor Exception Permit No.
407.

CONSENT CALENDAR ///

A. Minutes of 12/11/90//

B. Minutes of 1/8

Cc. P. C. Resolution No. 91-04 (MEP No. 399)

D. P. C. Résolution No. 91-05 (MEP No. 380)

E. ELLANEOUS HEARING (SITE PLAN REVIEW NO. 5778

Comfiissioner McNulty moved, seconded by Commissioner Kat

rried without objection, to approve the Consent Calendar

rman and

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. HEIGHT VARIATION NO. The staff report was presented
695 -- APPEAL by Assistant Planner Fabio de
29035 wWarnick Freitas regarding the appellant's

request to overturn approval of a
second story addition. Staff's recommendation 1is to deny the
appeal, thereby upholding staff's decision. The public
hearing was opened.

Y. Y. Chang, 29031 Warnick, appellant, presented a written
statement, a model and a drawing illustrating his viewpoint that
the proposed project would create view impairment to his second




PLANNING COMMISS].* MEETING ‘

January 22, 1991

story master bedroom, as well as loss of privacy and cumulative
view impact. Mr. Chang also stated that it would force him to
build his own addition to regain his view, thereby impacting other
neighbors.

Director Benard commented that under the Code, a second story
cannot be designated as a viewing area.

Grace Chang, 29031 Warnick, co-appellant, also spoke in favor of
the appeal, objecting to the size of the new wall, loss of privacy
and view. :

Jim Hood, 29025 Warnick, presented a written statement and spoke
in support of the appeal, and suggested the applicant build the
" addition in another area. : ' . '

Karen Hood, 29025 Warnick, '‘also expressed objection to the project
and stated she had not received notice of the Height Variation.
Commissioner Brooks stated she had visited the site and asked
about a similar addition nearby. Mrs. Hood stated it was a
smaller addition that did not impact any views. '

Wendy Nieh, 29040 Warnick, spoke in favor of the appeal, aﬁa added
that home values would be adversely affected by the possible view
loss. : ,

Vera Culjat, 6554 Madeline Cove, supported the appeal, stating she
feared a negative precedent. :

An Min Liu, 29024 Warnick, also stated her objection to the
project. v

Denise Sperber, 29014 Warnick, expressed support for the appeal..

. Tom Wang, 29041 Warnick,‘also spoke against the project, and
" suggested a smaller 16' addition. o

Chang Jean Wang, 29041 Warnick, also spoke against‘the project.

Ashis Kumar Mandal, 29035 Warnick, applicant, presented a written
statement, and spoke against the appeal, stating he had held two
open houses to explain the project to neighbors. Mr. Mandal also
noted that several nearby residences had undergone similar
expansions, and said he felt his project was well within City
requirements, and did not impact his neighbors views or privacy
adversely. '

Celina Gonzales, 8952 Cypress Avenue, Downey, project architect,
stated they would be willing to remove the second story windows to
mitigate any perceived impact on the neighbors privacy.
Commissioner Katherman asked the staff if a case could be made for
cumulative impact if the other neighbors were to build similar
additions to restore their views. Director Benard explained that
the cumulative impact was defined as multiple projects taken

Page 2



PLANNING COMMI SSS MEETING .
January 22, 1991

together at one time.

Commissioner McNulty stated he would support the appeal, because
he felt this project was not compatible with the neighborhood. He
also said he felt the view had been carefully designed into each
home in the tract, and that this project would disrupt that
design, as well as encourage others to build similar additions.

Commissioner Hotchkiss stated he could not make the findings to
support the appeal, agreeing that it would change the
neighborhood, but that this was not an appropriate application of
neighborhood compatibility. Director Benard noted that under the
Code, the definition of neighborhood compatibility included such
criteria as style, but did not include views. Commissioner
McNulty said he felt the design to maximize the view was a style.

Commissioner Brooks stated she would like to uphold the appeal,

but could not make the findings under the Code. Both

Ms. Brooks and Commissioner Katherman stated they wanted to see

some design compromise to minimize the privacy and view impacts.

Commissioner Hotchkiss moved to adopt the staff recommendation to
deny the appeal, and Chairman Von Hagen seconded the motion, which
failed 2-3, with Commissioners Katherman, Brooks and McNulty

dissenting.

Commissioner McNulty moved to uphold the appeal, seconded by :
Commissioner Katherman, and passed 3-2 with Chairman Von Hagen and

Commissioner Hotchkiss dissenting.

Commissioner Katherman then requested a motion to reconsider,
Commissioner Hotchkiss seconded, and the motion passed 4-1, with
Commissioner McNulty dissenting.

The question to uphold the appeal and deny the project was then
called again, and this time failed 1-4, with only Commissioner

McNulty assenting.

Commissioner Hotchkiss then moved to adopt staff recommendation to
deny the appeal, amending the motion to require that both side
windows on the addition be removed. Commissioner Brooks seconded
the motion, and it passed 3-2, with Commissioners McNulty and
Katherman dissenting.

ODE AMENDMENT NO. 30 Director Benard presented t
Vie storation staff report regardi e amendment

preservation pr
request to conduct a
the proposed ordinan
that the reco ations had been
! ation Committee. The publicC

ring and recommend adoption of
Council. Mr. Benard also noted
veloped jointly with the
aring was opened.
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RANCHO PALOS VERDES

$ |TO: PLANNING COHMISSION

FROM: DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENTAL $

DATE: JANUARY 22, i994f ‘

PROJECT

ADDRESS: 29035‘ WARNICK ROAD .

APPELLANTT  GRACE CHANG, ET. AL. -
| © 29031 WARNICK ROAD

| LANDOWNER:  ASHIS MANDAL

29035 WARNICK. ROAD

BOARD OF REALTORS MAP COORDINATES: -D-05

STAFF COORDINATOR: - FABIO DE FREITAS
' ' ASSISTANT PLANNER

REQUESTED ACTION: OVERTURN.THE.DIRECTOR"S APPROVAL OF HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695,
. . TO ALLOW A SECOND STORY ADDITION AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD.

/

RECOMMENDATION: DENY THE APPEAL, THEREBY UPHOLDING THE DIRECTOR'S DECISION.

REFERENCES:

ZONING: RS-4.

LAND USE: RESIDENTIAL
CODE SECTIONS: 17.02.040
GENERAL PLAN: RESIDENTIAL -
TRAILS PLAN: ~ N/A

SPECIFIC PLAN: N/A

CEQA STATUS: * CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT.CLASS IIT

ACTION DEADLINE: FEBRUARY 29, 199]

SUBJECT: HEIGHT VARIATION 695-APPEAL



Height Variation No. !95—Appeal
January, 22, 1991

‘BACKGROUND

On October 31, 1990, the Director of Environmental Services
administratively approved Height Variation No. 695 with
conditions. The applicant, Mr. Ashis Mandal, 1is requesting a
second story addition, to the existing residence, which would
measure 21'-2" above adjacent, existing grade. Staff had made the
determination that the applicant's request met all of the criteria
set forth in Section 17.02.040 of the City's Development Code, and
thus approved the project.

On November 14, 1990, the Director's decision was appealed by the
‘appellant, Ms. Grace Chang. The appeal letter submitted by Ms.
Chang, and signed by several other neighbors in the immediate
vicinity expressed opposition to the approved proposal based on
their concerns that the project would severely impact views from
several properties on the west side of Warnick Road and in
particular those properties at 29031 and 29041 Warnick Road. The
letter also stated concerns of invasion of privacy to several of
the adjacent properties and that the proposal was 1ncompat1ble

- with the surrounding neighborhood.

‘SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property is a 6793 square foot, generally flat pad lot
({with a downsloping transitional (extreme) slope at the rear of

' the property which is undevelopable). It is located in an RS-4
zoned area of the City which requires a minimum open space
percentage of 50% to be maintained. The applicant, as well as
adjacent property owners on the west side of Warnick Road, enjoy
views of the ocean, Catalina Island, the Peninsula Coastline, and
the Santa Monica Bay Coastline.

The project consists of additions to both the lower and upper
levels of the existing two story residence at the rear of the
property. A twelve foot expansion of the family room on the lower
level 1is proposed to create a "bonus" room, and a similar
expansion of the master bedroom on the upper level is proposed for
an addition to the master bedroom and an enclosed balcony. The
maximum height of the proposed addition will be 21'-2" above
existing, adjacent grade. Even though the applicant's lot is
significantly substandard in terms of area when compared with
newly created RS-4 zoned lots, (must contain a minimum of 10,000
sq. ft.), the remaining open space after development (55%) will be
in compliance with the criteria set forth in the Development Code.

., CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS

The Director of Environmental Services and the Planning Commission
must use the following criteria set forth in Section 17.02.040 of
the City's Development Code when evaluating Height Varlatlon
‘requests:

Page 2



Height Variation No. !95—Appeal
January, 22, 1991

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

'
[

That the applicant‘hachomplied'with the early neighbor
consultation process established by the City.

On July 6, 1990, the applicant sent an "open house" invitation
letter to all residences within a 500 foot radius from the
applicant's property (94 properties) to inform those interested
parties of their proposal and allow for any input. Six parties
signed the Early Neighborhood Consultation form.

That the structure does not significantly impair a view from
public property (parks, major thoroughfares, bike ways,
walkways, equestrian trails) which has been identified in the
Clty 8 General Plan, Coastal Specific Plan, or Clty de81gnated
viewing areas.

The proposed first and second story additions will not
significantly impair a view from public property or City
designated viewing areas.

That the proposed structure is not located on a rldge or a
promontory.

The proposed structure is not located on a rldge or a
promontory.

That the structure is designated and situated in such a manner
as to minimize impairment of a view.

The proposed first and second story additions have been
situated on the level, ‘buildable, area of the rear yard and
will not encroach into any of the required minimum setbacks.
After development, the property will maintain an open space of
55%. The applicant's request reflects his desire to expand the
existing master bedroom on the second floor, at the rear of the
residence. Therefore, there are no alternative areas of the
lot available for expansion of the master bedroom.

That there is no significant cumulative view 1mpa1rment caused
by granting the appllcatlon.

The proposed additions will occur .at the rear of the
applicant's property, ‘thus the structure will not be visible
from the street of access or residences on the east side of
Warnick Road. Similar additions in this area will not result
in a cumulative loss of views.

Page 3



Helght Varlatlon No. 695~ peal
January, 22, 1991

6)

7)

8)

s

The proposed structure, when considered exc1u81ve of exlstlng
foliage, does not significantly impair a view from the viewing
area of another parcel located in a portion of a structure

- which was constructed without a height variation or variance,

or which would not have required a height variation or variance
when originally constructed had this section as approved by the
voters on November 7, 1989, been in effect at the time the
structure was constructed.

Based on several view analyses performed by Staff, it has been
determined that the proposed structure, when considered
exclusive of ex1st1ng foliage, does not significantly impair
views from the viewing areas of another parcel as specified
above.

The appellant contends that the proposed second story addition

"~ will block her views (and views from several other properties

on Warnick Road) of Catalina Island and the ocean. It is
apparent that the structure will eliminate these views from the

property at 29031 Warnick Road. However, the impairment occurs

from the structure at sixteen (16) feet. The applicant has.
situated the addition, (which is at a lower height than the
existing ridgeline) at the rear of the property, on the
buildable, level area of the rear yvard to accomodate a bedroom
expansion on the second floor. If the applicant had only" '
requested a single story addition (to a maximum height of 16
feet), the same amount of view impairment would occur as is the
case with the applicant's two story proposal.

The viewing areas at the property at 29031 Warnick Road, have
been determined to be from the living room/dining room area,
(which, along with the applicant's addition, is at the rear of
the property) from which the views will be impaired by the

‘proposed structure at 16 feet. Views which are obstructed by

re51dent1al construction below 16 feet are not protected views.

That the proposed structure complies with all other code

- requirements.

The proposed structure does comply with all other code
requlrements.

That the proposed structure is compatlble with the 1mmed1ate
nelghborhood character.

The appellant has also appealed the decision on the grounds
that the proposed structure will be 1ncompat1ble with the
existing nelghborhood



Height Variation No. 695-Appeal

‘January, 22, 1991

The majority of the homes (23 of 28) along Warnick Road
(including the applicant's) are either two story or split

level, very similar, tract style homes which incorporate a
variety of exterior building finishes including colored stucco,
wood panel, concrete block, and natural stone.

The proposed 300 square . feet (approximate) of additional
footprint to the existing structure will not seem overwhelming
or imposing in this predominantly multi-level area. The.
average square footage of the homes in the immediate area is

2420 sq. ft., (with a range between 1825 sg. ft. and 2941 sq;;

~ft.). The square footage of the applicant's residence after
the additions will be 2637 square feet.

Because the addltlons will take place at the rear of the
property, and the added roof will be lower .than the existing
ridgeline, it will not appear (from the street) that there has
been ‘any modification to the existing residence. Because of
the above mentioned reasons, Staff feels that the project will
maintain the character of the neighborhood.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The appellant has also appealed the decision to the Commission

‘since she is concerned that the proposed ‘project will create an

invasion of privacy.

‘The Development Code does not address thls concern w1th reference

to Helght Varlatlon appllcatlons.

CONCLUSION

‘The proposed flrst and second story additions at 29035 Warnick

Road will not significantly impair views. above 16 feet from the

property immediately to the north (29031 Warnick Rd.), or from any

of the surrounding propertles. The project will not have a

‘cumulative affect on views and the proposal w1ll be compatlble_

with the ex1st1ng neighborhood.

ALTERNATIVES

.1) Deny the appellant s appeal .of- Height Varlatlon No. 695 ,

thereby upholding the Director's approval of the project,
subject to the condltlons in Exhibit “A" of the attached
resolutlon.

'2) Approve the appellant's appeal of Height Varlatlon No. 695,

‘thereby overturning the Director's de01s1on and denylng the .
project. :
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Height Variation No;h695—Appeal
January, 22, 1991 :

‘RECOMMENDATION

Alte;hativevNo. 1

ATTACHMENTS

Applicéﬁion‘

"P.C. Resolution No. 90-
‘Appeal letter , A
-8taff report to Director




Méyor MELVIN W. HUGHES
Mayor Pro Tem JOHN C. MCTAGGART

Councilman DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN
Councilwoman JACKI BACHARACH

December 20, 1990

NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes will conduct a public hearing on Tuesday,
January 22, 1991, at 7:30 p.m. at the Hesse Park Community
Building, 29301 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes to
consider:

Height Variation No. 695 Appeal; an appeal of the Director of
Environmental Services' decision to allow a second story addition
at 29035 warnick Road.

Location: 29035 Warnick Road.
Appellant: Grace Chang, et. al.

All interested parties are invited to submit written comments and
to attend and give testimony. Applications and plans are on file
with the Environmental Services Department at City Hall, 30940
Hawthorne Boulevard. Contact Fabio de Freitas at (213) 377-6008
for further information.

-

Robert Benard
Director of Environmental Services

RB:FF:pg
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The Planning Commission

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

January <2, 1991

Dear Commissioners:

@‘EMWE

919 1981

RE: HEIGHT VARIATION NUMBER 695 JAN 22
LOCATION: 29035 WARNICK ROAD 5
APPLICANT: MR ASHIS MANDALE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE

My name is Y. Y. Chang. My wife, Grace Chang, and I are the joint owners of
the property located at 29031 Warnick Road, Rancho Palos Verdes. Our property
is the first property to the north of Mr. Mandale’s property at 29035 Warnick
Road.

We have read the Staff Report from the Director of Environmental Services
dated January 22, 1991. We found that several key analyses and findings
contained in this report are either incorrect or inaccurate. Therefore, we
object to its findings and to the Director’s consequent recommendation that
our Appeal should be denied. Our objections to the statements contained in
the Staff Report are summarized in the following. These objections are listed
in the order of the Height Variation evaluation criteria referred in the Staff
Report, Pages 3, 4, and 5.

1) That the applicant has complied with the early neighbor
consultation process established by the city.

The Staff Report states that on July 6, 1990, the applicant sent an "open
house" invitation letter to all residents within a 500 feet radius from the
applicant’s property to inform those interested parties of their proposal and
allow for any input. The fact is that many immediate neighbors of the appli-
cant did not receive this letter at all. Among them are the applicant’s
immediate neighbor to the south at 29041 Warnick Road; our neighbors to the
north at 29025, and 29021. Just like us, they would be severely affected by
this proposed addition; however, they did not receive any letter from the
applicant, and they were surprised when we talked to them about this proposed
two story addition.

4) That the structure is designated and situated in such a manner
as to minimize impairment of a view.

The proposed two story addition will completely block our significant
Catalina island view. We can view about 85% of Catalina island from our
master bedroom, living room, and dining area. The proposed addition will
completely block this Catalina island view. The Staff Report states that
there are no alternative areas available for expansion of the master bedroom.
After viewing the blueprint of the proposed addition during the applicant’s
"open house", we believe that he can expand into another space within the
-.existing structure. A less intrusive addition onto the front of his home
would also surely serve his purpose equally well. He should not be allowed
to expand into his backyard primarily bacause it improves his view and the
value of his property, which is achieved at the expense of the views and
values of their neighbors’ properties.



5) That there is no significant cumulative view impairment caused
by granting the application.

The report claims that, since the proposed addition will not be visible
from the street of access or residences on the east side of Warnick Road,
similar additions in this area will not result in a cumulative loss of views.
I wonder why the city planner did not consider the residences on the west
side of Warnick Road. 1In order for us to recover the Catalina island view
if the proposed addition is made, my wife and I will be forced to apply and
make a similar addition. That would then significantly impair the views of
our north side immediate neighbor at 29025 Warnick Road. We are sure this
"chain reaction" will cause significant cumulative view impairment.

6) The proposed structure, when considered exclusive of existing
foliage, does not significantly impair a view from the viewing
area of another parcel located in a portion of a structure

The Staff Report states that the viewing areas at the property at 29031
Warnick Road, have been determined to be from the living room/dining room
area, from which the viws will be impaired by the proposed structure at 16
feet. According to City Code, Section 17.02.040, item 16, "viewing area"
shall be that area of the structure where the owner and city determine the best
and most important view exists.

Since the Catalina view and other views are the most significant and most
complete by looking from our master bedroom, and our whole family spend lots
of free time enjoying these views from this room, it is no question to us that
we get the best and most important view from our master bedroom. However, when
the assistant city planner responsible for the application of this Height
Variation case came to talk to us, he never asked us where we think our best
'And most important view exists. When we suggested to him to look at the view
ﬁgrom our master bedroom, he simply kept quiet, and did not even want to discuss
this with us. We understand that in the event the city and owner cannot agree
on the viewing area, the decision of the city shall control, and the property @gﬁgy
owner may appeal city’s determination. What I believe is wrong is that this 4&
particular assistant city planner did not even want to discuss our viewing -7
area with us before he made his decision, even though we own and live at
this property.

Once the proposed two story addition is made, the Cataline island view would
be completely blocked from both our master bedroom, and the living room, dining
area. We enjoy the Cataline island view very much, and as a housemaker, my
wife spends lots of her time in the master bedroom. It would be unfair for
somebody to take this significant view away from us, just so that they can
gain a much better view for themselves.

8) That the proposed structure is compatible with the immediate
neighborhood character.

The Staff Report claims that since the proposed addition will not be visible
from the street, it is compatible with the neighborhood. However, to those
immediate neighbors who spend lots of their time in their backyards and west
side rooms of their houses, the addition would be very obtrusive. Under the
current configquration of the houses on the west side of Warnick Road, there is
no structure extended into any backyard south of 29025 Warnick Road. We believe
that the original developer made an effort in designing this way so that every
house on the west side of Warnick Road can enjoy similar views and spaces. The
proposed addition would cause a significant incompatibility looking from the
backyards of those houses, since it would look very much like a big divider that
has the effect of destroying not only the sense of spaciousness, but also the
uniform house configurations.



‘ l ‘

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Staff Report also states that the Development Code does not address
our concern of privacy invasion. However, Code 17.02.040, Section A, Item 10
states that " privacy" means reasonable protection from intrusive visual
observation. From the windows of the proposed two story addition, people would
be able to look into our master bedroom ( which would be only about 25 feet
away from the north side windows of the proposed addition ), living room,
dining area, backyard, and several neighbors’ rooms and backyards. We are
afraid that we would be forced to close all the curtains on the west side of
our house, and hence lose our great Malibu and ocean views also.

Finally, we would also like to point out to you that this proposed addition
is so obstructive that we do not consider it possible that the applicants can
fulfill Condition Number 2 of the Approval for this addition, "A covenant
to protect views shall be completed, notarized, and submitted prior to the
issuance of building permits."

Based upon the above reasons, I would strongly urge you to approve our appeal
of Height Variation Number 695, and deny the proposed two story addition.

Sincerely,

6&%#’}%%% C)Q”ZT//

Y. Y. Chang, Grace Chang
Joint Owners

29031 Warnick Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274
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November 14, 1990 NBV 141830

The Planning Commission ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca. 90274

Dear Commissioners:

RE: HEIGHT VARIATION NUMBER 695
LOCATION: 29035 WARNICK ROAD
APPLICANTS: MR AND MRS ASHIS MANDAL

We have been advised by the Director of Environmental Services that
the subject height variation for a single and second story addition
to the Mandal residence has been approved. We, the undersigned
resident homeowners of various properties adjacent to this
residence, most strongly and vigorously object to this addition and
appeal to the Planning Commission to reverse the Environmental
Services Department's decision and to prohibit the execution of the
subject height variation for the proposed addition.

The proposed addition extends for approximately the full height of
the residence; for approximately half the width of the rear of the
residence and, most significantly; for a distance (depth) of some
13 feet 6 inches outward from the rear, exterior wall of the
residence. It is, therefore, extremely obstructive and visually
polluting and will impact severely the view from several properties
located on the western side of Warnick Road and in particular those
properties located at 29031 and 29041 Warnick Road which are
immediately adjacent to the Mandal residence. Indeed, this
proposed addition is so obstructive that we do not consider it
possible that Applicants can fulfill Condition Number 2 of the
Environmental Services Department Approval Notice viz., "A covenant
to protect views shall be completed, notarized, and submitted prior
to the issuance of building permits".

The proposed addition, designed as it is with windows on every
exterior wall, is grossly invasive of the privacy of several of the
adjacent residences, in particular those at 29025, 29031, 29041,
and 29045 Warnick Road is without precedent in its immediate
neighborhood and is totally incompatible with other residences in
the general neighborhood. If permitted, this addition will not
only destroy the vital sense of spaciousness and privacy we now
enjoy but will also impact negatively on the value of the
surrounding homes, particularly those immediately adjacent to
Applicants' residence. Permission to build this addition would set
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a dangerous, precedent which may encourage other homeowners to
extend their residences to the detriment of their neighbors and the
neighborhood in general.

Other, less offensive, alternatives are open to Applicants should
they require additional space. They should not, they must not, be
permitted to build this selfishly conceived, unneighborly and
offensive addition which serves only to enhance their view and
property value at the expense of the views and property values of
their neighbors and which detracts from our enjoyment of our
properties and our neighborhood. We urge you, therefore, to
reverse the Environmental Services Department's decision.

our check in the amount of $235.00 in payment of the appeal fee is
enclosed as are certain drawings and photographs in support of this
appeal.

Yours sincerely,
Residents of Warnick Road, signatures attached hereto.

cc: Environmental Services Dept., Mr. R. Bernard
Environmental Services Dept., Mr. F. de Freitas
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January 2} 1991
(422 CES '
NTAL SERVY

Robert Benard

Director of Environmental Services
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard

Rancho Palos Verdes

California 90274-5391

Re: Height Variation No. 695 - Appeal
Dear Mr. Benard:

On October 31; 1990, you informed me that the city of Rancho
Palos Verdes approved plans for single story and second story
additions to my house, located on 29035 Warnick Road. Your
subsequent notice of December 20 mentioned that a public hearing
would occur on January 22, 1991. At this time, I am submitting
my comments on this matter prior to the public hearing.

Firstly, prior to submission of the plans for the first story and
second story addition, my wife and I held two open house sessions
for early neighborhood consultation. Also, the architect, Celina
Gonzalez, was available at both sessions to review the plans with
our neighbors. Of the eight apellants, only two (Grace Chang and
Chang Jean Wang) came-to the open house while the other six (J.N.
Hood, F. Flynn, A. Liu, W. Kao, W. Nieh, and J. Sperber) were
noticeably absent from these two sessions.

Secondly, I have owned this property since September 1973 and am
adding to the existing structure for my personal needs. The

project has been approved and complies with the city's area and

height restrictions, being less than twenty-six feet in height

and maintaining a sideyard and a rearyard of more than five feet and
fifteen feet, respectively. The plan also complies with the provision
of number of square feet or percentage of the total lot to be utilized
by the covered structure.

Thirdly, a number of houses in the area have been remodelled.
These houses include Dudman residence at 29021 Warnick Road (lot #
7583-030-001) and, more recently, the house'of Mr. Flynn's-- one
of the appellants-- on 29034 Warnick Road (7583-02-001). Another
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house is being copletely rebuilt on 6607 Abbottswood Drive,

west of 6605 Abbottswood Drive. Several other extensive remodel-
ing projects have been completed or are in the process of
construction in our city.

In conclusion, this project is entirely consistent with the master
plan of the city of Rancho Palos Verdes and refusal of second story
additions would cause hardship on my personal needs.

With best regards, I remain
Sincerely,

M‘j k.. HRAAM

Ashis K. Mandal
29035 Warnick Road
Rancho Palos Verdes
California 90274
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January 22, 1991

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

The Planning Commission

city of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Commissioners:

REGARDING: HEIGHT VARIATION 695 - APPEAL
LOCATION: 29035 WARNICK ROAD
APPLICANTS: MR. AND MRS. ASHIS MANDAL

My name is James Hood and I am joint owner of the property located
at 29025 Warnick Road, Rancho Palos Verdes. This property is
situated on the same - western - side of Warnick Road as the
subject property and is the second property to the north of that
property. The property of Mr. and Mrs. Chang is located between my
property and the Mandal residence. Together with Mr. and Mrs.
Chang and several other neighborhood residents I joined in signing
a letter dated November 14, 1990 appealing the decision by the
Director of Environmental Services to approve the,subject height
variation. :

I have read the Staff Report from the Diréctor of Environmental
Services dated January 22, 1991 and the City Guidelines and
Procedures for Preservation of Views dated June 6, 1990. I object
strongly to the findings of that Report and to the Director's
consequent recommendation that our Appeal should be denied. 1In
particular, I object to the following statements contained in that

Report:

4) That the structure is designated (sic) and situated in
such a manner as to minimize impairment of view.

The impact of this additional structure on my near view is minimal.
However, the impact of this additional structure on the near ,and
far views of my neighbors Mr. and Mrs. Chang is significant. From
personal observation I can attest that, regardless of whether the
changs and the City determine that the best and most important view
exists from either the first or second storey of their residence,
the Chang's far view of Catalina Island will be some 95% blocked
completely by this proposed addition. Furthermore, this paragraph
states that '"there are no alternative areas of the lot available
for expansion of the master bedroom." It is not my place to
determine how much living space the Mandal's require nor how much
should be allocated to the master bedroom. However, if they must
expand this latter area, expansion by addition to the existing
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structure is not their sole alternative. Expansion into another
room within the existing structure or a less intrusive addition
onto the front of their home would surely serve their purpose
equally well. I suggest to you that they wish to expand into their
rear yard primarily because it improves their view and the value of
their property which can only be achieved at the expense of the
views and values of their neighbors' properties.

5) That there is no significant cumulative view impairment
caused by granting the application.

The Guidelines state, inter alia, that "cumulative view impairment
shall be determined by: . . . (b) considering the amount of view
impairment that would be caused by the construction on other
parcels of structures similar to the proposed structure." The
Mandal addition will impact my near view, albeit slightly. If Mr.
and Mrs. Chang are subsequently permitted to build a similar
addition based on the same reasoning the Director has applied to
the Mandal addition, my near and far views will be cumulatively,
and more severely, impacted.

6) The proposed structure, . . . been in effect at the’time
the structure was constructed. PN

The Report states that "if the applicant had only requested a
single storey addition (to a maximum height of :16 feet), the same
amount of view impairment would occur as is the case with the
applicant's two storey proposal." The Report goes on to state that
"yiews which are obstructed by residential construction below 16
feet are not protected views." I am unfamiliar with Code
requirements for structural additions of less than 16 feet in
height but I find it hard to pelieve that the Code would permit the
unrestricted building of such additions without thought for their
impact on their surroundings. I find it harder to accept the
Director's argument that if it's alright to build to 16 feet it's
alright also to build to 21 feet 02 inches.

8) That the proposed structure is compatible with ,the
immediate neighbor character. ‘

T refer to the second paragraph of the Director's statement on this
issue. contrary to what is stated the bulk and mass of the
structure resulting from the additional footprint will completely
overshadow and overwhelm both the Chang residence and the Wang
residence on the other side. It will not only "seem imposing" it
will totally dominate the neighboring rear yards in a neighborhood
where the space between the properties is in the order of ten feet

only.
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In his third paragraph the Director emphasizes how little effect
the proposed addition will have on the character of the
neighborhood as seen from the street. He ignores totally the other
criteria as defined in paragraph 8 of the Guidelines and
specifically " (b) open space between structures, the apparent bulk
or mass of the structure" and, in the final paragraph "Increases in
scale or height or decreases in setbacks or open space may be
considered incompatible." The proposed addition fails, and fails
dismally, to meet the requirement of this paragraph. Furthermore,
there are 14 residences on the western side of Warnick Road only
one of which has any addition in the rear yard which neither
impairs the view of any other resident nor overwhelms its neighbor
with its bulk and mass. The proposed addition to the Mandal
residence is without precedent. If precedent is established by
permitting this addition the neighborhood character may be
irrevocably changed for the worse.

Privacy is not one of the eight criteria which form the basis for
review of Height Variations. Perhaps it should be. The Report is
equally silent on this issue. However, Section 17.02.040 of the
City's Municipal Code, Section A, (Definitions) item 10 states,
miprivacy' means reasonable protection from intrusive visual
observation." All three walls of the proposed. addition have
windows which overlook directly the rear yards of the Mandals'
neighbors. Neither I nor my neighbors is, therefore, protected
from intrusive visual observation as the Code demands.

The homes on the western side of Warnick Road were built some 22

years ago. They were designed and situated deliberately to
maximize the superb view from each residence while retaining a high
degree of privacy for its occupants. This, for us, 1is the

neighborhood character and this is why most of us purchased homes
on this street. The Mandals' addition will destroy, for its
immediate neighbors, the sense of spaciousness and privacy we now
enjoy and will adversely impact the value of our homes. I urge you
to uphold our Appeal and deny this Height Variation.

Youys singerely,

James N. jHood

JNH:cf



WILLIAM R. DUDMAN 20 JANUARY 1991
219021 WARNICK ROAD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274

TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES

I WISH TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN COMMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE APPEAL OF
THE CHANG FAMILY, REGARDING A PROPOSED ADDITION AT 29035 WARNICK
ROAD. THE CHANGS LIVE NEXT DOOR TO THE PROPOSED ADDITION AND I
LIVE TWO HOUSES FURTHER NORTH.

I HAVE PERSONALLY VIEWED THE PLANS OF THE PROPOSED ADDITION. I
HAVE ALSO VIEWED THE FRAMEWORK (OUTLINE) OF THE PROPOSED ADDITION
FROM THE CHANG PROPERTY. THE PROPOSED ADDITION DRASTICALLY
AFFECTS THE VIEW FROM THE CHANG HOME. I AM SURE THAT THE PRO-
POSED ADDITION WOULD ALSO ADVERSLY AFFECT THE VALUE OF THE CHANG
PROPERTY TO SERIOUS EXTENT.

I WISH TO CLARIFY MY OWN INTEREST IN THIS PARTTICULAR CASE. AL-
THOUGH MY OWN VIEW WOULD NOT BE SERIOUSLY AFFECTED, THE ADDITION
WOULD BE QUITE VISIBLE FROM MY FAMILY ROOM AND MASTER BEDROOM, AS
WELL -AS FROM ANYWHERE ON MY PROPERTY OUTSIDE, TO THE REAR OF MY
HOUSE. LOOKING SOUTH FROM MY FAMILY ROOM JUST NOW, THE FRAME OF
THE PROPOSED ADDITION PROTRUDES INTO THE VIEW ALONG THE BACK OF
THE HOUSES TO ABOUT THE SAME EXTENT OF THE NEIGHBORING PATIO
COVERS. THE DIFFERENCE IS, OF COURSE, THAT ONE CAN SEE THROUGH
THE FRAMEWORK OF THE PATIO COVERS. THE PROPOSED ADDITION WOULD
BE A SOLID WALL WHICH WILL PERMANENTLY ALTER THE VIEW. MY
PRIMARY OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED ADDITION IS ON BEHALF OF THE
CHANGS. THEIR PROPERTY WOULD BE SERIOUSLY AFFECTED.

THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE CHANG’S VIEW FROM THEIR PROPERTY WOULD BE
ADVERSLY AFFECTED, OVER THEIR LEGITIMATE OBJECTIONS, IS UNACCEPT-
ABLE TO ME. WHEN I ADDED TO THE REAR OF OUR OWN HOME, I FIRST
DETERMINED THAT THERE WERE NO OBJECTIONS BY ANY OF THE NEIGHBORS
WHO COULD POSSIBLY BE AFFECTED. ONLY THEN DID I PROCEED WITH THE
ACTUAL PLANS, PERMITS AND CONSTRUCTION.

I URGE THE PLANNING COMMISSION TO DECIDE IN FAVOR OF THE CHANG
APPEAL, AND DENY THE APPLICATION FOR A PROPOSED ADDITION AT 29035

WARNICK ROA
SINCER ’
-

WILLIAM R. DUDMAN
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[RANCHO PALOS VERDES

Mayor MELVIN W. HUGHES
Mayor Pro Tem JOHN C. MCTAGGART

Councilman DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN October 31, 1990
Councilwoman JACKI BACHARACH

NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes has
approved a request for Height Variation No. 695.

Location: 29035 Warnick Road
Applicant: Ashis Mandal

Said approval is for the requested height variation for a single
story and second story addition.

The approval is conditioned upon the following:

1. Maximum height of addition shall not exceed a height of 21'-
2. g

2. A covenant to protect views shall be completed, notarized, and
submitted prior to the issuance of building permits.

3. Minimum rear and side yard setbacks must be maintained: 5'-
0"; sideyard, 15'-0"; rear yard.

4. Maximum allowable eave projections shall not exceed 4" for
each 1'-0" of required setback.

Any interested person may appeal this decision in writing to the
Planning Commission within fifteen calendar (15) days of this
notice. Said appeal must be accompanied by $235.00 appeal fee.
Planning approval is valid for 180 days from the end of the appeal
period.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact
Fabio de Freitas at 377-6008 of this office.

GO

~Robért Benard”

Diréctor of Environmental Services

RB:FDF:mk

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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MEMORANDUM RANCHO PALOS VERDES

TO: Bos
FROM: rFaBIO
DATE: ocToBER 29, 1990
SUBJECT: HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695

29035 WARNICK RD.
BACKGROUND

The applicants Mr. Ashis Mandal submitted Height Variation No. 695
to be processed on August 9, 1990. Due to the lack of names on
the mailing list the application was not deemed complete until
September 5, 1990. The temporary frame was inspected and verified
of the correct height on September 25,

1990 and the notices to commence the thirty day comment period
were mailed on September 26, 1990.

SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property is a 6793 square foot, generally flat pad lot
(with a downsloping transitional (extreme) slope at the rear of
the property). It is located in an RS-4 zoned area of the City
which requires a minimum open space percentage of 50% to be
maintained.

The project consists of additions to both the lower and upper
levels of the existing two story residence at the rear of the
property. A twelve foot expansion of the family room on the lower
level is proposed to create a "bonus" room, and a similar
expansion of the master bedroom on the upper level is proposed for
an addition to the master bathroom and an enclosed balcony. The
maximum height of the proposed addition will be 21'-2" above
existing, adjacent grade. The remaining open space percentage
after development (additions) will be reduced from the existing
-70% to 55% open space.

ANALYSIS

VIEW ANALYSIS

Warnick Road runs parallel to Hawthorne Boulevard in a north/south
configuration. Any possible views from residences on the east
side of Warnick Rd. are completely blocked by homes on the west
side of the street, therefore view analyses were only necessary
from properties on the same side of the street as the applicant's
lot. Residents on the west side of the street enjoy views of the
Pacific Ocean, Catalina Island to the southwest, and the coastline
‘up to Malibu to the northwest.

4
<
<
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29035 Warnick Road

The following is a list of properties from which view analyses
were performed along with the findings:

ADDRESS | ‘ FINDING
29025 Warnick Rd, *** No significant view impairment
29031 Warnick Rd. *** No significant view impairment
29041 Warnick Rd., *** No significant view impairment

*x* Tndicates properties from which letters of concern were
received.

The above mentioned properties are all situated at or
approximately at the same pad elevations as the subject property.
Due to this fact, views from these three properties (29025, 29031,
& 29041 Warnick) would be blocked by a single story addition at 16
feet. The property most affected by the addition will be the
adjacent property to the north, 29031 Warnick. The residents here
will completely lose their view of Catalina Island from their _
living room/dining room area. However, this view is below 16 feet
and the Development Code does not protect views from development
to the 16 foot height, therefore denial of this project based on
the significant view impairment above 16 feet is not possible.

CUMULATIVE VIEW IMPACT

Again, because views from those homes on the east side of Warnick
Road are blocked by the residents on the opposite side of the
street, the proposed second story addition will not cause
significant view impairment nor will there be any cumulative view
impact.

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY

The majority of the homes (23 out of 28) along Warnick Road
(including the applicant's) are either two-story or split level,
very similar, tract style homes which incorporate a variety of
exterior building finishes including colored stucco, wood panel,
concrete block and natural stone. '

The proposed 300 square feet (approximate) of additional footprint
to the existing structure will not seem overwhelming or imposing
in this predominantly multilevel area (average square footage:
2420 sq. ft.; range from 1825 to 2941 sq. ft.). The square
footage of the applicant's residence after the additions will be
2637 square feet.

Page 2
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29035 Warnick Road

Because the addition will take place at the rear of the property
and the added roof will be lower than the existing ridgeline, it
will not appear (from the street) that there has been any
modification to the existing residence. Because of the above
mentioned reasons, Staff feels that the project will maintain the
character of the neighborhood.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Staff has received four letters of concern from property owners
within the immediate area of the subject lot. The following is a
list of those property owners who submitted letters along with
their concerns: '

29021 Wwarnick Rd.: Mr. William Dudman expressed the following
concerns: view impairment from his property, view impairment from
29031 Warnick. '

29025 Warnick Rd.: Mr. and Mrs. James Hood expressed the following
concerns: the addition will be obtrusive and unsightly, block a
portion of their view to the south,

will be an invasion of their privacy, and is incompatible.

29031 Warnick Rd.: Mr. and Mrs. Y. Chang expressed the following

‘concerns: loss of privacy, suffer a sense of "encroachment", loss

of Catalina Island view.

29041 Warnick Rd.: Mrs. C. Jean Wang expressed concerns that the

~addition will cause a loss of privacy, that they will "suffer a

sense of encroachment”, and will lose a portion of their ocean and
Malibu views.

CONCLUSION

The proposed first and second story additions at 29035 Warnick Rd.
will not significantly impair views above 16 feet from the

property immediately to the north (29031 Warnick Rd.), or from any

of the surrounding properties. The project will not have a
cumulative affect on views and the proposal will be compatible
with the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve Height Variation No. 695 subject to the following
conditions:

1) The maximum height of the second story addition shall not
exceed 21'-2" (as measured pursuant to Section 17.02.040
of the Development Code).

2) A Landscape Covenant shall be completed, notarized, and
subnitted prior to the issuance of building permits.

Page 3
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29035 Warnick Road , . D

3) The minimum side yard setbacks and rear yard setback must
maintained: side yard; 5'-0", rear yard; 15'-0". '

4) The maximum allowable eave projections shall not exceed 4
‘ inches for each 1 foot of required setback distance.

‘Approved:

695ér Benard //
.or of Environmental S%, vices

Date: jj?7ég?éé§9

be

Page 4



INANCE NO. 263 - DISPOSAL OF RESIDENTIAL SOLID WASTE (130

Adopte RDINANCE NO. 263 OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS V
GES FOR THE DISPOSAL OF RESIDENTIAL SOLI

LEGISLATION: AB883 (BO

RESOLUTION NO. 91-15 REGIST

roll call e:

ES: BACHARACH, HUGHES, McTAGGART, RYAN, AND MAYOR HINCHLI
# # #

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

HEIGHT VARIATION NO. 695 APPEAL (1804)

The Mayor opened the Public Hearlng on this appeal opp051ng :

a proposed second story addition to an existing residence. The City
Clerk announced that notice of this Public Hearing had been
published.

Director Benard presented the staff memorandum of April 16th and the
recommendation to deny the appeal, thereby approving Height Variation
No. 695 with condltlons.

Speaklng in opposition to this proposed addition were the following
residents: Y.Y. & Grace Chang, 29031 Warnick Road; Karen & James
Hood, 29025 Warnick Road; Jen Kung, 28219 Seamount Drlve, David
Mantrom, 29108 Warnick Road Tony Yu, 5658 Ravenspur Drlve, Wendy
Nieh, 29040 Warnick Road; Chang Jean Wang, 29041 Warnick Road; Wei H.
Kao, 29007 Warnick Road; Mary Flynn, 29034 Warnick Road; Wllllam R.
Dudman, 29021 Warnick Road; Xi-Ping Zou, 5644 Ranvenspur Drlve, #203;
John Sun, 5644 Ravenspur Drlve, #208; Eva Chang, 5006 Delacroix Road;
and, Teresa Sun, 28717 Trailriders Drive. Thelr objections centered
malnly on the view obstruction resulting from this structure,
reduction in their property value because of the reduced view; and,
the lack of compatablllty with the remainder of the neighborhood.

The property owner, Ashis Mandal, 29035 Warnick Road, read a prepared
statement containing reasons why he felt the progect complled with
the City’s Development Code. (Mr. Mandal’s letter is on file with

= APRIL 16, 1991




the.city Clerk’s office.) The architect for this project, Celina
Gonzalez, 8050 E. Florence Avenue, Downey, presented drawings of the
proposed project and responded to Council’s questions about the
location of the addition and whether it could be changed to mitigate
the view impact on the neighbors. Ms. Gonzalez explalned

why-the proposed location was the best and added that the house was -
bBelow the average size for the houses in that neighborhood.

Director Benard summarized the action taken on this project by the
Planning Commission: that the project was originally denied but later
when it was proposed to eliminate the windows and thus relieve the
concern about loss of privacy of the next door neighbor, the project.
was: then approved. :

Planning Commission Chairman, Peter Von Hagen, explained that the
majority of the Commission ‘agreed with the staff report that the’
. application did meet the criteria of the Development Code and that
they did try to deal with the issue of privacy by eliminating the
windows in the project. ' - :

Bob McNulty, 19 Mustang Road, also representing the Planning
Commission said that he felt that the developer placed the houses on
these lots to take advantage of the view that was available and that
the proposed addition would be incompatible with the neighborhood.

_ The Council then discussed the issue of compatibility and the fact
that. it could not be considered as a reason for denial but rather
should be considered in the design of the proposed project.

Councilwoman Bacharach moved, seconded by Councilman Hughes and
carried to close the Public Hearing. :

Additional Council comments and inquiries clarified the fact that the
property owner had the right to build an addition to his house that
would be as high as sixteen feet and, if that did block the view of
"his neighbor, it had to be allowed because it was within the limits
of the Development Code. ' :

City Attorney Lynch further clarified the Development Code Section
17.02.040 and opined that the only time that the issue of
neighborhood compatibility can be invoked is when somebody is
building a structure that exceeds sixteen feet in height.

Additional Council comments centered on the fact that compatibility
could not be used as a reason for denying the project; rather it was
a tool to bring additions into conformance with the neighborhood;
that the appellant’s view in this case was not completely obstructed;
and, that any structure such as this proposed project could be built
with an over-the-counter permit even if it did block views.
Additional Council comments centered on installation of windows to
ameliorate the appearance of the wall and the use of a translucent
window to insure the privacy of the neighbors and that the proposed
resolution should contain such a requirement.

‘ -3- APRIL 16, 1991



Councilman Hughes moved, seconded by Councilman Ryan to adopt as
amended RESOLUTION NO. 91-17 DENYING THE APPEAL OF HEIGHT VARIATION
NO. 695 THEREBY APPROVING THE PROJECT AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD. The
motlon carried unanimously.

RECESS AND RECONVENE

:35 P.M. the Mayor declared a recess. At 9:45 P.M. the meeting

AUDIEN QUESBTIONS:

'Respondihgbto the Mayor’s call for audience questions was Jodhn
Sharkey, 320 Avenida de Calma, who presented a prepared statement
regardlng the financial responsibility of developers. € inquired
what the City\required of developers to assure that a pfoject would
be completed. \\\E

Staff responded at the City has adequate bondingto cover off-site

improvements, comp etion of the gradlng, and compietion of

landscaping. Staff further indicated that a meeting had been

planned for April 17th with the developer to discuss the status of
the project. ' : ‘

Al Esser, 71 Crest Road EKast, Rolling Hil , presented a written
‘statement regardlng the co structlon of dn impervious drainage plan
and spe01f1catlon for the Abalone Cove, Portuguese Bend, and Klondike
Canyon landslide areas. (Mr.\Esser reg ested that his report be .
distributed to the City Council.). o
Lois Larue, 3136 Barkentine Roady/ presented a written statement
regarding development agreementg \and how they must be consistent” w1th
the General Plan. (This statemflent\is on file with the City. Clerk’
office.) _

ORDINANCE NO. 264 - VIEW RESTORATION CQMMITTEE AS A PLANNING.
COMMISSION FOR LIMITED PURPOSES (1801) : L

The Mayor ‘declared thé public hearlng operm\ on this proposed ordlnance
to de51gnate the VieWw Restoration Committee\as a plannlng commission
in connection with/view restoration matters.\ The City Clerk reported
that notice had Yeen published. - r ;~‘ o
Director Benayd presented the staff report of Apx il 16th and the i;y
recommendatidn to adopt this proposed ordinance. . o

‘Speaklng n opp051tlon to the adoption of this ordinance were the

followinfg residents: Lois Larue, 3136 Barkentine Rd.) who suggested
that tHe View Restoratlon Committee decisions be appealable to the

City Council. : crardes

Johin Sharkey, 30320 Avenida de Calma, stated his objectlon to the .
xdoption of this ordinance and presented a written statemenkt -
-4- APRIL 16, '1991
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20 August, 1330

Mr. Robert Bewnard A r} nr
Director of Envirormental Services [: ﬂ?’ E U W [g
City of Ranchoa Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd. : SEP 04 i89p
Rancha Palos Verdes, California 90274

ENYVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Dear Mr. Benard:

We understand that Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandale, our rnext
door neighbors at 23035 Warnick Road, are plarming a two
story addition attached to their existing dgwelling. This
addition will be taller than sixteen (16) feet.

Several of our neighbors and we were invited to review
their proposed addition plans. Also, M~. and Mrs. Mandale
have already set up a frame of their proposed additior.

After careful reviews.of their addition plans, and carefull
viewings of the frame they have set up, we found that their-' "
addition will have three major adverse effects on us.  We
therefore object to the proposed additior.

1. First of all, with the extended second floor averliocking
cur backyard (as well as several neighbors' backyards),
cur living room, divning room, and kitchen, we will nroat
cnly lose cur privacy, we will also suffer a sense af
"ercroachment” due to the averbearirg presence of the
additiormal twa story structure.

n

. BSecondly, with the extended paositicorn of their additional
second story, we will rno longer have privacy in owr master
bedroom, master bathrocm, and guest bedroom on cur secand
floor. We are afraid we will have to close all the
curtains on the west side of ocur second floor rcooms, and
herce lose our great Malibu and ocean views.

3. Most impartantly, their two story addition will campletely
block cur fantastic Catalina Islard view. ble car riow Se8
about B80% of Catlaliwma Island from cur rooms upstairs,
living room and Kitchen downstairs, and our backyard.

This nice view is the most important reascon why we maved
from the east side of the Palos Verdes hill to cur current
house severali years ago. Witn the loss of the Catalina
islard view, we will rot only lose cur scenic enjoymert,
mur house value will also be greatly depreciated.

We wauld appreciate very much if you would consider our
serious opjections, and deny M. and Mrs. Mandale’s
applicaticor fcr the dwelling addition permit. Wwe believe
that Mr. arnd Mrs. Mancdale, within limits, have the right to
da what they think i1s gocod for them. However, we do rnot
believe that the city of Rancho Palos Verdes shouwld allow any
nome owrer to significantly damage the living envircornment and
house values of the weighbors.



For your information, we have attached a copy of the
invitation letter to review Mr. and Mrs. Mandale’s floor plan
for their proposed two story addition, and schematic
illustrations of their addition's impact on the rneighborhoed.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitiate to
write or call us at (213)541-9638. Thank you very much for
yvour attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Gov - (/ui{' o'
/<i¢4/oc éﬁﬂfi;if/

Y.Y. Chang and Grace Chang
29031 Warnick Road

Ravricho Palos Verdes
Califarnia 90274
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30 August, 1990

Mr. Robert Benard

Director of Environmental Services

~ City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274 ~

Dear Mr. Benard:

We have been informed by Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandale, our next door neighbors at
29035 Warnick Road, that they are planning a two story addition to their existing house.
This addition will be taller than sixteen feet. We have also been invited to review their
proposed addition plans. Mr. and Mrs. Mandale have also set up a frame of their pro-
posed addition.

After careful reviews of their addition plans, and viewings of the frame they have set up,
we found that their addition will cause some adverse effects on us. With their extended
second floor overlooking our backyard, our living room, dining room, and kitchen, we
will lose our privacy. We will also suffer a sense of encroachment due to the overbear-
ing presence of their added two story structure. More seriously, with their extension, we
will no longer have privacy in our second floor rooms, and we will have to close all the
curtains on the ocean side of our second floor rooms, and thus lose the Malibu and
ocean views.

Because of these adverse effects, we strongly object to Mr. and Mrs. Mandale’s pro-
posed addition. We would appreciate very much if you would consider our serious ob-
jections when you evaluate Mr. and Mrs. Mandale’s application for the addition permit.

‘ Sincerely, _
PBEIVEY (o o
. C.J W,
sep 111890 2904(1aaWar:igE Road

_ Rancho Palos Verdes
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CA 90274
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Mr. and Mrs. James N. Hood
29025 Warnick Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

October 8, 1990

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Environmental Services Department

30940 Hawth Boul d . ' -
Rancho ;Zlogr\r;:rd::,e‘c,:r 90274 - 0 [F @ E U \W E

Attention: Mr. Fabio de Freitas, Planner OeT 9 1940
Gentlemen:

ENVIRONMEMTAL SERYIGES
RE: HEIGHT VARIATION AT 29035 WARNICK ROAD
MR. AND MRS. ASHIS MANDAL RESIDENCE

We are joint owners of the property located at 29025 Warnick Road
(Los Angeles County Tax Assessor's ID. Number 7583 030 005) the
second house to the North of the Mandal's residence on the same
(western) side of Warnick Road.

We object most strongly to the height variation being requested by
Mr. and Mr. Mandal and the resulting obtrusion of this two-story
addition some fourteen (14) feet outward from the rear out51de wall
of their residence.

This proposed addition:

i) is obtrusive and unsightly and will partially block our view
to the South

ii) is invasive of our privacy in that the proposed second story
window on the northern side of the addition will overlook
directly our rear yard

iii) is totally incompatible with homes in the immediately
surrounding neighborhood and would destroy completely that
vital sense of spaciousness and privacy we now enjoy and to
which we attach such value.

We urge you, therefore, to deny this height variation for a two-
story addition being requested by Mr. and Mrs. Mandal.

Yours sincerely,

James N.Jl_iﬁood Kari I. Hood ;

Owner Owner
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Rancho Palos Verdes

25 OctOBER 1990

Regarding the proposed addition to the Mandel home at 29035
Warnick Road.

I object to the proposed addition.
I have reviewed the plans, as invited by the applicants. I have
also viewed the silhouette frame structure which outlines the

proposed structure.

I consider that the proposed structure presents an obstruction to
the view from my lot.

Even more strongly, I must object to +the view obstruction which
is presented by the proposed addition to my neighbors at 29031

Warnick Road. I know that they object strongly, and I have
viewed the proposed blockage of their view, which I consider to
be absolutely unconscionable. I could not rest if I did not

strenuously object to the complete obliteration of a neighbor’s
view by a proposed addition to another neighbor’s home.

The proposed addition has been compared by the Mandels to our own
addition some four years ago. In case this should again be
mentioned by the Mandels, I would like to point out that:

o the addition did not even procede to the planning stage
without obtaining clearance from the neighbors which might have
been affected

o the addition does not, in fact, block a wvaluable view
from my neighbors’ lots

I thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Witds= . Dudman
29021 Warnick Road
RPV, CA 90274

SY13Y7




~ Mayor Pro Tem JOHN C. MCTAGGART

. Councilwoman JACKI BACHARACH ~ ~

Councilman -DOUGLAS M. HiNCHLI#FE
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN -

" NOTICE

The'Cityibf Rancho Palos Verdes has received a_fequest;for a

height variation for the following project:

‘A first and second stofy addition‘(to a‘height.of 21‘2ﬁ)‘at‘2§035
‘Warnick Road. i : o T : Sl T

’

-

Applicant: Mr. and Mrs. Ashis»Mandal. 4

':The'height,variétion proéédﬁre_is:designed to*prbcess‘appliéétioﬁs
for the construction of new houses or additions to existing

' structures taller than sixteen (16) feet but not to exceed the
‘maximum height of twenty six (26) feet when measured as defined in

SectiohAl7.02.O40 of the Municipa1 Code'(aS'amended;by Proposition

"M.)

The City's primary concerns in reviewing aﬂhéightkvariation'are
the impact of the structure on the views from neighboring
properties and from public areas, its cumulative impact on the

~affected p:opertiesh and compatibility of the proposed structure
“with existing surrounding uses. (See Municipal Code Section L

17.02.040) - o

In accdrdahcenwith the'DevélopmehtVCode;Athe.appiicant‘must have

‘attempted to contact you prior to submitting an application to

inform you of his/her intentions and allow you to view the

" pbuilding plans for this project. If you would like the - o
' opportunity to review these plans further, they are on file in the

Environmental Services Department at 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard,

- Rancho Palos Verdes. 1In addition, a frame structure (silhouette) .

has been constructed on the site to outline the height and bulk of
the proposed project. . This frame will be in place throughout the

duration of the comment period to better assist you and the City

to assess any project impacts. - : S :

These procedures,ha?e been adopted to help you to aetermine’what,
if any, effect the project will have on your property. If you

~ have any questions or concerns about ‘this structure, you should

communicate .those concerns in writing to our staff within thirty
(30) days of the date of this notice. By doing so, you will-
ensure that your comments are taken into consideration when a:
decision is made on the project. The decision will not be made <
until after the thirty day notification period has expired. ONLY -

THOSE WHO HAVE SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL RECEIVE

NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION.  The decision may then be éppealed, '

in writing, to the Planning Commission. : 4 . , S ‘

. ' : S » ‘ (OVER)

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
: PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER ' '



Fabio de Freitas is the ‘planner a551gned to thls proyect. If you
have any questions regarding this appllcatlon or the City's height
variation’ procedures, please ‘do not he51tate to call Fablo at

(213) 377-6008.

¢

Sincerely, '

" ‘Director of. :
: Env1ronmenta1 Serv1ces

RB:FF:pg

ﬁated: September 26 1990
Project No Helght Variation No. 695

STATE GOVBRHMENT CODE SECTION 65009 ROTICE: S o S
- 1f you challenge this height variation in court, you nay ,' : Co '
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone
else raised at the public hearing described in this
- notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes at or prior to the public
hpar[pn
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City Council 25 OctOBER 1990
Rancho Palos Verdes

Regarding the proposed addition to the Mandel home at 29035
Warnick Road.

I object to the proposed addition.

I have reviewed the plans, as invited by the applicants. I have
also viewed the silhouette frame structure which outlines the

proposed structure.

I consider that the proposed structure presents an obstruction to
the view from my lot.

Even more strongly, I must object to the view obstruction which
is presented by the proposed addition to my neighbors at 29031

Warnick Road. I know that they object strongly, and I have
viewed the proposed blockage of their view, which I consider to
be absolutely unconscionable. I could not rest if I did not

strenuously object to the complete obliteration of a neighbor’s
view by a proposed addition to another neighbor’s home.

The proposed addition has been compared by the Mandels to our own
addition some four years ago. In case this should again be
mentioned by the Mandels, I would like to point out that:

o the addition did not even procede to the planning stage
without obtaining clearance from the neighbors which might have
been affected

o the addition does not, in fact, block a valuable view
from my neighbors’ lots

or taking my comments into consideration.

William R. Dudman
29021 Warnick Road
RPV, CA 90274




19 OctTper, 1990

Mr. Fabio de Freitas
Planner

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd. *

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Dear Mr. de Freitas:

We understand that Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandale, our next door neighbors
at 29035 Warnick Road, are planning a two story addition attached to their
existing dwelling. This addition will be taller than sixteen (16) feet.

After careful reviews of their addition plans, we found that their addition
will have the following major adverse effects on us. We therefore strongly
object to their proposed addition.

1.

First of all, with the extended second floor overlooking our backyard

(as well as several neighbors’ backyards), our living room, dining room,
and kitchen, we will not only lose our privacy, we will also suffer a
sense of encroachment due to the overbearing presence of their additional
two story structure.

Secondly, with the extended position of their additional second story,

we will no longer have privacy in our master bedroom, and guest bedroom
on our second floor. We are afraid we will have to close all the curtains
on the west side of our second floor rooms, and hense lose our great
Malibu and ocean views.

Thirdly, the planned extension is totally incompatible with the houses in
the immediately surrounding neighborhood, and would completely destroy
that vital sense of spaciousness we and our neighbors enjoy, and the
house value attached to it.

Most importantly, their two story addition will completely block our
Catalina island view. We can now see about 80% of Catalina island from
our living room, dining room, kitchen, and backyard, and the bedrooms
upstairs. This nice view is the most important reason we moved to our
current house several years ago. With the loss of the Catalina island
view, and other views, we will not only lose our scenic enjoyment, our
house value will also be greatly depreciated.

We do not believe that the city of Rancho Palos Verdes should allow any home
owner to significantly damage the living environment and house values of the

neighborhood.
Sincerely,
e R e gris- G Véyf
E RREIYE 2 ot
Y S F. WY
BET 24 1980 daa r 7
Y.Y. Chang and Grace Chang
‘ ) . SERVICES 29031 Warnick Road
ENWRONMENU&CﬁRWVL Rancho Palos Verdes
California 90274
cc: Mr. Robert Benard

Director, Environmental Services
City of Rancho Palos Verdes



30 August, 1990

Mr. Robert Benard
Director of Environmental Services

City of Rancho.Palos Verdes ~ M) D) F K/ ﬁ‘
30940 Hawthorne Blvd. : ‘ j’L
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274 geTv 3 ) 1990

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Dear Mr. Benard:

We have been informed by Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandale, our next door neighbors at
29035 Warnick Road, that they are planning a two story addition to their existing house.
This addition will be taller than sixteen feet. We have also been invited to review their
proposed addition plans. Mr. and Mrs. Mandale have also set up a frame of their pro-
posed addition.

After careful reviews of their addition plans, and viewings of the frame they have set up,
we found that their addition will cause some adverse effects on us. With their extended
second floor overlooking our backyard, our living room, dining room, and kitchen, we
wiii iose our privacy. We wiii aiso sufier a serise of eincroactiinerit,dug 1o Lhe oveiroeai-
ing presence of their added two story structure. More seriously, with their extension, we -
will no longer have privacy in our second floor rooms, and we will have to close all the
curtains on the ocean side of our second floor rooms, and thus lose the Malibu and
ocean views.

Because of these adverse effects, we strongly object to Mr. and Mrs. Mandale’s pro-
posed addition. We would appreciate very much if you would consider our serious ob-
jections when you evaluate Mr. and Mrs. Mandale’s application for the addition permit.

Sincerely,

rw—\f //% /l/rfz/,,
C. Jean Wang _

29041 Warnick Road ¢
Rancho Palos Verdes
CA 90274



[RANCHO PALOS VERDES

Mayor MELVIN W. HUGHES
Mayor Pro Tem JOHN C. MCTAGGART

Councilman DOUGLAS M. HINCHLIFFE
Councilman ROBERT E. RYAN
Councilwoman JACKI BACHARACH

NOTICE

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has received a request for a
height variation for the following project:

A first and second story addition (to a height of 21'2") at 29035
Warnick Road.

Applicant: Mr. and Mrs. Ashis Mandal.

The height variaﬁion prodéduie,.is designed to process applications
for the constructiqn.of ‘houses. or additions to existing
structures taller than sixteen (16) feet but not to exceed the
maximum height of twenty six (26) feet when measured as defined in
Section 17.02.040 of the Municipal Code (as amended by Proposition
M.)

The City's primary concerns in reviewing a height variation are
the impact of the structure on the views from neighboring
properties and from public areas, its cumulative impact on the
affected properties, and compatibility of the proposed structure
with existing surrounding uses. (See Municipal Code Section
17.02.040)

In accordance with the Development Code, the applicant must have
attempted to contact you prior to submitting an application to
inform you of his/her intentions and allow you to view the
building plans for this project. If you would like the
opportunity to review these plans further, they are on file in the
Environmental Services Department at 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard,
Rancho Palos Verdes. 1In addition, a frame structure (silhouette)
has been constructed on the site to outline the height and bulk of
the proposed project. This frame will be in place throughout the
duration of the comment period to better assist you and the City
to assess any project impacts.

These procedures have been adopted to help you to determine what,
if any, effect the project will have on your property. If you
have any questions or concerns about this structure, you should
communicate those concerns in writing to our staff within thirty
(30) days of the date of this notice. By doing so, you will
ensure that your comments are taken into consideration when a
decision is made on the project. The decision will not be made
until after the thirty day notification period has expired. ONLY
THOSE WHO HAVE SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL RECEIVE
NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION. The decision may then be appealed,
in writing, to the Planning Commission.

(OVER)
30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




NOTE:

Fabio de Freitas is the planner assigned to this project. If you
have any questions regarding this application or the City's height
variation procedures, please do not hesitate to call Fabio at
(213) 377-6008.

Sincerely,

Robert Benfrd
Director of
Environmental Services

RB:FF:pg

Dated: September 26, 1990
Project No: Height Variation No. 695

STATE GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65009 NOTICE:

If you challenge this height variation in court, you may
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone
else raised at the public hearing described in this
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes at, or prior to, the public
hearing.
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HEIGHT VARIATION PERMIT APPLICATION NUMBER ¢9ﬁ:2

APPLICANT/CONTRACTOR:

Ma. . Mandele

(name)
29035 Waknick FAd.
(address)
Bancho [alos Vendes , CH 7027}/
Telephone: Home@ljj 377_ /807 Work (213) ©03- 9/5_33

Project Location:

Project Description: Jwo 575/75/ ﬁc/a//ﬁ(m To FEusl. 7wo JTM/&/ D/U&[//oﬂa ’

29035 whinick Bd.

General Information:

Zz%" —2++" fprox. 1.

s 2 i 0 TUns

Maximum height of project, measured from the
highest point of existing grade covered by the
structure to ridge.

Iy
zzgégw fr === =123 APROY . 2. Maximum height of project, measured from the
:L\‘-2~" ?€4L?“M5finished grade adjacent to the lowest

61917 sp.FT. 3.

WY i D
WeARNGE

(S]]
.

20-36.97 39.rT.
w/GARAGE

Y35.20 5Q.FT. 6.
6713. 20 squrt7.
70 % pproX, 8.
- .
@Z Q,L%i 9.

- e i
nY N tgyvuw

foundation to ridge.

Square footage of new floor area.

If addition, square footage of existing
structure footprint (including any covered or

enclosed patios).

Square footage of structure footprint after new
construction.

Square footage of driveways and parking areas.
Square footage of lot.
Percentage of existing open space.

Percentage of open space after development.

E%E@EWE@

AUG -0 1980

R IR AT RIPA rEMIIPER

bl 7 7
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Grading Information:

If any of the follow1ng conditions are proposed a Grading
Application is required.

o Total volume of earth to be moved (sum of cut and flll) is
20 cubic yards or greater.

o Height of fill is 3 feet or greater.

o Depth of cut is 3 feet or greater.
b 1. Total volume of earth to be moved (sum of cut
and £fill, in cubic yards).

;2?6 2. Maximum height of fill.

267/ 3. Maximum depth of cut.

Does the project involve any work, activity, or encroachment in
the public right-of-way or public drainage structure?

1f so, you must obtain approval from the Public Works Department
prlor to issuance of construction permlts.

I HEREBY CERTIFY, under penalty of perjury, that the information.
and materials submitted with this application are true and
correct.

| M"" [Cx v M oowld ind ‘A—g/?,u ' lekrens y\o\,\uo»( ><

Signature of Applicant/Contractor o Signature of Landowner

Dated: § ~1o- qo . Dated: . S g- Vo~ G0

CONTRACTORS PLEASE READ AND INITIAL:

I UNDERSTAND that in order to perform work in the City of Rancho

Palos Verdes, a business license must be obtained from the City's

Finance Department prior to obtaining a building permit from the }<
) V/

Building and Safety Division. , o AkM
o " (initials)
Staff Signature
Date Accepted:
LOT TYPE:
Upslope
Downslope
Pad

Other
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FENCES, WALLS, AND HEDGES PERMIT NUMBER

APPLICANT/CONTRACTOR: '

( M)ﬂ.é//Wm. 4. Maddal.
79035 Wannicl Rd.

(address)

//‘fﬁuo% Palos \/5/‘26/55 . CH 7027}/

Telephone: . Home (Z/3) 377“/507 Work( )

LANDOWNER:

Same [ Hhove.

(name)

(address)

h . _ réoz .,4,535 fage [l NOLL.
relephone: Home(2l3) 377(807 work( T3 N 740-1530 [ans. fumon
Project Location: 29035 WannickK /70(

Project Description: /Jwd 57‘0/?}/ AddiTiom .

General Information:

[ plf :
&—Q 1. Maximum height of fences, walls, or hedges.

C? 2. Linear length of the proposed fence, wall, or hedge.
{4 / . ! N
120" Linear o/ S0 thed & 5¢Lo”[wenr o/ 424" Yol

Grading Information:

If any of the following conditions are proposed, a Grading*
Application is required.

* Total volume of earth to be moved {(sum of cut and fill) 1is
20 cubic yards or greater.

* Height of fill is 3 feet or greater.

* Depth of cut is 3 feet or greater.



- '
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- 1. Total volume of earth to be moved (sum of cut and fill,
in cubic yards).

2. Maximum height of fill.

-
©" 3. Maximum depth of cut.

Does the project involve any work, activity, or encroachment in

the public right-of way or a public drainage structure? PO

If so, you must obtain approval from the Public Works Department

prior to issuance of construction permits.

I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, that the information
and materials submitted with this application are true and
correct.

M%/ | o pste e et X

/I gnjturfe of g/lgﬁht/Contractor Signature of Landowner

Dated: 5 7 =70 Dated: g-1le- 90

CONTRACTORS PLEASE READ AND INITIAL:

I UNDERSTAND that in order to perform work in the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes, a business license must be obtained from the City's
Finance Department prior to obtaining a building permit from the
Building and Safety Division.

4-’=M-' Own/é 2

(Initials)

6/90

LD:pg
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PLANNING « DESIGN e

8050 €. FLORENCE AVE., SUITE #26
DOWNEY, CA 90240

(213) 998-5016 [%[5 BEIVE

1 6,; 199
s ; JUL ¢ 1990

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

EARLY NEIGHBOR CONSULTATION
"OPEN HOUSE"

Dr. Ashis Mandale and his respectful wife invite you
to their "Open House" on Saturday July 14, 1990. Between 1:00
P.M. to 4:00 P.M. at their Residence located at 29035 Warnick
Road. The purpose is to display plans of the proposed Two
Story Addition attached to the rear of their existing Two Story
Dwelling. The addition height will not exceed the existing
dwelling height of 25 Feet.

Section 17.02.040 (C)(1)(a) of the municipal code requires
that for all proposed additions taller than sixteen (16) Feet,
the applicant should file a request for a height variation
permit. Therefore, it was established by the city council
to consult with the owners of properties or neighbors located
within 500 Feet of the proposed addition.

Should you have any questions or wish not to attend the

"Open House", please feel free to call or write to the above
address, thank you.

cg/Pg

c/t Dr. Mandale.




RANCHO PALOS VERDES

WAIVER FOR TEMPORARY FRAME

I, DR. ASHIS K. MANDAL , am the owner of
property located at 29035 Warnick Rd.

in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and wish to apply to the
Clty for permlss1on to construct a two story addition with a max-
imum height of 22'-0" located at the rear 51de of my lot fa01ng West of

Warnick Rd.

I understand that, pursuant to Section 17.02.040(C)(1)(c), I
must construct and maintain a temporary frame as a Vlsual aid
for evaluating the impacts of the proposed structure. I
hereby waive any claim against the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes for any damage or injury caused by the construction of
the frame or by any subsequent failure of the frame.

AS@M*; I[<urvar M ool 6-29-90

Signature o o Date

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274-5391 / (213) 377-0360



? - 1/14/30

NOTICE OF PROPOSED ADDITION
(EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD CONSULTATION)

29035 Warnick Rd.
(ADDRESS)

The following homeowners were notified of our intent to apply
for a Height Variation Permit to add a second story to a
maximum height of 22'-0" at the above address. By signing

this notice, the undersigned only acknowledge that they have
been consulted with; however the signatures do not signify
approval of any kind.

LOT # PRINTED NAME SIG ATUREQ;)LﬁquQ
(»  Koren Hocd %t;ff

“) Yow - YIEt Chay

) 7% % Alpn,  ChANEG Tean WAWG/ 067
MM-J aa-PLa—n—- 12 X212

O<L s Vieed ,,(,,,

WMWMcﬁ?o/M

DoHI. side pext Jew nvllar ;“'

rnhat Cheg

3/90



{ . ‘

NOTICE OF PROPOSED ADDITION
(EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD CONSULTATION)

29035 Warnick Rd. 72/42//4;47

(ADDRESS)

The following homeowners were notified of our intent to apply
for a Height Variation Permit to add a second story to a
maximum height of 22'-0" at the above address. By signing
this notice, the undersigned only acknowledge that they have
been consulted with; however the signatures do not signify
approval of any kind.

LOT # PRINTED NAME SIGNATURE
7595-020-018 Ts4), JOIJW)% 4 SusspyN JM yél
7683~ 030- 00( William @ua[mw,
The WARAST MHAY  2amil, . S N ME,,

3/90
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. Vo
ated, the City sdould
e portion of the/Loo ail that
e in Tract No. 3P206a

: \"\.
. M,

flvacatin public streets
is appr iate to permit a
in entrance to monitor traffic.
es are permitted at the main
J.as possible in an effort to
d )semi-rural character of area
™an install another
i f the streets are privatized, a
appropriate since this secondary
the public trails. .
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7583-

(11)
(12)
(13)
(26)
(27)
(28)

(29)
(30)

(31)
(32)

(33)

(34)

‘Z\_RLY NEIGHBOR CONSUL’_I‘ATI‘LIST"

5

(Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90274.)v o
s 1
we L.

019-001

- GRAY L. GORS, 6522 Abbottswood Dr.

ROBERT & LILLIAM ANGELO, 6514 Abbottswood Rd. PR

Resident . ., 6508 Abbottswood Rd.
/KQSIJQVH—‘ | " 5545 Madeline Cove Rd.
_‘Reel\dﬂm“‘  ., 6545 Madeline Cove Rd.

RALPH & DANA HARVEY, 6533 Madeline Cove Rd.

Resmﬂe{rﬁ— "5, 6527 Madeline Cove Rd.

BAHRAM & MAHASTI MOHIT, 6519 Madeline Cove Rd.

LESLIE & MAROMA THOMSON, 6513 Madeline Coﬁe Rd.

CHEN-YANG & CHAD-YONG HUANG, 6507 Madeline Cove Rd.

'
t

JOSEPH & GAYLE FLEISHON, 6501 Madeline Cove Rd.

JOHN & MARY ROLLER, 29000 Warnick Rd.

7583-029-001

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
te)
(7)

NEAL & TERRY SCHNEIER, 29004 Warnick Rd.

ROBERT & DONA COOPER, 29008 Warnick Rd.

JOEL & DENISE SPERBER, 29014 Warnick Rd.

PAMELA A. HUNTER, 2901@ Warnick Rd.

ANMIN & BINNIE LIU, 29024 Warnick Rd.

BOYD SALVAGE, GAIL HYLAND, 29028 Warnick Rd. q?z“

TIMOTHYj SANTORO} MARY FLYNN, 29034 Warnick Rd.



Cont. .'EARLY NEIGHBOR CONSULTA’J.! LIST"
* (Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90274)
7583-029-001
(8) “BILL & WENDY NIEH, 29040~ Warnick-Rd.
(9) HAWARD & MARY RUZI, 707 Silver Spur Rd. No. 102

#10F
[0 (11) JOHN GERRIE HAESLER, 1001 Via Romero

(12) ROLAND & TURAN ILSEN, 6847 Abbottswood Rd.

(14) \;jzgggajéﬁmf— ' 29132 Warnick Rd.

(13) ROBERT & SHIRLEY KAMININSKI, 29126 Warnick Rd.

(15)  DORIS C. SCHULTZ, 88 Cottomwood Cir.

Rolling-Hilis Est., Ca 90274 (6503 W. Verde Ridge Rd4.)
16) CECIL & ROSINA MARTENSEN, 6509 Verde Ridge Rd.
{17) TZONG-CHWAN & YU-MEI CHENG, 6523 Verde Ridge Rr.
{(18) ESTHER SUSKIM, 6529 Verde Ridge Rd. |
(19) - STUART E . SALOT, 29135 Warnick R
(20) JOHN & LILY LEE, 29129 Warnick Rd.
(21) ROBERT & RITA WARLE, 29123 Warnick Rd.
(22) JIN-SHUH & CHI-FEN HUNG, 29119 Warnick Rd.
(23) - GEORGE & SYLVIA WATSON, 29113 Warnick Rd. |
(20  Resdent= , 29109 Warnick Rd. [lefyagf /0/18'/2@
(25) WILLIAM P. CHRISTIANSON, 29126 Whites Point Dr. : /
— (2&’ HELEN & MICHAEL KAWACHI, 29132 Whites Point Dr.
(27) WILLIAM B. FALLIS, 29202 Whites Point Dr. |
(29) WESLEY & CAROLE MASON, 29214 Whites Point Dr
(28) j,_?%eg;}cﬁébr)+f '., 3234 Park Hurst Dr.
' (30) SIMON & EILEEN YU, 29220 Whites Point br.

(31) SAMUEL LING LIN, 6535 Verde Ridge Rd.

(10) DAVID & JULIE MANTRON, 29108 Warnick Rd.



Cont.'s " EARLY NEIGHBOR CONSULTATION LIST"

" (Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90274)

7583-030-001

(1)
(2)
(3)
fa)

5)
te)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)

(30)

WILLIAM & SALLY HARD, 29103 Warnick Rd.

CHANG J. WANG, 29041 Warnick Rd

ASHIS & MINA MANDALE 29035 Warnick Rd.

YOW YIEH & GRACE CHANG, 29031 Warnick Rd.
JAMES & KAREN HOOD, 29103 Warnick Rd.

‘WILLIAM & MARGARET DUDMAN, 29021 w;rhick Rd.
JEFF JR. & CAROLIN CALLAHAN, 29015 Warnick Rd.
WETH & MARINA KAO, 29007 Warnick Rd.

MICHITAKA & TSUNEKO NODA, 6520 Madeline Cove Dr.
ISAAC & DIANNE RANDALL, 6528 Madeline Cove Dr.

SAAD & MARY GEORGE, 6534 Madeline Cove Dr.

HARRY & FERN WARDF, 6540 Madeline Cove Dr.

TAKASHI & MARCIA WATANABE, 6548 Madeline Cove Dr.

KRUND & VERA CULJAT, 6554 Madeline Cove Dr.
PADMA M. NARASIMHAN, 6604 Madeline Cove Dr.
MICHAEL J‘DEMOTT, 6625 E1 Rodeo Rd.

LEE & BETTY PORTE, 6619 El Rodeo Rd.

DAVID & JOAN LIU, 6615 El Rodeo Rd.

BYUNG CHUL & DUOCK KIM, 6607 E1 Rodeo Rd.

- ﬂ?é%esﬁcﬁéirg%"' : ;.6601 El Rodeo Rd.
GERND & NANCY PERRY, 29100 Whites Point Dr.

DAVID & CHRISTINE EPPARD, 29106'Whites Point Dr.

i egf(jewﬂ» , 29110 Whites Points Dr.



Cont.'s "EARLY NEIGHBOR CONSULTAT.m N

(Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90274)

7583-030-001

(31)

(32)

ROLAND & TURANT ILSEN, 6847 Abbottswood Dr.

BARTIEY & VIRGINIA FUREY, 29122 Whites Point Dr.

7583-031-001

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(28)
(29)

(30)

Reosidamt

MICHAEL & INGER BRUCE, 29135 Whites Point Dr.

_; 29203 Whites Point Dr.

FRANHAM & MARTHA HEPNER, 29129 Whites Points Dr.

YOUNG & SOON KIM, 29123 Whites Points Dr.

CHRIS & DOROTHY BUSCH, 29117 Whltes Points ‘br.

i\@S[@m{n - 29109 Whites Points Dr.

WILLIAM & PEARL BAKER, 6616 EL Rodeo Rd.

KENNETH & MARGARET ZUCKERMAN, 6622 El Rodeo Rd.

PAUL & SANDRA HAYASE, 6632 El Rodeo Rd.

STANLEY & KAREN MARCUS, 6605 W. King Harbor Dr.

LAWRENCE & DOROTHEA WEEKS 6701 Klng "Harbor Dr

TOSHTZO YAJIMA, 6700 Kings Harbor Dr.

7585-016-001

(1)
(2)
(3),

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

HENRY & GUILLERMINA BERMUDEZ, 6454 Seabryn Dr.
JOE & EULALIA MARTINEZ, 6440 Seabryn Dr.
VIRGIL E. ANGLIN, 6432 Seabryn Dr. |

ROBERT & KATHY FORD, 6429 Parklynn Dr.

FELIX & PAULA PANG, 6433 ?a;klynn Dr.

JAMES & BARBARA BAUSCH, 6435 Parklynn Dr.

KEVIN, MARIN, MADELEINE FINN, 6447 Parklynn Dr.

LIsT"

&

<
i

Ly

5.



Cont's I|EARLY NEIGHBOR CONSULTAIO’JIST"

(Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90274)

7583-030-001

(16)

Rice, Frank C. & Cynthia L., 6616 Madeline Cove Dr.

=3 Esl
21
x (22? Emon, Bkhtar H. & Rashida H., 6631 EL Rodeo Rd.

7583-031-001

(10)

(27)

7585-020-001

(14)

(15)
(16)

(18)

Kirsch, Karen L., 4060 Calle Del Sol, Thousand OaKs,
Ca 91360 (6638 E1 Rodeo Rd.)

Lo, Chun M. & Shut, 6711 w, Kings Harbor Dr.

, 28933 Scotsview Dr.

Koyama, Ryan Y. & Sachiko, 28925 Scotsview Dr.
Hiebert, Gladwin & Polly, 28917 Scotsview Dr.

Tsai, Johnny L. & Susan C., 28833 Leah Cir.
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FEE RECEIPT FORM

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274
(213) 377-6008

g RANCHO PALOS \/ERDES

RECEIVED OF

Fitiish A lin Ma TELEPHONE _“» | /1T (p
appREss: D A0S L A0 nIi ¢ A BITY . e T AL zIP i i
Ve 0 JOB ADDRESS 4 o= | 4 ~ | L bl
JOB OWNER: B OR TRACT NO: _oX 0% LA duDuwac
OWNER'S ADDRESS: VALIDATION
USE ONLY)
RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 135687 FuRD RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 4RGSTFUND
PLANNING |/ e L L et
APPLICATION 11V 4 (2715 206 . S0 D
; PLAN CHECK FEE
DOCUMENT/PRINTING 3 (Type)
PARKLAND FEE Project # _ D OTHER
DUMPING DEPOSIT D OTHER
BUSINESS LICENSE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCISE TAX JJL
PENALTY ggeck = .
1\ L R g Y, S

BOND DEPOSIT ; R

T 4 3 o
Calculated by . - {1 Received by 0\ AP

Pl y (

FORM 1110 11/86 o WHITE - Finance YELLOW - Building PINK - File GOLD - Owner




FEE RECEIPT FORM

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274

; RANCHO PALOS VERDES

(213) 377-6008
RECEIVED OF i it 3 NN
/ 290%| ‘w'\:[ Nicy Bl -

ADDRESS: indll J NAEN] . CITY Y ZIP

JOB ADDRESS
JOB OWNER: OR TRACT NO.:
OWNER’S ADDRESS: N BATION

USE ONLY)
RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 3R5SYFUND. RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | ST i
PLANNING e 19 TR
APPLICATION HY  # €A% ATHEAL |# 722 73720 D
PLAN CHECK FEE
DOCUMENT/PRINTING (Type)
PARKLAND FEE Project # __ l—__' OTHER
DUMPING DEPOSIT D OTHER
BUSINESS LICENSE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCISE TAX
PENALTY g
Vi TOTAL ' A Z. o~
BOND DEPOSIT 119 -
. {
Calculated by 777, Received by ‘,;f,; Y 2
= . e

FORM 1110.11/86 SRR PN o bt  WHITE - Finance  YELLOW - Building _PINK - File . GOLD - Owner




30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274

RANCHO PALOS VERDES (213) 3776008

RECEIVED OF : ; i T i bt GLoH
PAYER: (ZRHCE G £ f77 TELEPHONE = / [ S/ -7 CIg

ADDRESS: =2 792 )  [NJARN ICK h b aity LIS £ V 2p. 702 79

JOB ADDRESS
JOB OWNER: OR TRACT NO.:

OWNER'’S ADDRESS: VeorRCE
USE ONLY)

RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 4852V006 RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | Tanet vons

,. Rppeod 2350
PLANNING | |1/ o R B TR R
ApPLICATION HV 4 695 Aol | 37200

D PLAN CHECK FEE

DOCUMENT/PRINTING

PARKLAND FEE Project # > D OTHER

DUMPING DEPOSIT D OTHER

BUSINESS LICENSE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCISE TAX

Check
PENALTY No.

BOND DEPOSIT 1O 2

Calculated by A Received by’ |

FORM 1110 11/86 i K g ; WHITE - Finance YELLOW - Building  PINK - File GOLD - Owner




e dcodt aut oo ilitaite o o

E RANCHO PALOS VERDES

RECEIVED OF

FEE RECEIPT FORM

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274
(213) 377-0360

PAYER: §his kumprp MAND A L TELEPHONE
ADDRESS: 2403 Wwiannitie Pd . o, RANcte Py zap Tedpey " " me
JOB ADDRESS syl
JOB OWNER: OR TRACT NO.: ANTS 464, 0
OWNER'S ADDRESS: _ =~ /% %% W NEN I [Cel WALBATION DR TR e s 64.00
USE ONLY) Ba/ab/?1L RF 2alaAbl P8¢ |
RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 4GE2UNT o RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | -Agtounton |
APPLICATION £
# 0] L], L i
IZ,PLAN cHECK FEE NC\. o (X
DOCUMENT/PRINTING (Type) 2\
PARKLAND FEE Project # D OTHER
DUMPING DEPOSIT l___| ik
BUSINESS LICENSE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCISE TAX
PENALTY Check
~ </ o Ny S
BOND DEPOSIT | { dle - e = L M
1‘"
Calculated by Received by | // :f.‘_‘_ﬁ...__
/v
FORM 1110 11/86 : WHITE - Finance YELLOW - Building PINK - File GOLD - Owner




*

RANCHO PALOSVERD 8.

FEE RECEIPT FORM

30940 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90274

(213) 377-6008
RECEIVED OF /| ) : 0 O
PAYER: P, ; L’L// ’f S/( ,/(/ L/ TELEPHONE /<&~ O] L/
e E /« 7 b T ’ \ s y - 7
ADDRESS: L L J ¥ LUITEA f (VL oy LLOW) £ ¢/ i DPLYE L
) A’ e ""Z27 408 ADDRESS ,-/ B
JOB OWNER: L1« /1. / // ANL ﬂi f OR TRACT NO.:
,': Y / 7 43 1 A 4 -] 4 0 IR 700
OWNER'S ADDRESS: __~ /“7 0 (UAKNI CE IS j ; VALIDATION ) 7/06/90
USE ONLY)
RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 5RG8YFuND RECEIPT FOR AMOUNT | 4R03Y¥iNG
PLANNING
APPLICATION # I:I
k. PLAN CHECK FEE i
DOCUMENT/PRINTING / 3 : . (Tyf\e)b \ o4\ 30
(22 7l a9 f %
P il
PARKLAND FEE Project # _____ /E OTHER uy\\ ok 1O =FE
W\ail N
DUMPING DEPOSIT L 1 i
BUSINESS LICENSE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCISE TAX
Check
PENALTY No. ~oS
20 TOTAL |10
BOND DEPOSIT N 0~
——— \'
M \ . ')
Calculated by : “ k Received by (If}”‘;’
ke
FORM 1110 11/86 T WHITE - Finance YELLOW - Building PINK - File GOLD - Owner




