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With exception to the project site, there are 6 properties within 100 feet and 53
parcels within 500 feet of the site. The applicant obtained 5 signatures from
properties within 100 feet (83%) and 16 signatures from properties within 500 feet
(30%). As such, the applicant has met the requirement to notify a minimum of 75%
of the landowners within 100 feet and 25% of the landowners within 500 feet,
thereby complying with the early notification consultation process. Thus, this finding
can be adopted.

2. The proposed new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or addition to
an existing structure that is above sixteen feet in height does not significantly
impair a view from public property (parks, major thoroughfares, bike ways,
walkways or equestrian trails) which has been identified in the city’s general
plan or coastal specific plan, as city-designated viewing areas.

The Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan, adopted June 26, 1975, identifies viewing
points (turnouts along vehicular corridors for the purposes of viewing) and viewing
sites (public site areas, which due to their physical locations on the Peninsula,
provide a significant viewing vantage) within the City. Due to the location of the
property and the topography in the immediate area, the proposed structure does not
impair a view from a public viewing area or viewing site, as defined by the General
Plan. Additionally, the subject property is not located within the City’s Coastal
Specific Plan. As such, the proposed structure will not impair a view, which has been
defined in the City’s General Plan, or Coastal Specific Plan. Therefore, Staff feels
that this finding can be adopted.

3. The proposed structure is not located on a ridge or promontory.

A ridge is defined as, “an elongated crest or a linear series of crests of hills, bluffs, or
highlands” (Section 17.96.1610 of the Municipal Code). A promontory is defined as,
“a prominent mass of land, large enough to support development, which overlooks
or projects onto a lowland or body of water on at least two sides” (Section
17.96.1480 of the Municipal Code). The proposed residence would be located on an
existing building pad, similar to other lots within the developed area, and is not
located on a prominent mass of land that overlooks or projects onto a lowland or
body of water on two sides. As such, Staff feels that this finding can be adopted.

4. The area of a proposed new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or an
addition to an existing structure that is above sixteen feet in height, as defined
in Section 17.02.040(B) of the Development Code, when considered exclusive
of existing foliage, does not significantly impair a view from the viewing area
of another parcel.

Most residences surrounding the subject property have direct, distant views of
Catalina and the Pacific Ocean. As all views are orientated in a south west direction,
the subject project would not impair views to properties west and south of the
subject lot. The lot configurations and relative structures for the properties located
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north of the subject lot are also orientated in a southwest direction and would not
have any view impacts from the proposed two-story addition. The property to the
east, 30945 Rue Valois, is the only property with potential view impacts. As a result
of the public notice, Staff was contacted by the property owner, Mr. Fredricks, with
concerns of view impacts. After visiting 30945 Rue Valois, Staff determined that
approximately 4 feet of the proposed structure would slightly impair the view from
the neighbor’'s main living area; however the portion of the residence that impaired
the view was not over 16’-0” in height and would not be subject to view analysis. It is
important to note, as a courtesy, Staff informed the applicant of the neighbor's view
concern and encouraged the applicant and neighbor to work together for a slight
modification to the project. In response to the neighbor's concerns, the applicant
increased the rear setback of the proposed structure by approximately 7’-0, thereby
eliminating the neighbor’s view concerns. Notwithstanding this revision to appease
the neighbor, this finding can be made as no portion of the new structure that
exceeds 16’-0” in height would significantly impair a view.

5. If view impairment exists from the viewing area of another parcel but it is
determined not to be significant, as described in Finding No. 4, the proposed
new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or addition to an existing
structure that is above sixteen feet in height is designed and situated in such
a manner as to reasonably minimize the impairment of a view.

Although the proposed project would not impair a view, the applicant did slightly
redesign the residence by increasing the rear yard setback by approximately 7’-0”,
from 40'-6" to 47°-6” to address concerns raised by the neighbor. As noted in the
previous finding (#4), the portions of the proposed structure which exceed 16 feet in
height will not significantly impair a view and this finding is not applicable.

6. There is no significant cumulative view impairment caused by granting the
application. Cumulative view impairment shall be determined by: (a)
considering the amount of view impairment that would be caused by the
proposed new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or addition to a
structure that is above sixteen feet in height; and (b) considering the amount
of view impairment that would be caused by the construction on other parcels
of similar new structures or additions that exceed sixteen feet in height.

As indicated above, there will be no significant view impairment for portions of the
addition which exceed 16’-0" in height as seen from the viewing area of another
parcel. The Height Variation Guidelines state, “The Planning Commission will
determine which other nearby parcels within the viewshed from a particular
property...may be developed [with a second story]...which would further impair a
view.” The viewshed, as seen from the neighboring property at 30945 Rue Valois,
spans in a southwest direction across Hawthorne Boulevard and Palos Verdes Drive
West. There are no other lots or single-family residences, other than the subject
property (30939 Rue Valois) located within the viewshed of the neighboring lot. As
noted above, the proposed addition would not significantly impair a view from the
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neighboring property. Further, the neighboring property (30945 Rue Valois) would
not encounter further view impacts if neighboring properties developed second-story
additions due to the lot configuration, orientation of the existing residence toward the
ocean, topography and proximity to Hawthorne Boulevard and Palos Verdes Drive
West (a large thoroughfare). In addition, Staff considered the fact that Rue Valois
turns from an east-west direct to a north-south direction, thereby changing the
orientation of the existing homes within the neighborhood and eliminating the
possibility of developing residences within the viewshed of 30945 Rue Valois. As
such, this finding can be made and adopted.

7. The proposed structure complies with all other code requirements.

The existing residence complies with the City's Development Code standards with
regard to lot coverage and parking (also see project statistics above). The lot
coverage for the subject property would include 4,880 square feet, or 37% of the
13,119 square foot pad lot. The proposed residence will have a 25-5" front yard
setback, 5-0" side yard setbacks, and a 47°-5" rear yard setback. The second story
would be setback 62’-8" from the front property line, 32’-0” from the west property
line, 47°-5" from the rear property line and would be inline with the building footprint
of the neighboring property to the east. As such, this finding can be made.

8. The proposed structure is compatible with the immediate neighborhood
character.

Pursuant to Section 17.02.040.A.6. of the Municipal Code, “Neighborhood
Character” is defined to consider the existing physical characteristics of an area.
The factors to be analyzed per the code language are boldface, and Staff's analysis
is in normal type.

(1) Scale of surrounding residences, including total square footage and lot
coverage of the residence and all ancillary structures.

Compatibility with neighborhood character is based on a comparison to the other
structures in the immediate neighborhood, which is comprised of the twenty (20)
closest properties. The table below illustrates the 20 properties and structures that
comprise the immediate neighborhood and serve as the basis for neighborhood
compatibility. The homes analyzed, along with the lot size, structure size, and
number of stories, are listed below in the Neighborhood Compatibility Table.

Table 2: Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis

30833 Rue Valois 10,920 3,302 2
30839 Rue Valois 10,860 3,007* 1
30845 Rue Valois 10,980 1,994 1
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30851 Rue Valois 11,160 4,644 2
30857 Rue Valois 11,036 2,057 1
30903 Rue Valois 11,214 2,286* 1
30909 Rue Valois 13,920 2,424* 1
30915 Rue Valois 15,750 1,873 1
30921 Rue Valois 18,520 2,424* 1
30927 Rue Valois 21,900 1,804 1
30933 Rue Valois 20,390 2,490 1
30945 Rue Valois 10,920 2,547 1
31023 Via Riviera 15,980 3,281* 2
31015 Via Riviera 18,276 2,143* 1
30949 Via Riviera 11,592 1,923 1
30943 Via Riviera 13,010 2,127 1
30935 Via Riviera 15,204 2,237 1
30923 Via Riviera 11,888 2,424* 1
30921 Via Riviera 10,799 2,127 1
30915 Via Riviera 10,359 2,492 1
Average 13,734 2,432

.| Existing 2,856 1
30939 Rue Valois Proposed 13,119 3.567 5

* The square footage for this residential property was documented from Assessor’s information as there was no information
available in the building permit file in the Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Department.

As noted in the table above, the immediate neighborhood is comprised of both one-
story and two-story homes. The homes range in size from 1,804 square feet to 4,644
square feet. The average home size for all of the 20 closest homes is 2,432 square
feet. The proposed residence will yield a 3,567 square foot residence. While the size
of the new residence is larger than the average of the 20 closest homes, the square
footage of the subject residence would not exceed the largest home in the
neighborhood. Additionally, the proposed lot coverage (37%) is below the maximum
allowable lot coverage in the RS-4 zone. As such, the proposed additions would not
create an anomaly, in terms of scale, and would thereby be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.

(2) Architectural styles, including fagade treatments, structure height, open
space between structures, roof design, the apparent bulk or mass of the
structure, number of stories, and building materials.

The surrounding neighborhood is comprised of an eclectic sense of architectural
styles with varying fagade treatments along the exterior walls and clay or shingle tile
roofs. While a majority of the residences in the neighborhood are single-story, the
existing two-story residences are setback from the existing garage and offer similar
side and rear yard setbacks. The fagcade treatments of the proposed residence
include a stucco finish along exterior walls and clay tile roof materials. Staff surveyed
the 20 closest homes in the neighborhood, and found that surrounding materials
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range from stucco or wood siding with shingle or tile roofs. The architectural designs
vary from low-pitched roofs to high-pitched roofs. Therefore, due to the fact that
there is no uniformity in terms of architectural style and materials, and the proposed
project includes materials found in the neighborhood, Staff has concluded that the
materials and treatments proposed for the residence are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. Although the design and a majority of the materials are
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, including the rear yard balcony, Staff
was not able to find any balconies located along the front fagades of the neighboring
residences. Therefore, Staff concluded that the balcony elements are not compatible
with the neighborhood. As such, Staff has added a condition of approval requiring
that the balconies and second story doors along the front fagade be eliminated from
the design.

Staff is of the opinion that the proposed design offers relief from some of the
potential impacts that could be caused by a two-story residence of this size. For
example, the second story roof is hipped to minimize the overall appearance of the
two-story fagade. In addition, the second story is setback 62’-6” from the front yard
and approximately 30’-0” from the front fagade of the first story garage. Further, the
applicant has articulated the rear fagade, as seen from Hawthorne Boulevard, to
incorporate archways and a covered balcony, whereby the windows are recessed
from the edge of the building line. Therefore, the bulk, mass, structure height,
number of stories, and overall size of the residence would not negatively impact the
neighborhood’s visual character and would ultimately be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.

(3) Front, side, and rear yard setbacks

According to the Development Code, structures shall maintain the following
minimum setbacks: 20-foot front yard setback, 5-foot side yard setback, and 15-foot
rear yard setbacks. As stated above, this project will meet all the minimum setback
requirements for the lot and the proposed setbacks are consistent with other
setbacks in the immediate neighborhood.

Based on the analysis above, it is staff's opinion that the proposed “scale,
architectural style and materials, and front, side, and rear yard setbacks” are

. consistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood. As such, Staff feels
that this finding can be adopted.

9. The proposed new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or addition to
an existing structure that is above sixteen feet does not result in an
unreasonable infringement of the privacy of the occupants of abutting
residences.

The Municipal Code defines privacy as, “reasonable protection from intrusive visual
observation.” The Height Variation Guidelines state, “Given the variety and number
of options which are available to preserve indoor privacy, greater weight generally
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will be given to protecting outdoor privacy than to protecting indoor privacy.” Due to
the average lot sizes in the neighborhood and the close proximity of the residences,
The windows along the east fagade are small and clerestory, and would not create
any privacy impacts. The windows along the west elevation are significantly setback
from the west property line and would not create significant privacy impacts to the
adjacent neighbor to the west.

Staff received an email from the downslope neighbor to the south, at 31015 Via
Rivera, raising privacy concerns. Staff is of the opinion that the windows along the
south side facades could potentially create privacy impacts to this neighbor. In order
to remedy this impact, Staff is proposing a condition that requires the second story
windows and doors along the south fagade, which lead to the balcony, to be opaque
in design. In addition, Staff believes that the balcony would create a privacy impact
to this neighbor as well, as the balcony can easily be seen from the rear yard of the
subject lot. There is an existing solid wall that screens the first-story portion of the
subject lot. In order to further mitigate privacy impacts from the neighboring property
to the south, Staff is proposing a condition of approval that would require the
applicant to provide foliage along the entire existing wall, at a maximum height of 9'-
0" to help screen views from the balcony onto the rear yard of 31015 Via Rivera.
Therefore, as conditioned, Staff has determined that the windows and balcony at the
second floor would not create an unreasonable infringement to the privacy of the
abutting residences. As such, Staff feels that this finding can be adopted.

Minor Exception Permit

Municipal Code Section 17.66.020(A) states that a Minor Exception Permit may be
requested for a fence, wall or hedge located between the front yard setback and the
front property line of the residence that exceeds the 42” height limit. As the applicant is
requesting approval of a wall that ranges in height from 3'-6” at the east property line to
5’-3" at the west property line, a Minor Exception Permit is required.

According to Municipal Code Section No. 17.66.020, in order for the Community
Development Director to approve the Minor Exception Permit, one of the following
findings must be made:

1. The requested minor exception is warranted by practical difficulties; or,

2. The requested minor exception is warranted by an unnecessary hardship; or,

3. The requested minor exception is necessary to avoid inconsistencies with the
general intent of Title 17 of the Municipal Code

The applicant is proposing a wall between the 20-foot front yard setback line and the
front building fagade. The wall would have a consistent top-of-wall elevation of 201.2’
and would increase in height from a “by-right” height of 3'-6” along the east property line
to §’-3" at the west property line where the grade elevation decreases by almost 2 feet.

10
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Staff is of the opinion that a request for a Minor Exception Permit is warranted and can
be supported to allow the wall to increase in height from 3’-6” to 5°-3". In order to
provide a uniform design, the Applicant is proposing to maintain the top-of-wall elevation
across the entire wall. Two thirds of the wall would maintain the “by-right” 3'-6” height
limit. The remaining one third portion of the wall that would increase in height to 5’-3”
would be located in front of the proposed garage and, according to the applicant, is
where the trashcans would be stored. Requiring the applicant to reduce the height of
the wall to measure a maximum of 3’-6” would result in practical difficulties for designing
and constructing a structure that is uniform in design and visually pleasing, as seen
from the street. For these reasons, Staff supports the applicant’s request for a wall that
ranges in height from 3’-6” along the east property line to 5’-3” along the west property
line.

In addition to the review criteria listed in Chapter 17.66 (Minor Exception Permits), the
director of planning shall use but not be limited to the following criteria (in bold type) in
assessing such an application:

a) The height of the fence, wall or hedge will not be detrimental to the public
safety and welfare’

The wall will be located behind the 20-foot front yard setback, far from the public right-
of-way, and will not be detrimental to the public safety and welfare. As such, this
criterion has been met.

b) The line of sight over or through the fence is adequate for safety and does not
significantly impair a view from the viewing area of an adjacent parcel as defined
in Section 17.02.040 (Single-Family Residential Districts) of this title;

The wall will be located at the front of the residence, and will only be visible from the
public right-of-way. Further, due to the surrounding topography and lot configurations,
the wall would not inhibit any views enjoyed from the viewing areas of adjacent parcels.
As such, this criterion has been met.

c) On corner lots, intersection visibility as identified in Section 17.48.070 (Lots,
Setbacks, Open Space Area and Building Height) of this title is not obstructed;
and

The subject lot is an interior lot. As such, this criterion does not apply.

d) The height of the retaining wall portion does not exceed the grading limits set
forth in Section 17.76.040 (Grading permit) of this title.

11
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The wall is not a retaining wall. As such, this criterion does not apply.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Foliage Analysis:

As the additions would create more than 120 square feet of viewing or gathering area, a
foliage analysis was triggered. Staff conducted a site visit on March 8, 2010 and
concluded that the tree located within the front yard will exceed 16 feet in height. As
such, Staff has added a condition that requires the applicant to trim the tree to a
maximum height of 16 feet, prior to issuance of a building permit.

Public Notice:

As a result of the public notice, Staff received the attached correspondence from the
property owner (Matthew Fredricks) at 30945 Rue Valois and the property owners at
31015 Via Rivera (Nikoo Afifiyan and Ali Ahmady). The communication the neighbor at
30945 Rue Valois revealed concerns regarding the primary views of Catalina and the
Pacific Ocean, as seen from the main living area of the neighboring lot. The
communication from the property owner at 31015 Via Rivera relayed concerns having to
do with privacy impacts from the proposed second story windows and balcony along the
rear fagade.

In regards to the concerns of view impairment from the neighbors, Staff conducted a
view analysis from the neighbor's primary viewing area (living room). As discussed
earlier, Staff concluded that a portion of the new residence below 16’-0” in height would
not obstruct this resident’s view and thus the view impairment was not protected by the
code. Staff discussed the applicability of the development code with the neighbor and
let them know that although the code would not consider the view impact, Staff would
relay the neighbor’s concerns to the applicant.

As a result of notifying the applicant that a portion of the new residence would block the
eastern neighbor’s view, the applicant met with the neighbor to discuss and address the
view concerns. The neighbor relayed concerns with only the eastern fagade of the
proposed residence and requested that the rear yard setback be increased by 8-0". The
applicant increased the rear yard setback by 4’-0” and had reconstructed the silhouette.
The neighbor continued to relay concerns with the small portion of the residence that
was obstructing their view and requested further setbacks. On March 14, 2010, the
applicant and neighbor came to an agreement and the applicant increased the setback
by an additional 3’-0", for a total of 7°-0". Although a redesign of the residence was not
required, the applicant agreed to voluntarily redesign the project to where no view
impairment exists to the neighbor to the east. As such, this issue has been addressed
and Mr. Fredricks (neighbor at 30945 Rue Valois) has stated that he no longer has
concerns with the proposed project.

12
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As noted above, the neighbor at 31015 Via Rivera stressed concerns with privacy
impact from the proposed south facing windows and rear yard balcony. In order to
address this neighbor’s concerns, Staff has added a condition of approval requiring the
windows along the south fagade to be maintained with opaque glass. In addition, Staff
has added a condition requiring foliage to be planted in front of the existing wall at the
rear property line, at a maximum height of 9’-0” to help screen views from the balcony
onto the rear yard of 31015 Via Rivera. As such, Staff is of the opinion that the privacy
impacts have been addressed.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above analysis, Staff concludes that all of the required findings can be
adopted to conditionally approve the Height Variation for the demolition of the existing
residence and the construction of a new 3,567 square foot -2-story residence. In
addition, Staff concludes that all the required findings for a Minor Exception Permit to
allow a wall ranging in height from 3’-6” at the east side property line to 5’-3” at the west
side property line could be constructed between the 20-foot front setback line and front
facade of the existing residence. More specifically, Staff is concluding that the proposed
project, as conditioned, does not create view impairment, is compatible with the
neighborhood, and does not create privacy impacts. As such, Staff is recommending
that the Planning Commission approve, with conditions, the Height Variation & Minor
Exception Permit (Case No. ZON2009-00497).

ALTERNATIVES

In addition to Staff's recommendation, the following alternatives are available for the
Planning Commission to act on:

1. Approve the Height Variation and Minor Exception Permit (Case No. ZON2009-
00497), as submitted.

2. Deny, without prejudice, the Height Variation and Minor Exception Permit (Case
No. ZON2009-00497).

3. Identify any issues of concern with the proposed project, provide Staff and/or the
applicant with direction in modifying the project, and continue the public hearing
to a date certain.

ATTACHMENTS

Draft Planning Commission Resolution No. 2010-_J
Exhibit B |
Correspondence Letters |
Project Plans
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P.C. RESOLUTION NO. 2010-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES CONDITIONALLY
APPROVING A HEIGHT VARIATION AND MINOR EXCEPTION
PERMIT FOR THE DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING
RESIDENCE AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 3,567
SQUARE FOOT 2-STORY RESIDENCE AND A NEW FRONT
YARD WALL WITH A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF §°’-3” (PLANNING
CASE NO. ZON2009-00497) LOCATED AT 30939 RUE VALOIS.

WHEREAS, on December 23, 2009, the property owners, Ranwa Haddad and Ed Giriffin,
submitted a Height Variation and Minor Exception Permit application to the Community
Development Department for review and processing requesting approval to construct a new
3,567 square foot 2-story residence and a front yard wall with a maximum height of 5°-3”. On
January 14, 2010, Staff completed the initial review of the application, at which time the
application was deemed incomplete due to missing information on the project plans; and,

WHEREAS, Staff deemed the application complete on February 2, 2010; and,

WHEREAS, on February 11, 2010, Staff mailed notices to 53 property owners within a
500-foot radius from the subject property, providing a 30-day time period for the submittal of
comments and concerns. In addition, a Public Notice was published in the Peninsula News on
February 11, 2010; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq. ("CEQA"), the State's CEQA Guidelines, California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et. seq., the City's Local CEQA Guidelines, and
Government Code Section 65962.5(f) (Hazardous Waste and Substances Statement), Staff
found no evidence that the approval of the requested Height Variation or Minor Exception Permit
would have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, the proposed project has
been found to be categorically exempt (Section 15303(e)(2)); and,

WHEREAS, after notice issued pursuant to the requirements of the Rancho Palos
Verdes Development Code, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public hearing on
March 23, 2010, at which time all interested parties were given an opportunity to be heard and
present evidence; and,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE
AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1:  The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact with respect
to the application for a Height Variation to allow the demoilition of the existing 3,305 square foot
single-story residence and the construction of a new 3,567 square foot two-story residence:

A The applicant has complied with the Early Neighbor Consultation process established by
the City by obtaining property owners’ acknowledgement signatures from 83% of the
property owners within a 100-foot radius of the subject property and 30% of the property
owners within a 500-foot radius of the subject property.

14



The Height Variation is warranted since the proposed two-story residence which exceeds
sixteen feet in height does not significantly impair a view from public property (parks,
major thoroughfares, bike ways, walkways or equestrian trails), which has been identified
in the City's General Plan or Coastal Specific Plan, as City-designated viewing areas due
to the topography in the area and the location of the subject property.

The Height Variation is warranted since the proposed two-story addition that exceeds
sixteen feet in height is not located on a ridge or promontory. The subject property is
located within a fully developed single-family residential neighborhood, on an existing
pad lot. The residence is not located on a ridge or a promontory, as defined in the
Municipal Code.

The Height Variation is warranted because the portions of the new residence which
exceed sixteen feet in height, when considered exclusive of existing foliage, do not
significantly impair views of Catalina or the Pacific Ocean from the viewing area of
another parcel due to the site design and configuration of the proposed residence.

The Height Variation is warranted since there is no significant cumulative view
impairment caused by granting the application. Cumulative view impairment shall be
determined by: (a) considering the amount of view impairment that would be caused by
the proposed new structure that is above sixteen feet in height or addition to a structure
that is above sixteen feet in height; and (b) considering the amount of view impairment
that would be caused by the construction on other parcels of similar new structures or
additions that exceed sixteen feet in height. Specifically, the viewshed of the neighboring
property to the east spans in a southwest direction across Hawthorne Boulevard and
there are no other lots that share the same viewshed due to the orientation and lot
configuration of properties in the surrounding neighborhood.

The Height Variation is warranted as the proposed structure complies with all other Code
requirements, including the RS-4 zoning district development standards with respect to
lot coverage and setbacks, and the off-street parking requirements for single-family
residences.

The Height Variation is warranted as the proposed structure is compatible with the
immediate neighborhood character in terms of the scale of surrounding residences,
architectural style and bulk and mass. The square footage, proposed lot coverage and
setbacks, are consistent with those of the surrounding properties. As conditioned, the
architectural style of the proposed residence would utilize similar architectural material
and styles found in the immediate neighborhood.

The Height Variation is warranted since the new residence, as conditioned, would not
create an unreasonable infringement of the privacy of the occupants of abutting
residences as the applicant will be required to plant foliage directly in front of the existing
wall to help screen the balcony and views of the neighboring property to the south, and
the second story windows along the south facing facades are conditioned to be opaque.

P.C. Resolution No. 2010-
Page 2 of 7
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Section 2: With respect to the Minor Exception Permit to allow a wall, measuring 3’-6”
at the east property line and 5'-3” at the west property line, located between the 20-foot front
yard setback and the front fagade of the proposed residence, approval of the Minor Exception
Permit is warranted because the applicant would incur practical difficulties if required to design
and construct a wall that maintained a maximum height of 3'-6” due to the grade change along
the western half of the front yard.

Section 3: Any interested person aggrieved by this decision or by any portion of this
decision may appeal to the City Council. Pursuant to Sections 17.02.040(C)(1)(g) of the Rancho
Palos Verdes Municipal Code, any such appeal must be filed with the City, in writing, setting
forth the grounds of the appeal and any specific actions requested by the appellant, and
accompanied by the appropriate appeal fee, no later than fifteen (15) days following March 23,
2010, the date of the Planning Commission’s final action.

Section 4: For the foregoing reasons and based on the information and findings
included in the Staff Report, Minutes and other records of proceedings, the Planning
Commission of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes hereby conditionally approves a Height
Variation and Minor Exception Permit (Planning Case No. ZON2008-00497) for the construction
of a new 3,567 square foot residence and a 3'-6” tall to 5'-3” tall wall between the front yard
setback and the front fagade of the new residence, located at 30939 Rue Valois, subject to the
conditions of approval in the attached Exhibit 'A’.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 23" day of March 2010, by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

Bill Gerstner
Chairman

Joel Rojas, AlcP
Community Development Director

P.C. Resolution No. 2010-
Page 3 of 7
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EXHIBIT 'A’
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR
PLANNING CASE NO. ZON2009-00497
(Haddad and Griffin, 30939 Rue Valois)

General Conditions:

1.

Prior to the submittal of plans into Building and Safety plan check, the applicant and the
property owner shall submit to the City a statement, in writing, that they have read,
understand and agree to all conditions of approval listed below. Failure to provide said
written statement within ninety (90) days following the date of this approval shall render
this approval null and void.

Prior to the submittal of plans into Building and Safety plan check, the applicant shall
obtain an encroachment permit from the Director of Public Works for any curb cuts,
dumpsters in the street or any other temporary or permanent improvements within the
public rights-of-way.

Approval of this permit shall not be construed as a waiver of applicable and appropriate
zoning regulations, or any Federal, State, County and/or City laws and regulations.
Unless otherwise expressly specified, all other requirements of the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes Municipal Code shall apply.

The project development on the site shall conform to the specific standards contained in
these conditions of approval or, if not addressed herein, shall conform to the residential
development standards of the City’s Municipal Code, including but not limited to height,
setback and lot coverage standards.

Failure to comply with and adhere to all of these conditions of approval may be cause to
revoke the approval of the project pursuant to the revocation procedures contained in
Section 17.86.060 of the City's Municipal Code.

If the applicant has not submitted an application for a building permit for the approved
project or not commenced the approved project as described in Section 17.86.070 of the
City’s Municipal Code within one year of the final effective date of the Notice of Decision,
approval of the project shall expire and be of no further effect unless, prior to expiration,
a written request for extension is filed with the Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement and approved by the Director.

In the event that any of these conditions conflict with the recommendations and/or
requirements of another permitting agency or City department, the stricter standard shall

apply.
Unless otherwise designated in these conditions, all construction shall be completed in

substantial conformance with the plans stamped APPROVED by the City with the
effective date of the Notice of Decision.

P.C. Resoiution No. 2010-
Page 4 of 7
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

Permitted hours and days for construction activity are 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Monday
through Saturday, with no construction activity permitted on Sundays or on the legal
holidays specified in Section 17.96.920 of the Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code.
Trucks shall not park, queue and/or idle at the project site or in the adjoining public
rights-of-way before 7:00 AM, Monday through Saturday, in accordance with the
permitted hours of construction stated in this condition.

Unless modified by the approval of future planning applications, the approved project
shall maintain a maximum of 50% lot coverage (40.6% proposed) and the following
setbacks from the applicable property lines:

Front 20 feet (19°-9” existing, no change)
Second Story 25 feet (33’-0” proposed)

South Side 4’-9” feet (4’-9” existing and proposed)
North Side 5 feet (9-8” existing, no change)

Rear 15 feet (33-2%existing, no change)

Maximum hardscape coverage within the 20-foot front-yard setback area shall not
exceed 50%.

A minimum 2-car garage shall be provided, with each required parking space being
individually accessible and maintaining minimum unobstructed dimensions of 9 feet in
width and 20 feet in depth, with a minimum of 7 feet of vertical clearance.

Exterior residential lighting shall be in compliance with the standards of Section
17.66.030 of the Rancho Palos Verdes Development Code. No outdoor lighting is
permitted where the light source is directed toward or results in direct illumination of a
parcel of property or properties other than that upon which such light source is physically
located.

All landscaping and construction activities shall exercise effective dust control
techniques, either through screening and/or watering.

All construction sites shall be maintained in a secure, safe, neat and orderly manner.
Temporary portable bathrooms shall be provided on a construction site if required by the
City's Building Official. Said portable bathrooms shall be subject to the approval of the
City's Building Official and shall be placed in a location that will minimize disturbance to
the surrounding property owners.

P.C. Resolution No. 2010-
Page 5 of 7
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17.

All applicable permits required by the Building and Safety Division shall be obtained by
the applicant prior to the commencement of construction.

Height Variation Conditions:

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

This approval is for the construction of a new 3,567 square foot two-story residence.
BUILDING AREA CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL ENGINEER OR
SURVEYOR SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION. CERTIFICATION SHALL BE
SUBMITTED TO THE CITY’S BULDING OFFICIAL FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL
PRIOR TO BULDING PERMIT FINAL.

The new residence shall maintain a maximum height of 26’-0”, as measured from the
lowest finished grade adjacent to the building foundation/siab. BUILDING HEIGHT
CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR
SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION. CERTIFICATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED
TO THE CITY’S BUILDING OFFICIAL FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO
ROOF FRAMING/SHEETING INSPECTION.

Allwindows and doors along south facing facades of the second story addition shall
be opaque.

The residence shall not incorporate balconies or doors along the front fagade of the
second story, facing Rue Valois.

The residence shall maintain a 25'-4” front yard setback, minimum 5’-0” side yard
setbacks, and 47°-5” rear yard setback at the east side of the rear fagade and a 52'-
1" rear yard setback at the west side of the rear fagade. SETBACK
CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED. A LICENSED CIVIL ENGINEER OR SURVEYOR
SHALL PREPARE THE CERTIFICATION. CERTIFICATION SHALL BE
SUBMITTED TO THE CITY’S BUILDING OFFICIAL FOR REVIEW AND
APPROVAL PRIOR TO ROOF FRAMING/SHEETING INSPECTION.

Other than the required spark arrestors, there shall not be any
decorative/architectural features on the tops of the chimneys. Since a spark
arrestor is required for every chimney, the spark arrestor shall be considered part of
the chimney. Therefore, the proposed chimneys shall not be any higher than the
minimum height required by the Uniform Building Code. The spark arrestors on the
chimneys shall be the shortest spark arrestor required by the manufacturers
specifications for the type of fireplace installed.

The air conditioning units may extend within 3’-0” of the side property line provided
that the mechanical equipment is not visible from the public right-of-way and noise
levels from the mechanical equipment do not exceed sixty-five dBA, as measured
from the property line.

Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall trim the existing tree,

P.C. Resolution No. 2010-
Page 6 of 7
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26.

located within the front yard, to a maximum height of 16°-0".

Prior to Final on a Building Permit, the applicant shall plant foliage along the entirety
of the existing wall located along the rear yard. The foliage shall be planted within 5
feet of the wall. The foliage shall be of a plant type that will grow to reasonably
screen views from the balcony onto the rear yard of 31015 Via Rivera. The foliage
shall not exceed a maximum height of 8'-0”, as measured from both sides of the
existing, freestanding wall.

P.C. Resolution No. 2010-
Page 7 of 7
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Ms. Leza Mikhail R ECEEVED

Associate Planner
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement Dept. MAR 02 2010

30940 Hawthorne Bivd, RPV . ‘
PLANNING, BUILDING AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

Dear Ms. Mikhail,

I am writing to you in response to the notice for height variation/ minor exception permit (Case#
ZON2009-00497) for the project at 30939 Rue Valois Rancho Palos Verdes.

First, | would like to point out some characteristics of the neighborhood on Rue Valois. The
majority of the existing neighborhood homes along Rue Valois are single story. The two homes
that are 2 stories remain within the original footprint of the existing house. This track was
originally laid out, aligned, and constructed in such a way that each structure does not impose
on the other’s ocean view along the track.

As an immediate neighbor abutting the eastside of 30939 Rue Valois, my concerns are:

e The proposed 2 story design does not follow the existing footprint. It is set further back
and askew within the lot. This approach disrupts the alignment with the existing
neighboring homes causing the building to now intrude into the ocean view from my
living room, where the original building did not intrude into the ocean view.

¢ The proposed 2 story design is forced further into the rear of the lot (the ocean view
area) beyond the existing footprint in order to make way for an unusually large motor
court area in the front of the lot. This design feature and approach results in ocean view
impairment and privacy issues at the expense of my parcel.

o The proposed 2 story design is not compatible with the character of the surrounding area
homes. The extra large motor court in the front of the lot, askew building placement, and
excessive height is unlike any other in the neighborhood. If built beyond the existing
footprint to the rear (south ocean view area) it becomes an imposing structure in my
back patio gathering area and intrudes on privacy. It will stand out among the row of
existing single-story residences becoming an eye-sore.

The City’s definition of the “Viewing Area” is as follows:

On developed lots, the "viewing area" may be located on any level surface within the house
(excluding bathrooms, closets, hallways or garages) which is at or above the existing grade
adjacent to the exterior wall of the part of the building nearest to the ”wewmg area" or w:thln the
bu:ldable area of the Iot A viewir g ‘ :
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e As per this definition, the proposed structure obstructs the “viewing area” of my parcel
creating a hardship.

The City also mentions, “In documenting the views, Staff will usually conduct their view analysis
in a natural standing position. If so, then my view is obstructed by the proposed building
footprint. The proposed design places the large stucco building only a few feet from my living
room bay window blocking my ocean view.

| puchased my house in 2002 and have made the conscious effort to maintain the homogenous
character of the neighborhood in all my house renovations (roof, exterior as well as interior) and
that | would expect the same from the rest. By doing so, it has improved the home values in the
vicinity; however, it would not be the case in this proposed home design.

| agreed to SIGN the early neighborhood consultation because | would like to maintain the
amicable relationship with the Griffins. | wish the Griffins the best for their dream home,
however, not at the expense of the peace and enjoyment of my property.

When the silhouette was constructed, | came to realize a significant loss of my ocean view and
privacy from my parcel. The main imposition from the proposed design is the expansion of the
building from the existing footprint towards the back of the lot placing the stucco building in the
ocean view from my living room where the building did not appear before.

Lastly, much of this could be remedied by not extending beyond the existing southern building
footprint at the rear (south viewing area) of the lot. The proposed 2 story design could
accomplish this by moving the building towards the front of the lot (original building footprint)
where there is no view blocking issue, and reducing the extra large sized motor court.

Because of these design issues, unfortunately, | have to oppose this proposal and | am ready to
work with the Griffins on a more reasonable proposal that would be agreeable and fair to me as
a neighbor.

Sincerely,

MatthewJ é;ed%r;cks 6 EO) 154) - 3295
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Griffin 30939 Rue Valois

Fredericks 30945 Rue Valois
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The existing neighborhood track homes (shown above) along Rue Valois enjoy an
ocean view from the rear of each lot. The homes were originally laid out, aligned,
and constructed in such a way that each structure does not impose on the other’s
view along the track.
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Proposed 2 story structure at
Proposed motor ct at 30939 = 30939 Rue Valois
Rue Valois o

Fredericks 30945 Rue Valois

The main structure (depicted in #£%) is pushed southward some 11 feet to support
the large motor court (depicted in &.:/£) occupying the front of the lot.

This puts the stucco structure right outside the living room bay window directly in
the ocean view of the of 30945.
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Existing footprint wall

The proposed structure relocation
11 feet southward is in dispute.

The proposed stucco structure expands southward 11 feet from the existing
structure footprint into the ocean view of the living room bay window.
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now be directly in the bay window

The relocation of the proposed building now impinges on the scene from the
living room bay window.
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The proposed structure
relocation southward is
in dispute.

The existing structure
footprint

Moving the proposed structure southward from the existing footprint creates a
dominating feature from both outside and inside my residence.

the maximum before the building begins to impose
on the ocean view.
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From inside the living room the stucco building comes
into the ocean view where it never appeared before.
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From inside the living room the stucco building comes
into the ocean view where it never appeared before.

The building is askew. Moving the building towards
the street and reducing the extra large parking area
would solve the problem.

29



Page 1 of 1

Leza Mikhail

From: nikoo afifiyan [afifiyan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 8:32 PM
To: lezam@rpv.com

Subject: 30939 Rue Valois construction

Dear Ms Leza Mikhail,

I refer to our conversation today morning regarding the above construction. As I expressed to you, we
have a serious concern in regards to privacy of our family and appreciate for conveying our concerns to
all parties involved.

Our house is located south of the 30939 Rue Valois. According to the two story building plan, our two
bedrooms and backyard is overlooked by the said property. Their building is in fact facing our
daughter’s bedrooms and backyard; causing our deep concern in breaching the privacy of our family,
specially our daughters. We moved to this property a year ago, to provide a secure and safe life so that
our daughters can enjoy the beautiful worry-free experience of life, and have wonderful childhood
memories. We believe providing a safe, secure, and comfortable environment is one of the fundamental
responsibilities and the least duty of each parent to nurture and cherish them to be able to channel their
potentials into reality and make them ready for long journey of life to serve their society. We trust, any
parent would understand our deep concern and would like to request the property owners Mr. Griffin
and Ms Haddad, the architect Mr. George Shaw, the city hall staff and inspectors, and everybody
involved in this project to put themselves for a moment in our position and honestly, and sincerely
advised us what they would do. We are very grateful and appreciate for any effort in addressing our
concern.

Thank you

Best regards

Nikoo Afifiyan/Ali Ahmady
31015 Via Rivera

Tel: 310 544 4564
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