
RESOLUTION CDP 14-16 

A RESOLUTION OF THE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD OF THE 
CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

APPLICATION NO 13-2181 
Whereas, an application has been filed in accordance with Title 25-07 of the 

Laguna Beach Municipal Code, requesting a Coastal Development Permit for the following 
descnbed property located within the City of Laguna Beach 

31514 Mar Vista Avenue 
APN 056-091-21 

and, 
Whereas, the review of such application has been conducted in compliance with the 

requirements of Title 25 07, and, 

Whereas, after conducting a noticed public hearing, the Design Review Board has found 
1 	The project is in conformity with all the applicable provisions of the General Plan, 

including the Certified Local Coastal Program and any applicable specific plans in that the visual 
impacts of the development have been minimized because the proposed structure is similar in 
size to neighbonng buildings therefore maintaining compatibility with surrounding development 

3 	The proposed development, as conditioned in Design Review 13-2145, will not 
have any significant adverse impact on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act in that the proposed project is in compliance with the applicable rules 
and regulations set forth in the Municipal Code and will not cause any significant adverse 
impacts on the environment 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that a Coastal Development Permit is hereby 
approved to the extent indicated 

Permission is granted in the R1 zone to construct a new single-family residence 

1 	Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgement The Coastal Development Permit 
(' permit") is not valid and development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by 
the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the 
terms and conditions, is returned to the Community Development Department 

2 	Expiration If development has not commenced within two years from the final 
action of the approval authority on the application, the permit will expire Development, once 
commenced, shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time 
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date 

3 	Interpretation Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Community Development Director or permit approval authority 

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



a4) 
ATTEST 

■■ 

5 	Terms and Conditions Run with the Land These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the approval authority and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions 
6 	Indemnification The permittee, and the permittee's successors, heirs and assigns, shall protect, defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its officers, employees or agents arising out of or resulting from the negligence of the permittee or the permittee's agents, employees or contractors 
7 	Plan Reliance and Modification Restriction In the absence of specific provisions or conditions herein to the contrary, the application and all plans or exhibits attached to the application are relied upon, incorporated and made a part of this resolution It is required that such plans or exhibits be complied with and implemented in a consistent manner with the approved use and other conditions of approval Such plans and exhibits for which this permit has been granted shall not be changed or amended except pursuant to a subsequent amendment to the permit or new permit as might otherwise be required or granted pursuant to the terms of Title 25 of the City of Laguna Beach Municipal Code 

8 	Grounds for Revocation Failure to abide by and faithfully comply with any and all conditions attached to the granting of this permit shall constitute grounds for revocation of said permit 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the subject Coastal Development Permit shall not become effective until after an elapsed period of fourteen (14) calendar days from and after the date of the action authorizing such permit 

PASSED on May 8, 2014, by the following vote of the Design Review Board of the City of Laguna Beach, California 

AYES 
	

LeBon, Simpson, Zur Schmiede 
NOES 
	

Liuzzi, McErlane 
ABSENT None 
ABSTAIN None 

Staff Representative 

Board of Adjustment Resolution No CDP 14-16 



MINUTES 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 
MAY 8, 2014 

A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 
City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6 00 p m in the City Council Chambers 
on May 8, 2014 

Present 	Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, Roger McErlane, Monica Simpson, 
Robin Zur Schmiede 

Absent 	None 

Staff Present 	Nancy Csira, Belinda Deines, Martina Speare, Margaret Brown 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

7 31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21 (Staff Assist) (APPROVED WITH  
CONDITIONS)  
DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL 
EXEMPTION LAST HEARD 3/27 (THIRD HEARING) 

The applicant requests design review and a coastal development permit to construct a new 
3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low Density) Zone 
Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem parking, skylights, 
air conditioning, chimney height grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and landscaping 

Project Representative Contractor Jon DeLangis said they, moved the south 
building line along the Baker property line back almost four feet, they had 
previously made accommodations for a potential neighboring property but 
subsequently have lowered the master bedroom elevation by two and a half feet, 
lowered the family level by a foot and a half, eliminated a significant portion off 
the living room area facing Mr Baker (269 square feet), removed a steel column on 
that line, pulled the upper-level balcony back, decreased window size in the lower 
bedroom facing Mr Baker, installed additional Oak Trees on that side which are on 
the landscape plan and made changes that affected the driveway retaining walls 
significantly The Board gave direction to lower the garage floor level but it 
increased slightly and increased the average driveway slope from eight to ten 
percent Doing that created a north driveway retaining wall which is now lower 
which was driven by lowering the middle floor levels and also lowered the overall 
building height by one foot on the upper level, changed the articulation of the 
master bedroom and relocated the master bedroom fireplace swapping its location 
with patio doors, moved the master bedroom patio to the north which allowed 
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opening up a northwest view corridor while maintaining the southwest view 

corridor 

Public Testimony Joe Baker, 31516 Mar Vista Avenue, commended the applicant 

team for moving the stakes back where they could be seen and it has helped him a 

lot He feels he has more space and privacy than in the past He has a concern with 

a back window that looks onto his deck where he spends a lot of time It was 

supposed to be reduced but the amount reduced is not in the staff report He 

would like to know the size He appreciates the applicant team's effort and 

welcomes the Hamiltons 

Anita Dobbs, 31517 Eagle Rock Way, questioned the building size in proportion to 

lot size She indicated the structure would occupy 44% of the property now If you 

include the garage and deck it comes to 4,645 or 63% of the property In staff report 

Coastal Development Permit criteria item #6 says it will be visually compatible 

with character of the surrounding areas In previous reports it said it was 

compatible although some neighbors and some Board members didn t think it was 

She wonders if it is neighborhood compatible as most downhill neighbors think it s 

not At the last hearing the staking was deemed to be incorrect Stakes were put 

back up just yesterday It looks like things have been changed and she wonders if 

the stakes are correct 

Elizabeth Phillips, 31511 Scenic Drive, appreciates the lower plate heights, garage 

height and window size 3,226 square feet falls short of the recommendation at the 

last hearing She also mentioned the stakes just went back up yesterday She feels 

this house is not compatible with the cottage-style neighborhood The people in the 

neighborhood have no homeowners' association so they look to Design Review to 

protect the ambience of their neighborhood 

Jim Dobbs, 31517 Eagle Rock Way, was unable to attend the second hearing and 

didn't have a chance to rebut Mr Kawaratani s comment that Mr Baker had 

"cherry picked the square-footage numbers for the surrounding area That's not 

true, those numbers show it s not neighborhood compatible The exterior mass is an 

unattractive exclamation point as you drive up toward the ndgeline Mr 

Kawarataru said the property was private property suggesting the right of the 

neighborhood to ask for a smaller design was trumped by the property owner's 

right to build as he wished Rules are in place that regulate property rights or the 

right of everyone Rule #6 - that the project be visually compatible with 

surrounding area He asked the Board to extend that to the uphill neighborhood 

He read from a recent Mansioruzation article in the LA Times which said many 

community are dealing with houses on steroids - the same situation being dealt 

with here He doesn't oppose modernization as long as it s respectful to the 

neighborhood and preserves the scale of the neighborhood 

ni diz.e 
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Rebuttal Mr DeLangis said the bedroom window in question is now four feet 

wide, four feet six inches tall The lot coverage is 42% which is inside the allowable 

The proposed square footage is less than 100 square feet from the Board suggested 

3,100 square feet although they made a great effort to get there With regard to the 

staking he sent a letter to the Board regarding activities taking place on Mar Vista 

The South Coast Water District has a project surrounding this property and the 

contractors have been using that lot as a staging area The stakes were replaced five 

times, as recently as two days ago and they are certified 

Board Questions Ms LeBon said the Board just received landscape plans The 

window just reduced in bedroom three is not addressing the privacy concerns as 

much She asked if they are willing to put two more Island Bush Poppies right by 

that window Ms Simpson said she would have suggested Oaks Mr DeLangis 

said they were willing and consultant Steve Kawaratani thinks Island Bush 

Poppies six feet high would do the trick They have also added two Oaks on the 

property line 

Mr McErlane said the reference sheet on changes in elevations and plate heights 

show a lot of these have gone up from the first hearing He asked why the garage 

finished floor is up two feet and the master finished floor up a foot and a half Mr 

DeLangis said the master floor elevation is eighteen inches above the original 

submittal but to keep in mind that from the first to third submittals they have 

articulated the entire structure to gain increased distance on the south property line 

and that pushes the entire structure up the slope Mr McErlane asked how the 

driveway has moved upslope and how that s raised the garage finished floor Mr 

DeLangis said they increased the driveway to a ten percent average slope and 

pushed the house as far as possible up the slope, moved another six inches which 

moved the garage up the slope The prominent element of mass on the west side is 

the retaining walls surrounding the driveway By increasing the driveway slope, 

lowering middle floor levels and reducing garage height they reduced exposed 

elements and moved the master patio away from the garage and removed two 

terrace walls in front by lowering driveway retaining walls and by lowering the 

master bedroom walls they removed two front walls from the master patio Mr 

McErlane said he had suggested reducing garage plate height by raising the 

finished floor Mr DeLangis said it was reduced two feet from last time Mr 

McErlane said a ten percent sloped driveway - getting children s seats and groceries 

out - is a tough slope if you don t have to have it that way Mr DeLangis said they 

have lowered the garage ceiling two feet with this design 

Ms Zur Schmiede asked the reason for the one-foot finished floor differential 

between the master and the rooms next to it Mr DeLangis said having some floor 

elevation change between the master and the rest of the family spaces creates a 

sense of separation Ms Zur Schmiede asked if it would help if moved down a 

PIK e 
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foot Ms Zur Schmiede said the floor elevation was moved down a foot it might 

help with the grade Mr DeLangis said it does but starts getting into complexities 

with stairs and moving between floors Ms Zur Schmiede verified their agreement 

to cover the pool She asked if the 600 square feet of deck is all in pool area Mr 

DeLangis said no there is a small deck space on the middle level of bedroom two 

She asked what is driving the upper level being so much higher and reviewed the 

plans with Mr DeLangis She commented the design depends on that differential - 

it can t be lowered without changing the design Mr DeLangis agreed and said 

these are moderately pitched roofs Ms Zur Schmiede said there was no color 

board and she verified it is dark-stained wood on the side and the rest of the 

surface area is smooth stucco The roof was selected with input from the property 

owner above When you look over the roof the color is not bright, not galvanized 

and blends with the natural scenery 

Ms Simpson verified with staff that this project is within maximum site coverage at 

33% 

Board Comments Mr McErlane said he still feels like they are playing games with 

the garage to justify the finished floor If the driveway moves upslope you are 

higher up the street and shouldn t have to be any steeper Going to 10% is 

increasing the height of the whole structure He would like the driveway brought 

down to 2 or 3 % enough for drainage and the finished floor would be elevation 97 

for the garage A ten-foot plate height would be at 106 That s how he d like to see 

it He thinks it's possible to separate the master bedroom and step the house up the 

hill as opposed to raising the whole house This is not acceptable for him There's a 

lot of good work on the rest of the project - especially for Mr Baker But to 

maintain a better scale on Mar Vista - the context street that s more important - at 

least some of that house has to come down 

Ms Liuzzi agreed with her colleague on moving five feet from Mr Baker - it 

moved four She thinks they have to lower the driveway as she said before She 

felt they were jacking this house up to see over a house across the street She can t 

support the project One reason she agrees it should come down is for the aesthetic 

context of the neighborhood As you approach you will turn up Eagle Rock Way 

with small cottages and beautiful trees, where there are two houses were recently 

approved and you can t pick them out When you come to this house it will look 

over all the little pitched roofs and trees but what they see from below looking up is 

not what the applicant sees If they were to bring the house down it wouldn t be so 

visible from the houses below and it would help light and air into Mr Baker s 

property They have come a long way, she loves the style and mixture of materials 

It just needs to be less visible from below There have been a lot of mistakes on this 

street and if there are too many it changes the pattern of development That s 

what s happened here If it were just brought down a little more it wouldn t be so 
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visible from below 

Ms LeBon was close to approval at the last hearing - she just asked for adjustments 

for the living room component of the building She doesn t feel the garage area is 

too massive and thinks they have done a good job of articulation of materials The 

deck off the secondary bedroom above the garage reduces that massing so she is 

okay with that portion Her concern was the living room and they have rectified 

that situation Mr Baker is much happier now that the house is pulled back onto 

the lot further and down a little She is ready to support the project with the 

addition of landscape plants 

Ms Zur Schmiede thinks the driveway grade and higher elevation for the garage 

floor is a problem for design access It renders the driveway hard to use and there's 

not a lot of street parking, they will have to use that driveway and garage At the 

last hearing there was too much retaining walls and if went down a foot or two 

she's unsure how much it would help the driveway grade Her biggest concern 

was not retaining wall height but the amount in front and now those walls are 

minimized with landscaping If the living room were lower it would help but she 

really likes the design The size is a little above the 3,100 square feet but she has 

looked at it and can t see where that 100 square feet would reduce the scale 

visually It's a much lighter design than the large ones and those down from Mr 

Baker are large and boxy without the variety in this design She likes the levels 

They have addressed Mr Baker s concerns and more bushes at that back window 

would alleviate that 

Ms Simpson feels they have done all asked to do but she is still on the fence She 

didn t have as much problem with the garage previously but understands Mr 

McErlane's concerns Mass and scale overall is reduced and moved more from Mr 

Baker and they took out the chimney as the Board asked Many still feel it's too big 

for neighborhood and this project is kind of on the edge The general rule of thumb 

is that a house should be no more than 50% of the lot size This is right below that - 

again right on the edge She thinks she is willing to support the project because 

they've done basically what was asked of them She thinks upper Mar Vista is a 
different neighborhood It has a lot of articulation and is within the building 
envelope 

Mr DeLangis said there is existing parking in the driveway and the trellis network 
above the driveway is almost at existing grade Mr McErlane wants the whole 
house lowered Mr Zur Schmiede asked how much difference it would make if the 
garage elevation was lowered a foot Mr DeLangis said it would be significant and 
closer to what Mr McErlane wanted Mr McErlane said the neighbors concern 
about scale could be addressed by stepping the house a little more than it is without 
changing anything but the stair connections to the master bedroom Ms Zur 
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Schmiede said this house in this location on upper Mar Vista doesn't have the same 

impact on mass and scale as those already there She would rather have more 

distance in between Ms Simpson suggested lowering a foot and 

splitting/ terracing the retaining walls Mr DeLangis said every step in the house is 

the same rise If the garage floor is lowered by seven inches that s one stair rise and 

equal to two percent of the driveway slope which brings it back to eight percent At 

the highest part of the north side retaining wall of the driveway is the area 

impacted That s currently at seven feet outside the garage If he lowers the garage 

by seven inches it will increase only that portion of retaining wall where it meets 

the house because of natural topography Ms Zur Schmiede verified the family 

room and bedroom would go down seven inches as well Mr McErlane verified 

the front of the house will shift seven inches Ms Zur Schmiede can approve with 

the seven inches and additional landscape The garage, family room and bedroom 

above with move the seven inches 

Ms LeBon made a motion seconded by Ms Simpson, to approve Design Review 

13-2145, Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 at 31514 Mar Vista Avenue with the 

condition that the landscape bushes be added outside bedroom three window per 

Ms Simpson s red line and the garage floor, driveway, bedroom two and family 

room above the garage be lowered seven inches Motion carried 3-2 

Motion 	Second MS Grant Y Deny 	Cont 	Unan 3-2 

LeBon Y Liuzzi N McErlane N Simpson Y Zur Schmiede Y 
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31514 MAR V 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, MAY 8, 2014 

7. 	31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21 (Staff Assist) 

DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION, LAST HEARD 3/27 

(THIRD HEARING) The applicant requests design review and a 

coastal development permit to construct a new 3,712 square-

foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low Density) 

Zone. Design review is required for the new structure, elevated 

decks, tandem parking, skylights, air conditioning, chimney height, 

grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and landscaping. 



LETTER FROM ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNER 

EXCERPTS FROM STAFF REPORT 

PROJECT CHANGES 

VIEW STUDY MORALES 
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DRB Hearing Date 5 8 2014 

Dear Board Members 

I am pleased to present the following revisions for the proposed Hamilton project in 

response to your comments presented during the DRB hearing held on March 27 2014 

1 	The proposed program has been reduced by 268 83 sq ft We have eliminated 3 5 ft 

+ of building width (combined upper and middle level) along the Joe Baker pi! The 

structure is narrower and further from Mr Baker s home about 32 + from building to 

building We have realigned the roof and removed the steel column at this location so 

there is less mass impact as well 

2 	We have lowered the level of the master bedroom by 2 6 The adjacent family room 

and Bedroom #2 has been lowered by 1 9 By lowering these levels the garage 

height has been reduced to 12 3 from 15 5 and the north driveway retaining wall 

has been reduced from 12 5 to 73 

3 	We have modified the driveway angle thereby reducing the height of the associated 

retaining walls as mentioned above 

4 	We have repositioned the Master bedroom fireplace exterior concrete patio and 

patio doors to achieve a Northwest view corridor rather than a West view corridor 

5 

	

	We have removed an additional 17 sq ft from the upper level deck facing Mr Baker s 

property to further mitigate his privacy concerns 

6 	The large window in bedroom #3 has been reduced per board recommendation for 

Mr Baker s privacy 

7 	We have provided three oak trees along the Baker p/I to further protect the privacy 

between the residences 

8 	The main level and entry has been lowered by one foot This has also helped to 

eliminate massing 

9 	The chimney above living room roof has been eliminated per Board comments 

To 
	

DRB Member s City of Laguna Beach Ca 

From 
	

Hugo Soria Design & Co 

303 Broadway #209 Laguna Beach CA 

Re 
	

Hamilton residence 31514 Mar Vista Ave 

Thank you for your consideration 	Hugo 
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CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT 0 

HEARING DATE 
	

May 8 2014 

TO 
	

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

CASE 
	

Design Review 13-2145 
Coastal Development Permit 13 2181 	

Cf) 

APPLICANT 
	

John DeLangis/Hugo Soria 
	

2 
(949) 306-4729 	 0 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATUS 

PREPARED BY 

Hamilton Residence 
31514 Mar Vista Avenue 
APN 056-091 21 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines the project is categorically exempt pursuant to 
Section 15303, Class 3 (a) in that a new single family residence is 
proposed in a residential zone 

Martina Speare Associate Planner 
(949) 464-6629 
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REQUESTED ACTION The applicant requests design review and a Coastal development 
permit to construct a new 3,226 square foot single family dwelling with 395 square feet of 
storage and 751 square feet of garage in the R 1 (Residential Low Density) Zone Design review 
is required for the new structure, elevated decks (668 square feet), tandem parking, skylights, air 
conditioning, chimney height grading, retaining walls pool/spa and landscaping 

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION The 7,307 square foot vacant parcel is located on the 
inland side of Mar Vista Avenue The property is considered steep with an a\ erage calculated 
slope of 28% The north and rear property lines abut a private section of Mar Vista Avenue 

DESIGN REVIEW HISTORY The project was discussed at two prior hearings on March 27, 
2014 and February 6 2014 At the second hearing the Board expressed concerns about the 
overall massing and volume of the structure Several board members requested that the plate 
heights be lowered, especially in the garage and at the south elevation The proposed external 
structural poles were also discussed The Board suggested reducing the square footage along the 
south elevation to provide further relief to the property at 31516 Mar Vista Avenue 

Privacy concerns were discussed regarding the windows on the south elevation The applicant 
agreed to review the chimney design and indicated that a direct vent fireplace was a possibility 
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Reference Sheet Location 1st Hearing 2nd Hearing 3rd Hearing 

Sheet A 2 Garage Finish Floor Elevation 96 5 97 5 98 67 

Sheet A 3 Master Finish Floor Elevation 109 113 110 5 

Sheet A 3 Living Room Finish Floor Elevation 111 113 111 5 

Sheet A 4 Upper Finish Floor Elevation 123 16 123 124 

Sheet A 10 
Sheet A 10 

	 Garage Plate Height 
Living Room Plate Height 

13 5' 
106 to 12 

145 
8 5 to 9 

12 
10 to 10'6 

Sheet A 5 
Sheet A 5 

Master Plate Height 
Uyper Plate Height (South Elevation) 

14' 

11 6 
10 

10 6' 

10 
96 

STAFF ANALYSIS The applicant has pulled in the south elevation of the home and reduced 
the overall square footage by 269 square feet The middle level of the home has been lowered by 
1 75 feet and the garage plate heights have been reduced from 14 5 feet to 12 feet since the 
second hearing (Section C on sheet A 10) 

The applicant has incorporated the previous comments from the Board and has reduced the 
bedroom window on the south elevation, eliminated the structural column at the middle level, 
relocated the master bedroom fireplace, and eliminated the chimney along the south elevation 
The entryway has also been lowered by one foot 

The majonty of the Board s comments at the previous hearings discussed lowering the house and 
reducing plate heights in an effort to reduce the massing of the structure The table below 
includes the past and proposed finished floor elevation and plate heights 11 appears that all of 
the proposed finish floor elevations are higher than the original proposal The higher finish floor 
elevations may add to the appearance of mass 

Past and Proposed Finish Floor Elevations and Plate Heights 
• *. k.3 .6" 	• 	• 

CONCLUSION The applicant has pulled the home away from the southern neighbor and has 
reduced the overall living and deck area The applicant has made several changes to address the 
Board's concerns The finish floor elevations have been raised since the initial hearing and this 
may add to the appearance of mass 

ATTACHMENTS Project Summary Tables 
Minutes/Staff Report (3/27/14) 
Minutes (2/6/14) 
Color and Materials 
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May 14 2014 

Douglas Hamilton 
31151 Monterey Street 
Laguna Beach CA 926D1 

Dear Mr Hamilton 

SUBJECT DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AT 31514 

MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056 091-21 

At a iegular meeting of the Design Review Board/Boaid of Adjustment of the City of Laguna Beach held on 

Mut ski May 8 2014 action was taken granting approval of Design Review 13 214) Coastal Development 

Permit 13 2181 at 31514 Mai Vista Avenue NI ith the condition that the landscape bushes be added outside 

bLdioon thee windov■ pei Ms Simpson s ied line and the gaiage flow, dilvew a\ bah oom two and family loom 

above the garage be loweted seven inches 

All \ai lance design ieview and coastal development peimit giants automatically c\pne within two vcals ol then 

appioval unlcss a ic,quest foi an e\tension in wilting is leceived by the Design Review Boaid pmi to the 

afolementioncd e\pnation No furthei notice will be given of this expnation If conshuction has not commenced 

and is not diligently puisued to completion pilot to May 8 2016 this appioN al shall havc e\pned (see enclosed 

\\ oiL  c,ommencemcnt policy) 

Please be advised that in ()Kiel to be eligible 101 a iefund of you' staking pole deposit staking, poles must be 

icmoycd within twenty (20) days following the cnd of the appeal pci a signed Affidavit of Remo -II of 

St lking Poles is not leccived within the ieguned timui imL the deposit will be consideied foifcated 

1 his appioval does not mthot Ile you to bcam consuuction 1he Municipal Code piovides that a building peimit 

cannot be issued until foui teen (14) calendar days ha ,  c elapsed thus allowing timc for adjacent pioperty owneis to 

ippcal the action if they so desne Additional]', full consti notion chawing ,, must lust bc submitted to the Building 

ision foi detailed plan check and comp!' ince V■ ith c1111111Vlble 	tcltc Ind Municipal Laws and Building, 

Plumbing Electrical and Mcch mnicil Codc 	i,w cll as the ippon' i itc fees \n\ modific ition to the appiovud 

design will iegune anothu noticcd public healini__ IN OU N\ ish an fui thci infoi m mon ice ii ding mis action pleac 

c,ont mci thc Zoning DL\ ision n (949) 497 0714 

Since] ely 

d'/7. 1,().444/ — 

Nancy Csira 
Acting Zoning Adminishatoi 

Enclosuies (3) Submittal icquilemcnts consti uction commencement polic\ DR appi 0\11 conditions 

CC Ion DeLangis – 1193 Tcmple Hills Di lye – Laeunq Beach CA 926)1 

505 FOREST AVE 
	

LAGUNA BEACH CA 92651 
	

TEL (949) 497 3311 
	

FAX (949) 497 0771 

® RECYCLED PAPER 



Address_3 It./.4% 	Permit No 

BUILDING PLAN CHECK SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

Er 2 sets or architectural and structural plans 

2 sets of mechanical plans (usually needed only for commercial projects) 

El 	2 sets of electrical plans (usually needed only for commercial projects or 
electrical service of 400 amp or larger) 

El 2 sets of plumbing plans (restaurants, new commercial buildings) 

Eg's  2 sets of erosion control plans (where earth is disturbed) 

a".  2 sets of grading/drainage plans (where grading occurs or drainage changes) 

2 sets of plans showing proposed work in the right of way and Public Works 
permit application (may or may r'ot nclude a street improvement plan to be 
routed to Public Works for review) 

Er Title 24 summary sheet included in plans 

1 copy of structural calculations 

Ely' 2 wet-signed copies of geological report'' (plan check and geotechnical review 
fees determined by Building Division) 

2 wet-signed copies of Water Quality Management Plan (plan check and WQMP 
review fees determined by Building Division) 

2 sets or plans (site plan only) showing utilities on property and points or 
connection to public utilities 

Er' 2 sets of fire sprinkler plans, 2 sets of calculations approved by a 3 rd  party 
co-sJhant (i efer to the Building Division COI a list of approved 3 ' 1  party 
consultants) and an electronic CODN. or the 3 d  party approved plans (email tne 
Fire Iviarshali ar dsretanordfladunabeacncit•/ net') 

Fri 2 vvet stamped copies oi hvdrulodv repo' t and/or broloav r eport pldn check 

and rewlev,,  tees determined o ZOn ^c and  EJild no 9 is on' 

In addit on TO the redurr ern., ntc above, the foilowing 5 rPouirPc t '1:rleCh ,=.3 

Otner, specity 

" Erfective 1,24/08 a compacr 3 5 ,- containing an electr oni: computer -He cop\ or the 

oversized cleotechnical maps The -orma Cc  the computer file must be prepares as an 

Adobe Acrobat pdf rile 

Building Official 
(ll 



City of Laguna Beach 
Community Development Department 

Design Review / Planning Commission Approval 
Construction Work Commencement Policy 

Design Review and Conditional Use Permit approvals expire two years after the effective date 
unless a time extension is granted or authorized construction work is commenced and diligently 
pursued to completion 

For the purpose of compliance with Code Sections 25 05 040(j)(2) and 25 05 030(I)(3)(b) regarding 
construction work commencement the following must be done 

1 A Building Permit  for the entire authorized project has been issued  or obtained and 
2 The site has been prepared  for construction activities and 
3 Construction work has commenced  and then construction work is diligently pursued toward 

completion 

Site preparation  means 
1 The establishment of a construction limits fence on site if the project is a major remodel or new 

structure and 
2 Temporary power has been provided and 
3 Any required pre grading meetings have been held with staff and 
4 The implementation of those portions of the approved fuel modification plan if one was required 

that are required to be implemented prior to the introduction of any combustible materials onto the 
site and 

5 The necessary start up construction materials have been delivered to the site and 
6 Construction start up equipment and/or office trailers have been placed on site 

"Construction commencement'  means 
1 A minimum of 10% of the project s shoring wall system (permanent or temporary) has been 

constructed and approved by the engineer that designed the shoring or 
2 A minimum of 10% of the project s grading (cut and /or fill) has been completed and approved by 

the project civil engineer or 
3 If neither of the above are part of the project then a minimum of 10% of the project s foundation 

has been completed and approved by the City Building Inspector or 
4 If none of the above are part of the project then a minimum of 10% of the structural framing of 

the project has been completed and approved by the City Building Inspector 
(Note A separate grading or shoring wall permit will not be issued,  the building permit for the entire 
authorized project must be issued ) 

(Note The only amendment to the above requirements is when a construction staging plan is required 
such as in the Diamond/Crestview area A final construction staging plan must be submitted and 
approved by the Building Division After the staging plan is approved a Staging Permit will be issued 
When the staging construction area is completed and given final inspection approval the Building Permit 
for the residential construction may be issued Therefore in tne Diamond/CI estview area compliance 
with Code Section 25 05 040(j)(2) regarding construction work commencement means obtaining a 
Staging Permit constructing the staging area and obtaining a Building Permit for tne residential 
construction ) 

Diligently pursued'  means steady progress towards completion of the project Inspecdons required by 
the Building Code or authorized by tne Building Official and which are approved  by tne City Building 
Inspector will be satisfactory evidence of diligently pursued constructio ,  If an approved required or 
authorized inspection is not made during any six month period after the. Building Permit is issued the 
project will be deemed abandoned and new construction entitlements moy be required 

The Design Review Board or Planning Commission as applicable may grant a two year extension 
of time and, after that initial time extension a final one year extension of time Time extension 
requests must be filed in writing prior to the expiration of the approval period(s) It is important to 
realize that design review time extension approvals are nc 4  automatic and that the proposed 
project will be reviewed under the zoning standards in effect at the time the time extension 
request is filed, not the previous zoning standards in effect at the time of the project's original 
approval 
cd/rinal files/forms/zoning division 	 Rev 11/15/07 



The following standard Design Review approval conditions are established to protect the health safety and v“-Ifare of the 
community and to assure compliance with the intent and purpose of the City s regulations 

I) 	Expiration If development has not commenced within two years from the final action of the approval authority on the 
application the Design Review approval will expire Development once timely commenced shall be pursued in a 
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time Any application for extension of the Design Review 
approval must be made prior to the expiration date and shall be accompanied by an explanation of good cause for the 
request 

2) Interpretation 	Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be determined by the Community 
Development Director whose determinations may be subject to appeal pursuant to the provisions of Title 2D of the 
Laguna Beach Municipal Code 

3) Terms and Conditions Run with the Land These conditions shall be perpetual and shall bind all future owners 
successors heirs assigns and possessors of the subject property to all terms and conditions of the approval 

4) Indemnification The permatee shall defend hold harmless and indemnify at his/her/its expense the City City Council 
and members thereof commissions boards officials officers employees agents and representatives from any and all 
third party claims actions or proceedings to the attack set aside void or annul and approval of this Design Review 
Approval which action is brought within the time period provided for in California Government Code Section 66499 37 
as same may be amended This obligation shall encompass all costs and expenses incurred by the City in defending 
against any claim action or proceeding as well as costs or damages the City may be required by a court to pay as a result 
of such claim action or proceeding 

5) Plan Reliance and Modification Restriction In the absence of specific provisions or conditions to the contrary the 
application and all plans or exhibits attached to the application are relied upon incorporated and made a part of the 
Design Review approval It is required that such plans or exhibits be complied with and implemented in a consistent 
manner with the approved use conditions of approval and approved plans Such plans and exhibits for which this Design 
Re % iew approval has been granted shall not be changed or amended except pursuant to a subsequent amendment or new 
Design Review approval as might otherwise be required or granted pursuant to the terms of Title 25 of the Cit, of Laguna 
Beach Municipal Code 

6) Grounds for Revocation The Design Review approval shall be subject to revocation or modification w ith regard to the 
grounds set forth in Title 25 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code including without limitation failure to comply with all 
conditions of approval 

7) Water Quality Condition The permittee shall not by act or omission allow cause or permit any prohibited discharge 
(as defined in Laguna Beach Municipal Code Section 16 01 020) into the Cit% s storm water drainage system 

8) Landscape Plans If landscape plans were re % iewed and approved as part of the Design Review process the approved 
plant material types location and mature um% th heights are deemed to be on going conditions of approval that must be 
maintained in perpetuity unless modified ID% a subsequent Design Re% iew approval 

9) Tree Preservation The permittee shall be responsible for maintaining any tree approved on the landscape plan in a 
manner that will sustain the tree s health and distinctive qualities The approved tree(s) shall not be remo% ed destroyed 
or substantially altered without subsequent review and approval An arborist shall be consulted prior to any grading 
proposed within 15 feet of the approved tree(s) to determine the best procedures to maintain the health of the tree(s) The 
recommendations of the arborist shall be followed during the grading operations 

10) Construction Impact Mitigation If construction rules and construction impact mitiLation requirements were reviewed and 
approved as part of the Design Review process the permittee shall comply and shall ensure compliance by the permittee s 
aunts employees and contractoN v, ith all appro% ed rules and requirements Such rul ,-s may also be initiated by the 
Community Development D recto either before or after the Issuance of buildin, permit(s) These requirements may 
include without limitation onsite construction monitoring_ noise or vibration monitoring the Implementation of 
prescribed mitigation measure a restriction on contractor and emplo% ee neighborhood parking site maintenance and 
storage restrictions and a restriction on the time and number of deliver vehicles for construction site service equipment 
and materials 

II) Grading Export Grading V■ o ri, and hauling of grading materials shall be restricted to the hours of 9 00 am to J 00 pm 
Monday through Frida% No work is permitted to occur on City holida \ s 

cd/t I 11 s/f rrns/ 	I rr 
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May 14 2014 

Douglas Hamilton 
31151 Monterey Street 
Laguna Beach CA 926)1 

Dear Mr Hamilton 

SUB IEC F DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COASTAL DEVELOPMEN 1 PERMIT 13 2181 AT 31514 

MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056 091-21 

At a iegular meeting of the Design Review Board/Boaid of Adiustment of the City of Laguna Beach held on 

Fhuisda) May 8 2014 action was taken Qranting, approval of Design Review 13 214) Coastal Development 

Permit 13 2181 at 31514 Mai Vista Avenue with the condition that the landscape bushes be added outside 

'Duch oom th..ce window pei Ms Simpson s ied line Ind thc, galao,c flooi di ivcway bedioom two and famil) loom 

above the gaiage be loweied se \ en inches 

NII \ al lance &sum le\ iew and coastal development peimit giants automatically \pile V■ 'thin two yeais of then 

Lipp' oval LM1LSS a icquest foi an e\tension in \\ iiting  is leceived by the Dcsign RC,VIeW Boaid prim to the 

afoiementioncd e\pnation No further notice \\ ill  be given of this expiation If constiuction has not commenced 

and is not chligentl) pui sued to completion pi Km to May 8 2016 this PP'  O\ al shall have e\pii ed (see enclosed 

\\ oik  commencement policy) 

Please be advised that in oidei to be eligible roi a iefund of yall staking pole deposit staking poles must be 

icmoved within twenty (20) da\ s follov,ioLt the cnd of the ippeal pei iod II a signed Af Ida\ It of Remo. 11 of 

St d.ing Poles is not leccived within the 'Nulled umcii tme the deposit \\ill  be considel ed foifuted 

This appioval does not luthonze you to bcgm eonsuuction 1 he Municipal Codc, piovides that a building peimit 

cannot be issued until foui teen (14) calendar da)s ha c elapsed thus alloy, mg time for adjacent plopertv owneis to 

ippcal the action if the) so &site Additional!) full consu ucuon cli a\N, ings must lust bc submitted to the Building 

ision foi detailed plan check and comph ince v ith ap1licmble c)tatc, Inc! Municipal Lams and Building 

Plumbing Elecuicil and Mcchanical Codc ,, is cll as the ipplopi I tic fecs \n\ mocha, limn to the lpploved 

dcsn2,n will iequuc anothu noticcd public he_ ii in If you \\ ish  fuithu infonnation i cgai ding tnis iction plea ,* 

contact thc 7oning Division it (949) 497 0714 

Sinceick 

,6 — 

Nancy Csna 
Acting Zoning Administi atoi 

Enclosuies (3) Submittal icqunements consuuction commencement polic\ DR appio\ -11 conditions 

CC Ion DeLanws — 119D Temple Hills Diivc — Laguna Bcach CA 926D1 

505 FOREST AVE 
	

LAGUNA BEACH CA 92651 
	

TEL (949) 497 3311 
	

FAX (949) 497 0771 

® RECYCLED PAPER 



BUILDING PLAN CHECK SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

Addressi3_15N 	  Permit No 

 

   

E3r  2 sets of architectural and structural plans 

2 sets of mechanical plans (usually needed only for commercial projects) 

2 sets of electrical plans (usually needed only for commercial projects or 
electrical service of 400 amp or larger) 

1=1 	2 sets of plumbing plans (restaurants, new commercial buildings) 

LT'  2 sets of erosion control plans (where earth is disturbed) 

Er 2 sets of grading/drainage plans (where grading occurs or drainage changes) 

Erl 2 sets of plans showing proposed work in the right of way and Public Works 
permit application (may or may not nclude a street improvement plan to be 
routed to Public Works for review) 

Title 24 summary sheet included in plans 

Er 1 copy of structural calculations 

lal,7" 2 wet-signed copies of geological report* (plan check and geotechnical review 
fees determined by Building Division) 

2 wet-signed copies of Water Quality Management Plan (plan check and WQMP 
review fees determined by Building Division) 

a 2 sets of plans (site plan only) showing utilities on property and points of 
connection to public utilities 

Fr 2 sets or fire sprinkler plans, 2 sets of calculations approved by a 3 rd  party 
consJItant (I efer to the Builuing DIVISiOn tor a list or approved 3 party 
consultants) and an electronic copy or tne 3 d  party approved plans (email the 
r=ire Marshall a* dstetano(d)ladunabeachcrt 

Er 2 Atet-stamped copies or hydrolody report and/or biology eport plan check 
and revie\A ,  tees determined D 7 ooino and  BLIIIC no 	vis oo) 

In aoclition to the requir ementc above the tcrlowing is recurred ir :necked 

Other, specify 

Erective 1/24/08 a compact 3ISC containing an electronic computer -He copy or the 

oversi:ed aeotechnical maps The rorma Cc the computer file must De prepared as an 
Adobe AcroDat pdt rile 

Building Official 



City of Laguna Beach 
Community Development Department 

Design Review / Planning Commission Approval 
Construction Work Commencement Policy 

Design Review and Conditional Use Permit approvals expire two years after the effective date 
unless a time extension is granted or authorized construction work is commenced and diligently 
pursued to completion 

For the purpose of compliance with Code Sections 25 05 040(j)(2) and 25 05 030(I)(3)(b) regarding 
construction work commencement the following must be done 

1 A Building Permit  for the entire authorized project has been issued  or obtained and 
2 The site has been prepared  for construction activities and 
3 Construction work has commenced  and then construction work is diligently pursued toward 

completion 

Site preparation"  means 
1 The establishment of a construction limits fence on site if the project is a major remodel or new 

structure and 
2 Temporary power has been provided and 
3 Any required pre grading meetings have been held with staff and 
4 The implementation of those portions of the approved fuel modification plan if one was required 

that are required to be implemented prior to the introduction of any combustible materials onto the 
site and 

5 The necessary start up construction materials have been delivered to the site and 
6 Construction start up equipment and/or office trailers have been placed on site 

"Construction commencement"  means 
1 A minimum of 10% of the project s shoring wall system (permanent or temporary) has been 

constructed and approved by the engineer that designed the shoring or 
2 A minimum of 10% of the project s grading (cut and /or fill) has been completed and approved by 

the project civil engineer or 
3 If neither of the above are part of the project then a minimum of 10% of the project s foundation 

has been completed and approved by the City Building Inspector or 
4 If none of the above are part of the project then a minimum of 10% of the structural framing of 

the project has been completed and approved by the City Building Inspector 
(Note A separate grading or shoring wall permit will not be issued,  the building permit for the entire 
authorized project must be issued ) 

(Note The only amendment to the above requirements is when a construction staging plan is required 
such as in the Diamond/Crestview area A final construction staging plan must be submitted and 
approved by the Building Division After the staging plan is approved a Staging Permit will be issued 
When the staging construction area is completed and given final inspection approval the Building Permit 
for the residential construction may be issued Therefore in tne Diamono/Crestview area compliance 
with Code Section 25 05 040(j)(2) regarding construction work commencement means obtaining a 
Staging Permit constructing the staging area and obtaining a Building Permit for tne residential 
construction ) 

Tilicientiv pursued'  means steady progress towards completion o the project Inspections required by 
the Building Code or authorized by the Building Official and which are approved  by the City Building 
Inspector will be satisfactory evidence of diligently pursued constructio If an approved required or 
authorized inspection is not made during any six month period after the Building Permit is issued the 
project will be deemed abandoned and new construction entitlements may be required 

The Design Review Board or Planning Commission, as applicable, may grant a two year extension 
of time and, after that initial time extension, a final one year extension of time Time extension 
requests must be filed in writing prior to the expiration of the approval period(s) It is important to 
realize that design review time extension approvals are not automatic and that the proposed 
project will be reviewed under the zoning standards in effect at the time the time extension 
request is filed not the previous zoning standards tr., erect at the time of the project's original 
approval 
cd/findl files/forms/zoning division 	 Rev 11/15/07 



The following standard Design Review approval conditions are established to protect the health safety and weliare of the 
community and to assure compliance with the intent and purpose of the City s regulations 

1) Expiration  If development has not commenced within two years from the final action of the approval authorit) on the 
application the Design Review approval will expire Development once timely commenced shall be pursued in a 
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time An) application for extension of the DesiEm Review 
approval must be made prior to the expiration date and shall be accompanied by an explanation of good cause for the 
request 

2) Interpretation 	Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be determined by the Community 
Development Director whose determinations may be subject to appeal pursuant to the provisions of Title :b of the 
Laguna Beach Municipal Code 

3) Terms and Conditions Run with the Land  These conditions shall be perpetual and shall bind all future owners 
successors heirs assigns and possessors of the subject property to all terms and conditions of the approval 

4) Indemnification  The permittee shall defend hold harmless and indemnify at his/her/its expense the City City Council 
and members thereof commissions boards officials officers employees agents and representatives from any and all 
third party claims actions or proceedings to the attack set aside void or annul and approval of this Design Review 
Approval which action is brought within the time period provided for in California Government Code Section 66499 37 
as same may be amended This obligation shall encompass all costs and expenses incurred by the City in defending 
against any claim action or proceeding as well as costs or damages the City may be required by a court to pay as a result 
of such claim action or proceeding 

5) Plan Reliance and Modification Restriction  In the absence of specific provisions or conditions to the contrary the 
application and all plans or exhibits attached to the application are relied upon incorporated and made a part of the 
Design Review approval It is required that such plans or exhibits be complied with and implemented in a consistent 
manner with the approved use conditions of approval and approved plans Such plans and exhibits for w filch this DesiLn 
Review approval has been granted shall not be changed or amended except pursuant to a subsequent amendment or new 
Design Review approval as might otherwise be required or granted pursuant to the terms of Title 25 of the CitN of LaLuna 
Beach Municipal Code 

6) Grounds for Revocation  The Design Review approval shall be subject to revocation or modification v, ith regard to the 
grounds set forth in Title 25 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code including without limitation failure to compl) v, ith all 
conditions of approval 

7) Water Quality Condition The perminee shall not by act or omission allow cause or permit any prohibited discharge 
(as defined in Laguna Beach Municipal Code Section 16 0! 020) into the Cit■ s storm water drainage system 

8) Landscape Plans  If landscape plans were re N iewed and approved as part of the Design Review process the approved 
plant material types location and mature growth heights are deemed to be on going conditions of approval that must be 
maintained in perpetuity unless modified b\ a subsequent Design Review approval 

9) Tree Preservation The permittee shall be responsible for maintaining an tree approved on the landscape plan in a 
manner that will sustain the tree s health and distinctive qualities The approved tree(s) shall not be removed destroyed 
or substantially altered without subsequent review and approval An arborist shall be consulted prior to any grading 
proposed within 15 feet of the approved tree(s) to determine the best procedures to maintain the health of the tree(s) The 
recommendations of the arborist shall be followed during the grading operations 

10) Construction Impact Mitigation  If construction rules and construction impact mitigation requirements were reviewed and 
approved as part of the Design Review process the permittee shall compl) and shall ensurc compliance by the permittee s 
agents employees and contractors w ith all appro ■ ed rules and requirements Such rules ma N also be initiated by the 
Community Development Director either before o after the issuance of builditft., permit(s) These requirements may 
include without limitation onsite construction monitoring noise or ibration monitoring the implementation of 
prescribed mitigation measures a restriction on contractor and employee neighborhood parking site maintenance and 
storage restrictions and a rLstriction on the time and number of deliver' ehicles for construction site service equipment 
and materials 

11) Grading Export Grading work and hauling of grading materials shall be restricted to the hours of 9 00 am to 3 00 p m 
Monday through Frida‘ No work is permitted to occur on City holida s 

d/f III sif ms/ 
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PLANT IMAGES: 

FOREST PANSY REDBUD COAST LIVE OAK ISLAND BUSH POPPY ISLAND BUSH SNAPDRAGON DWARF COYOTE BUSH PINK HUHLY GRASS YANKEE POINT CEANOTHUS 'NOWA PONCA  VINE 

PLANT LEGEND 
TREES: 

COMMON NAME TREE SIZE IN 20 YEARS SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME 

15•  HIGH 515 WIDE FOREST PANSY RED6U0 CERCIS  CANADENSIS  'FOREST PANSY 

25 HIGH X 25' WIDE COAST LIVE OAK OUERCUS  AGRIFOL1A 

ADENANTHOS X  CUNNINGHAM° 3• HIGH X 5' WIDE ALBANY WOOLLYBUSH 

AGONIS FLEXUOSA NANA' 

BACCHARIS PILULA.RIS PIGEON POINT' 

SHRUBS, GROUND COVER,  AND VINES: 

SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME COMMON  NAME SHRUB SIZE IN 5 YEARS 

BUCHLOE DACTYLOIDES VC VERDE' UC  VERDE BUFFALO GRASS 4• HIGH 

CFLOTHAMNUS GRACILLIS 'SPRING TORCH' SLENDER NET BUSH 2• HIGH X 3' WOE 

CEANOTHUS  HORIZONTALIS 'YANKEE POINT 

GALVEZIA SPECIOSA SOCA ROSA' 

YANKEE POINT CALIFORNIA LILAC 

BOCAROSA ISLAND BUSH  SNAPDRAGON 

2' HIGH X IF WIDE 

3 ' HIGH X 4' WOE 

GREVILLEA LAVANIXAACEA VENOLA' P E140 LA  G REv IL LEA 4. 14IGH X 5' WIDE 

GREVELUA 'LONG Jaw 

HALIMIUM ATRIPLICIFOLIUM 

DENOROMECON  HARTFORD,' 

MUHL  E NEIE RGIA CAPILLARIS 

LONG JOHN  GREVILLEA 

YELLOW ROCK  ROSE 

ISLAND BUSH POPPY 

PINK  MUHLY 

7.  HIGHS E WIDE 

4• HIGH X 4' WE 

&  MOH  X& WIDE 

3• HIGH X 4' WIDE 

PANDOREA PANDORANA 'GOLDEN SHOWERS' YELLOW WONGA WONGA VINE TRAILING VINE 
ON  WALL FACES V 

PHLOMIS RUSSELIANA JERUSALEM SAGE 2' HIGH X 4' WIDE 

SALVIA 'PURPLE IAAJESTY PURPLE  MAJESTY SAGE r HIGH X 3' WIDE 

DWARF PEPPERMINT BUSH 

DWARF COYOTE BUSH 

4• HIGH X 4'  WIDE 

1'  HIGH X 6' WIDE 
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2  IRRIGATION SHALL CONSISTING OF A  COMEUNADON OF LOW  VOLUME DRIP TUBING, BUBBLERS AND 
EFFICIENCY SPRAY HEADS, CONTROLLED WITH AUTOMATIC VALVES AND  A PROGRAMMABLE AUTOMATIC 
CONTROLLER. 

3 PROVIDE  A  REDUCED PRESSURE  I3ACKFLOW  PREVENTER  THAT WILL NOT  BE  LOCATED IN THE RIGHT OF WAY 

4 HARDSCAPE  ELEMENTS ARE  PER  ARCHITECTS DRAWINGS 

5 THIS  PRELIMINARY PLANTING PLAN IS NOT INTENDED FOR CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES 

D 2 4 

Thom dreamt and mecikmone 
Me property and catanipht of MD. 
Mikes and shell not be wed on any 

wt None ce commit, 
Wes. aleIgns. plats end  donna shall 
P. Pod b e,Y  Person arm or 
Oallaxellon km any purpose 
MMISOever without the  expressed 
*ISM commi o  U  D  Mom The 
miner IMP be permitted  to  retain 
coin alba pn:ileol bc ndommlion 
end reterence mammal only. 

Mem dimensions Mil Wm 
pteloorme over ettebid dowolone 
NM Ad tie vedeed on Me Ice NM 
My dberepenoy Mel be tempt to 
Me roles  et  MD. Valles pdor bine 
oommencemera et any amt. 

TLE: 

IMINARY 
LANTING PLAN 

PLOT  DATE:  04.212014 

SCALE: 
	 1'-0* 

SHEET: 

L-2 

PLANTING NOTES 
I PROVIDE AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION  FOR ALL PLANTING AREAS 

REVISIONS: 

ZONING RESUBMITTAL 03.052014 

ZONING RESUBMITTAL  04  23 2014 



KAWARA1ANI CONSULTING 
LAND USE 	DI SIC N. 	I ROJ_CI MANAGI [Ni 

I 	8 GL NNE1RF STREET 	9 AGUNA BELCH CA 	691 

C 949 90 0 10 0 9 9 4 	SI 1 	94 61373 

1\IL 	TEl AW4R4T1NICtIE CONI 

8 May 2014 

Design Review Board 

City of La6una Beach 
505 Forest Avenue 

Laguna Beach CA 92651 

3/5/51  
Re p4r(5- Mir Visti Lindscape Chinges 

Dear Boird 

The following chinges hive been made to the Lindsca_pe Site Flin since the 21d hearing 

1 Two of the four planter walls uphill from the driveway were removed and the terraced 
plinters were chinges to nituril sloped plinting 

2 The mister bedroom pitio was moved firther iwly ft om the driveway to illow more 
planting and reduce the driveway wall to a maximum of 7 high 

3 The driveway grade was increased to an iverige of 10% to reduce the plate height of the 
garage 

4 The side yird stairs next to the Biker property were pulled 2 away from the property line 
as i result of living arei reductions in the house 

5 The sunken planter between the kitchen and the road was raised up to reduce excavation 
6 One witer feiture outside the kitchen window wis removed 

The following changes have been made to the Plintine Plin since the 2 nd  heiring 

1 2 additional Oak Frees were added on the slope adjacent to Mr Bakers property 
2 Adchtionil printing wis idded in the fi ont yircl between the cirivewly ind the master 

bedroom pm° 

The following chinges hive been mide to the I iehting Plin since the 2^ I  heiring 

1 2 acichtionil path lights were added at the mister bedroom patio 

Sincerely 

Steve Kawaratani 



Brown, Margaret CD 

 

From 

Sent 

To 
Subject 
Attachments 

 

Speare Martina CD 

Thursday May 08 2014 12 07 PM 
Brown Margaret CD 

FW 31415 Mar Vis 	 Changes 
Microsoft Word 1514 Mar Vjta Landscape Changes docx pdf 

Can you put this in the file? 

Martina Speare 

Associate Planner 

City of Laguna Beach 
505 Forest Avenue 
Laguna Beach tA 92651 

(949) 464 6629 
mspeare@lagunabeachcity net 

From steve kawaratani [mailto plantman2@mac corn] 
Sent Thursday May 08 2014 12 05 PM 
To Monica Simpson Roger McErlane Leslie LeBon Caren Liuzzi C Zur Schmiede Robin 
Cc Balmer Csira Nancy CD Speare Martina CD Jon De Langis 
Subject 31415 Mar Vista Landscape Changes 

Good afternoon Board 

After Robin contacted me I realized that the applicut team had not pros ided i letter of 1-indscipe clvines I hope you find the 
attached letter helpful 

Best 

Steve Kisvaratani 
c 949 290 0210 
F 949 6 b 7346 
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Brown Margaret CD 

From 

Sent 
To 

Subject 

Attachments 

Balmer Csira Nancy CD 
Wednesday May 07 2014 1 41 PM 
Brown Margaret CD 
FW 31514_mar_vista_ pdf 
31514_mar_vista_050314 3 pdf 

Nancy Csira Architect 
Acting Zoning Administrator 
City of Laguna Beach 
505 Forest Avenue 
Laguna Beach CA 92651 
(949) 497 0332 
ncsiraAlagunabeachcity net 

From steve kawaratani [mailto plantman2@mac coal] 
Sent Wednesday, May 07, 2014 1 37 PM 
To Monica Simpson, Roger McErlane, Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, C Zur Schmiede, Robin 
Cc Speare, Martina CD, Balmer Csira, Nancy CD 
Subject 31514_mar_vista_ pdf 

Good afternoon Board 

The applicant s project manager, Ion De Langis was contacted yesterday by Staff that Robin noted story poles 
had been damaged by a South Coast Water District project Unfortunately, this has occurred a minimum of five 
times and obviously has become a problematic situation 

Upon site review we found that the poles which sustained damaged were within the interior elevations of the 
project with the exception of one pole (now repaired), and those were not involved with the changes in our 
current submittal I also polled three members and they had not visited the site as of this morning 

Nancy Csira has suggested a continuance of the project review however, the owner has traveled from Australia 
to be at the hearing tomorrow Given the circumstances including the ongoing issue with the story poles, we 
al e hopeful that the Board will consider our request to hear the Hamilton application 

As Staff noted "The applicant has made sevei al changes to addiess the Board s concerns The table which 
was included in the Staff Report will reveal that the gai age floor elevation is approximately 2 higher than the 
original application Much of this height differential occurred due to the relocation of the driveway as not to 
create access issues with the Morales project The master bedioom floor has been loweied, and admittedly, 
situating it 2' lower at the original iteration was a design eri or 

Please review the comprehensive changes detailed in the attached report You may also find the included 
graphics helpful 

Best 

1 



MINUTES 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 

APRIL 24, 2014 

A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 
City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6 00 p m in the City Council Chambers 

on April 24, 2014 

Present 
	

Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, Roger Madame (arrived at 5 35 p m), 
Monica Simpson, Robin Zur Schmiede 

Absent 
	

None 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

6 585 LEGION STREET, APN 644-044-01 (Staff Assist) (APPROVED)  
DESIGN REVIEW 14 374 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

The applicant requests design ieview foi modifications to a pieviously approved project in 

the R 1 (Residential Low Density) zone Modifications include a 292 square foot living 

area addition 57 square foot garage area addition and new awnings Design review is 

required for upper level additions, elevated decks, landscaping and to maintain 

nonconforming building height 

Ms Liuzzi made a motion seconded by Ms LeBon, to appiove Design Review 14- 

374 at 585 Legion Sheet Motion alined unanimously 

Motion CL Second LL Giant Y Deny 	Cont 	Unan Y 

LeBon Y Liuzzi Y McEilane Y Simpson Y Zur Schmiede Y 

Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board 	 1 	 April 24 2014 
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MINUTES 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 

APRIL 24, 2014 

A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 
City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6 00 p m in the City Council Chambers 
on April 24, 2014 

Present 
	

Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, Roger McErlane (arrived at 5 35 p m), 
Monica Simpson, Robin Zur Schmiede 

Absent 
	

None 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

1 SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT - 545 DIAMOND STREET AND 2097 

CRESTVIEW DRIVE, APN 644-292-19 AND 644-292-18 (APPROVED)  
DESIGN REVIEW 14 316 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

The City of Laguna Beach Public Works Department iequests design review for slope 
stabilization within the public right of way and adjoining properties, including retaining 
walls grading and landscaping in the Diamond/Crestview Specific Plan area 

Ms Liuzzi made a motion, seconded by Ms LeBon to appiove Design Review 14- 

316, Slope Stabilization Project at 545 Diamond Street and 2097 Crestview Drive 

Motion cal ried unanimously 

Motion CL Second LL Grant Y Deny 	Cont 	Unan Y 

LeBon Y Liuzzi Y McErlane Y Simpson Y Zur Schmiede Y 

Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board 	 I 	 April 24 2014 
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31514 MAR VISTA 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, MAY 8 2014 

7 	31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056 091 21 (Staff Assist) 

DESIGN REVIEW 13 2145 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

13 2181 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION, LAST HEARD 3/27 

(THIRD HEARING) The applicant requests design review and a 

coastal development permit to construct a new 3,712 square 

foot single family dwelling in the R 1 (Residential Low Density) 

Zone Design review is required for the new structure elevated 

decks, tandem parking skylights air conditioning chimney height, 

grading retaining walls pool/spa and landscaping 
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DRB Hearing Date 5 8 2014 

To 
	

DRB Member s City of Laguna Beach Ca 

From 
	

Hugo Soria Design & Co 

303 Broadway #209 Laguna Beach CA 

Re 
	

Hamilton residence 31514 Mar Vista Ave 

Dear Board Members 

I am pleased to present the following revisions for the proposed Hamilton project in 

response to your comments presented during the DRB hearing held on March 27 2014 

1 	The proposed program has been reduced by 268 83 sq ft We have eliminated 3 5 ft 

+ of building width (combined upper and middle level) along the Joe Baker p/I The 

structure is narrower and further from Mr Baker s home about 32 + from building to 

building We have realigned the roof and removed the steel column at this location so 

there is less mass impact as well 

2 	We have lowered the level of the master bedroom by 2 6 The adjacent family room 

and Bedroom #2 has been lowered by 1 9 By lowering these levels the garage 

height has been reduced to 12 3 from 15 5 and the north driveway retaining wall 

has been reduced from 12 5 to 7 3 

3 	We have modified the driveway angle thereby reducing the height of the associated 

retaining walls as mentioned above 

4 	We have repositioned the Master bedroom fireplace exterior concrete patio and 

patio doors to achieve a Northwest view corridor rather than a West view corridor 

5 

	

	We have removed an additional 17 sq ft from the upper level deck facing Mr Baker s 

property to further mitigate his privacy concerns 

6 	The large window in bedroom #3 has been reduced per board recommendation for 

Mr Baker s privacy 

7 	We have provided three oak trees along the Baker p/I to further protect the privacy 

between the residences 

8 	The main level and entry has been lowered by one foot This has also helped to 

eliminate massing 

9 	The chimney above living room roof has been eliminated per Board comments 

Thank you for your consideration 	Hugo 

3 



HEARING DATE 

TO 

CASE 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT 

May 8 2014 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

Design Re% iew 13 2145 
Coastal Development Permit 13 2181 

H 
1= 

0 
CL 
LLJ 
CC 

APPLICANT 
	

John DeLangisiHugo Soria 
	 2 

(949) 306 4729 

LOCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATUS 

PREPARED BY 

Hamilton Residence 
31514 Mar Vista Avenue 
APN 056 091 21 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) guidelines the project is categorically exempt pursuant to 

Section 15303, Class 3 (a) in that a new single family residence is 

proposed in a residential zone 

Martina Speare Associate Planner 
(949) 464 6629 

E
X

C
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R
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REQUES I ED ACTION 	I hc applicant requests design ieview and a coastal development 

permit to construct a new 3,226 square foot single faintly dwelling with 395 square feet of 

storage and 751 square feet of garage in the R 1 (Residential Low Density) Zone Design review 

is required for the new structure elevated decks (668 square feet), tandem parking skylights air 

conditioning, chimney height grading, retaining walls pool/spa and landscaping 

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION The 7 307 square foot vacant parcel is located on the 

inland side of Mar Vista Avenue The property is considered steep with an aN eragc calculated 

slope of 28% The north and rear property lines abut a private section of Mar Vista Avenue 

DESIGN REVIEW HISTORY The project was discussed at two prior hearings on March 27, 

2014 and February 6 2014 At the second hearing the Board expressed concerns about the 

overall massing and volume of the structure Several hoard members requested that the plate 

heights be lowered, especially in the garage and at the south elevation The proposed external 

structural poles were also discussed The Board suggested reducing the squarc footage along the 

south elevation to provide further relief to the property at 31516 Mar Vista Avenue 

Privacy concerns were discussed regarding the windows on the south elevation The applicant 

agreed to review the chimney design and indicated that a direct vent fireplace was a possibility 

4 



STAFF ANALYSIS The applicant has pulled in thc, south elevation of the home and reduced 
the overall square footage by 269 square feet The middle level of the home has been lowered by 
1 75 feet and the garage plate heights have been reduced from 14 5 feet to 12 feet since the 
second hearing (Section C on sheet A 10) 

The applicant has incorporated the previous comments from the Board and has reduced the 
bedroom window on the south elevation, eliminated the structural column at the middle level, 
relocated the master bedroom fireplace, and eliminated the chimney along the south elevation 
The entryway has also been lowered by one foot 

The majority of the Board s comments at the previous hearings discussed lowering the house and 
reducing plate heights in an effort to reduce the massing of the structure The table below 
includes the past and proposed finished floor elevation and plate heights It appears that all of 
the proposed finish floor elevations are higher than the original proposal The higher finish floor 
elevations may add to the appearance of mass 

Reference Sheet Location 1st Hearing 2nd Hearing 3rd Hearing 
Sheet A 2 Garage Finish Floor Del, anon 96 5 97 5 98 67 
Sheet A 3 Master Finish Floor Elevation 109 113 110 5 
Sheet A 3 Living Room Finish Floor Elevation 1 	1 	1 113 III 	5 
Sheet A 4 Upper Finish Floor Elevation 123 124 123 	16 

Sheet A 10 Garage Plate Height 13 5' 14 5 12 
Sheet A 10 Living Room Plate Height 106 10 12 85 to 9 10 to 10 	6 
Sheet A 5 Master Plate Height 14 10 10 

Sheet A 5 Upper Plate Height (South Elevation) II 	6 10 6 9 6 
Past -Ind Proposed Finish Floor Elevations and Plate heights 

CONCLUSION The applicant has pulled the home away from the southern neighbor and has 
reduced the overall living and deck area The applicant hqs ma& several changes to address the 
Board s concerns Thc, finish floor elevations have been raiscd since the initial hearing and this 
may add to the appearance of mass 

Al FACHMENTS Project Summary fables 
Minutes/Staff Report (3/27/14) 
Minutes (2/6/14) 
Color and Materials 

5 
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DRB Hearing Date 5 8 2014 

To 	DRB Member's City of Laguna Beach Ca 

From Hugo Soria Design & Co 

Jon De Langis 

303 Broadway #209 

Laguna Beach CA 

Re 	Hamilton residence 

31514 Mar Vista Ave 

RECEIVED 
APR 3 0 2014 

ZONING DIVISION 
1 CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH 1 

Dear Board members 

I am pleased to present the following revisions for the proposed Hamilton project in response 

to your comments presented during the DRB hearing held on March 27 2014 

1 	The proposed program has been reduced by 268 83 sq ft We have eliminated 3 5 ft + 

of building width (combined upper and middle level) along the Joe Baker p/I The 

structure is narrower now and is further away from Mr Baker s home, about 32 + 

from building to building We have realigned the roof and removed the steel column at 

this location so there is less mass impact as well 

2 	We have lowered the level of the master bedroom by 2 6 The adjacent family room 

and Bedroom #2 has been lowered by 1 9 By lowering these levels the garage height 

has been reduced to 12 3 from 15 5 and the north driveway retaining wall has been 

reduced from 12 5' to 7 3 

3 	We have modified the driveway angle thereby reducing the height of the associated 

retaining walls as mentioned above 

4 	We have repositioned the Master bedroom fireplace exterior concrete patio and patio 

doors to achieve a Northwest view corridor rather than a West view corridor 



5 	We have removed an additional 17 sq ft from the upper level deck facing Mr Baker s 

property to further mitigate his privacy concerns 

6 	The large window in bedroom #3 has been reduced per board recommendation for Mr 

Baker s privacy 

7 	We have provided three oak trees along the Baker p/I to further protect the privacy 

between the residences 

8 	The main level and entry has been lowered by one foot This has also helped to 

eliminate massing on our building 

9 	The chimney above living room roof has been eliminated per Boards comments 

10 	A pool cover will be implemented 

Thank you for your consideration 	Hugo 
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Continued Project Submittal Form 

• 
0 5C-017 —a/ 

• • 

S/S/ pl/(CiAl 	 Alt 

5--7/n1   Submittals due  e/ZW/ 471  

Project Address 

Hearing Date 

In the event your Design Review/Board of Adjustment hearing was continued to some specific future 
date the following Items must be submitted to the ea} before noon  on the lAtednesdas fifteen (15) claN s 
prior to the meeting (for projects requiring a staff report submittals are due the WednesdaN  
twenty two (22) dais prior to the meeting),  or your hearing will be continued to the next ax ailable 
hearing date 

REQU D DOCUMENTS FOR CONTINUED PROTECTS  Check items submitted 

	1 

oitE  

Six (6) copies of a letter to the Board describing either 
N 

AZ2  

a The changes that were made to the project or 

b Why no changes have been made (rcduced_sels stillyeguired men if 
no changes have been made) 

Reused colored elm aliens if any changes hake beentmaue totunevemor of the, 

structure (Note You may modify or ON erla) changes on the originally submitted 

colored elm ations ) APR 23 2014 
Revised colors/matel la's board if changed 

Two (2) complete sets of rex ised full size plans inchiding the rexifed , tstakihtfpldn 

	

—35 

	Two To (2) sets of re x ised full size landscape plans 	 c 

	

6 	Six (6 ) sets of reduced (11 x 17 ) plans (even if no changes are proposed) including 
landscape plans, and 

a A copy of the prior hearing minutes 

Two (2) copies of the certified res ised staking plan if modifications to the project 
require re staking (Note The staking must be completed 14 calendar dm s  prior to the 
meeting ) 

REMEMBER  — If changes are made to the plans, '1 011 must update the project summary tables to 
reflect reused square footage, grading quantities, etc Failure to do so may result in you haling to 
obtain further design renew approNals during final plan check, delaying the issuance of a Building 
Permit 

CONTINUANCE POLICIES 
The request for continuance must be submitted in writing to the Design Rex ievi Board stating the 
specific reasons for the continuance 

The written request should be filed with the Departmehi of Community De\ elopment (Zoning 
Dix ision) no later than Noon on the Wednesdax eight days preceding the Thursday night Design 
Rex Inn Board meeting 

Continuances are not automaticallx approx ed but are considered on a case to case basis If the 
written request is not filed on time or if you ha e had sex eral continuances the Design Rex iew Board 
may act on \ Our project at the scheduled public healing It is ad isable that a representatix e be 
present at the hearing to answer an questions the Boai d might ha\ e on the request A maximum of 
two non heard continuancic are allowed  



MINUTES 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 
MARCH 27, 2014 

A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 
City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6 00 p m in the City Council Chambers 
on March 27, 2014 
Present 
	

Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, Roger McErlane, Monica Simpson, 
Robin Zur Schmiede 

Absent 
	

None 
Staff Present 
	

Nancy Csira, Belinda Deines, Martina Speare, Margaret Brown 

CONTINUED BUSINESS 

8 31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21 (Staff Assist) (CONTINUED TO  
5/8)  
DESIGN REVIEW 13 2145 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13 2181 AND A CATEGORICAL 
EXEMPTION LAST HEARD 2/6/14 (SECOND HEARING) 

The applicant requests design review and a coastal development permit to construct a new 
3 712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low Density) zone 
Design review is required for the new structure elevated decks, tandem parking skylights, 
air conditioning, chimney height, grading retaining walls, pool/spa and landscaping 

Project Representative Designer Hugo Soria recapped changes made at the 
Board s suggestion and to address neighbors concerns It is 'educed 429 square 
feet and is further from Mr Baker s home with more planting between the homes 

Public Testimony Joe Bake", 31516 Mai Vista Avenue appreciates the effort made 
to help him out He feels more can be done as it s still too big and not 
neighborhood compatible The proposed 1 150 squale-foot gal age is bigger than 
his 1 050 square-foot house He believes the house can be shrunk and the wall he 
will see from his kitchen window can be moved as it shuts out his light The 
planted bank will not be saved so he will only see the wall He thinks the square 
footage could be put elsewheie Anothei three or four feet would help him 

Anita Dobbs, 31517 Eagle Rock Way said the storypoles have been pulled back five 
to seven feet It s still overwhelming from MI Bake' s pope' ty The sixteen-foot 
retaining wall adds to the sense of mass The color change fi om white to blue-pay 
is good It still seems huge for the neighborhood Houses on the inland side of Mar 

Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board 	 I 	 March 27 2014 



Vista ale larger than most of the neighborhood Although reduced this house is 
still huge in comparison to house sizes from Mi Baker s and down the street It s 
not neighborhood compatible 

Elizabeth Phillips 31531 Scenic Drive said although improvements were made it s 
disappointing some areas reduced and some increased The sixteen-foot retaining 
wall impedes any natural light into MI Baker s home The glazing is a concern 
there s not a lot of AA, inclow fronts in the neighborhood It is modern in that small 
area but it s not compatible with the existing neighborhood It infers a movement 
away from considering neighborhood compatibility Her concerns are 
mansionization canyonizing and light pollution from the glazing Their 
neighborhood is quaint and dark - all these la' ge windows looking on to you is 
inti usive 

Barbara Bowie 31582 Wildwood Road speaking for the South Laguna Civic 
Association reiterated what she said at the first healing They want to mlintain a 
village atmosphere in South I_,guna and this is a crisis point in their neighborhood 
Development is three or four houses on the side of the hill and neighborhood 
compatibility is everything else They depend on the Board to defend the 
Bohemian atmosphere from change 

Bob Lawson, 31521 Mar Vista said if you walk in front of his house, look at the 
hillside and see the stakes, this looms over even the other new houses there They 
lose the whole view of the hillside Putting the garage as proposed will require 
taking down the Pepper Trees The 3,700 square-foot scale of the house is not 
compatible 

Val Morales, 31521 Mar Vista Avenue, thinks the Hamiltons have done a great job 
in mitigating their own specific concerns notwithstanding the concerns of other 
neighbors He hopes more can be done for Mr Baker but he supports the project 
from his own standpoint 

Rebuttal Contractor Jon DeLangis said on Mr Baker s side there is thirty-two feet 
between the buildings Seven additional feet was added With regard to the slope 
Mr Baker s property line is ten feet from the side of his house and the topography 
is mostly on the Hamilton s property line They added landscaping to soften that 
side They have done all they could think of to satisfy the Fire Department and Mr 
Baker s concerns on that side The retaining wall is actually 12 1/2 feet Moving the 
garage north pushed the wall up but it has been softened by articulation to break 
up those elevations He feels the massing will be mitigated when this is completed 

Board Questions Ms Simpson questioned the reason for the poles off the side Mr 
DeLangis said they are architectural features which will be incorporated into the 

va 
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structural design Ms Simpson asked if there was a possibility of lowering plate 
heights on the south elevation to give Mr Baker more relief Mr Soria said he had 
already lowered those plates - seven feet at the lowest point in the living room and 
the back corner is eight feet Ms Simpson asked if the lower retaining wall can 
somehow be pulled back and the wall stepped down Mr Soria said they have 
talked about that Ms Simpson said the garage has tall plate heights Mr Soria 
said there is a problem with the garage grading and percentage of slope Mr 
DeLangis said that gives the Morales proposal an opportunity to increase their 
view 

Mr McErlane asked if the unapproved project across the street was being used to 
justify 15 5 foot garage ceiling height Mr DeLangis said the garage is 97 5 to 
110 25 There is a three-foot wide planter before the next terrace From the garage 
to mid-level they have that elevation but that floor was four feet lower in the 
original submittal But it was changed in an effort to allow Morales to increase their 
view Mr McErlane said an unapproved project can t be used as justification The 
Board can only deal with this unattached to the Morales project 

Ms Zur Schmiede it sounds as if it were not to accommodate Morales the project 
would be different She verified the plate heights and elevations with the applicant 
The applicant agreed the chimney was not needed and the fireplace can be direct 
vent Ms Zur Schrniede asked if the twelve-foot retaining wall in front of garage 
could be at a more natural grade Mr Soria said that can turn into a more natural 
grade but they need the wall below the patio Mr DeLangis explained a three-foot 
wide access was required by the fire official A sidewalk isn t their preference If 
the sidewalk weie not required they could have continued natural topography to 
the stern walls but they have to move it three feet out 

Ms LeBon questioned the living room plate heights and verified the west elevation 
is incorrect Mr Sol ia said the slope should be lowei and plate height horn finished 
floor should be only eight feet Ms LeBon said the staking is also inconect as the 
iibbons projected what was on the drawing Ms Csna said it is ten feet six inches 
at some point but the roof doesn t carry the same plane Mr Soria said there is a 
disciepancy Ms LeBon venfied the elevation of the west corner window and 
adjacent door will be lower than the eight feet Ms LeBon said the bedioom thiee 
window is eight feet wide She noticed that window will look dnectiv into the 
Baker yaid and asked if they could reduce the size and pi ovide a privacy 
mechanism Mi Sol la said they can reduce the window Mr DeLangis said they 
can have a fixed louver on the window s extemor angled to achieve natural light 
which can be iemoved foi emeigency egiess They agieed to do something theie 

Ms Liuzzi verified the pool dimension is seventeen by twelve She asked Ms Csira 
foi her recommendation legal ding the discrepancy between the plans and staking 

Board of Adjustment/Design Revim Board 	 3 	 March 27 2014 
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Ms Csira believes the staking is correct but not consistent with the drawings 

Board Comments Mr McErlane felt it was difficult to look at precise drawings 
and dimensions yet have the applicants refer to a rendering which doesn t help 
explain anything His main concern is it s a little aggressive for the neighborhood, 
especially from Mar Vista where they are taking access He feels it is being pumped 
up too much, too much space to get an elevation up to look over a house that may 
or may not be approved More reasonable garage plate heights are needed He 
verified the columns don t have to be there for structural reasons and he would 
rather not have them A ten percent driveway goes up to the floor and can be 
lowered if the upper level was lowered Lower down would be more in scale with 
neighborhood He would like to see both the garage and di iveway used to bring 
the house down He doesn t like the roof deck going up the north side that kicks 
out at an angle It s imposing and he would like it bi ought down Otherwise he 
feels they have done a lot to tiy to accommodate comments and they should listen 
to neighbors comments 

Ms Le Bon said as the drawings don t accurately reflect the actual plates for the living 
room portion she would like that restaked That would also help neighbors see what 
the applicants say is lower roof heights She believes the building meets mass and 
scale for the neighborhood On the public street of Mar Vista it only looks like a two 
level at the garage and a single level at the bedroom The living room sets back from 
the front of the street and can t be seen from Mar Vista public street A lot of square 
footage is buried and doesn t contribute to mass On Mr Baker s side, he is down in a 
hole and if the staking and drawings show reduced plates on the south elevation all 
will have better idea that it provides more massing from his prospective They can 
still have a workable living room with seven to eight-foot plates in that corner She 
understands the window with the privacy issue is under discussion She thinks the 
pool is neighborhood compatible and the landscaping is fine if a little is added on Mr 
Baker s side Other than those comments she can support the project 

Ms Zur Schrruede feels all the surrounding projects are relevant She understands Ms 
LeBon s point about the upper level except from Mar Vista it s still imposing - 
between the garage the level above and Mr Baker s hying area The amount of 
retaining wall adds to that mass and scale There is room to move the house down 
and reduce retaining walls She feels it needs to be 3 000 or 3 100 square feet The 
living area next to Mr Baker would be the place to reduce square footage Reducing 
out of that hying area reduces mass and gives more openness - not so close to Mr 
Baker and reduces looming over him She would like plate heights along the Baker 
elevation as low as possible She was bothered about raising it up to accommodate 
the Morales project The idea wasn t to work with them to make either structure 
taller and out of neighborhood compatibility A more neighborhood compatible 
house is one that s lower and reduces the appearance of mass from the street The 
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guidelines about rooflmes going up on a downhill slope but in this case she feel the 
design helps Pool size is okay but the upper level needs to come down as much as 
possible in height and volume She suggested they review the minutes from the 
Morales project to see what s neighborhood compatible about their project She feels 
they are attempting to see over what might not be considered neighborhood 
compatible 

Ms Simpson agrees with a lot of her colleagues comments and appreciates the work 
done She thinks they are really close Some tweaks and adjustments as Ms Zur 
Schmiede suggested would help the overall volume It looks pretty big, both this and 
the Morales project have to come down some There s a lot of flexibility on the south 
side to come down and removing the chimney helps She would add taller 
landscaping on the south side - fifteen to eighteen foot range - try to reduce the front 
retaining wall height and use plants that cascade over the wall 

Ms Liuzzi agrees with her colleagues and agrees on moving five feet further from Mr 
Baker She thinks they have to lower the driveway There is no guarantee the project 
opposite will get a second story all across For her, that project is not neighborhood 
compatible and there is no need to jack this up to see over a one-story house It was a 
great idea but at the detriment of Mr Baker and wasn t their intent They have to 
bring the driveway down She likes the sloping roof and wants a pool cover 

The Board agreed to grant a third hearing 

Ms Simpson made a motion, seconded by Ms LeBon to continue Design Review 
13-2145, Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 at 31514 Mar Vista Avenue to May 8, 
2014 Motion carried unanimously 

Motion MS Second LL Grant 	Deny 	Cont 5/8 Unan Y 

LeBon Y Liuzzi Y McErlane Y Simpson Y Zur Schmiede Y 

Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board 	 5 	 March 27 2014 
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Balmer Csira Nancy CD 
Wednesday March 26 2014 7 28 AM 
Brown Margaret CD 
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31514_MarVista-NEW 32 pdf 

Nancy Csira Architect 
Acting Zoning Administrator 
City of Laguna Beach 
505 Forest Avenue 
Laguna Beach CA 92651 
(949) 497 0332 
ncsiralaounabeachcity net 

From steve kawaratani [mailto plantman2@mac corn] 
Sent Wednesday, March 26, 2014 5 36 AM 
To caren huzzi, Monica Simpson, Leslie LeBon, Roger McErlane, C Zur Schmiede, Robin 
Cc Hugo Soria, Jon De Langis, Doug, Speare, Martina CD Balmer Csira, Nancy CD 
Subject 31514_MarVista- pdf 

Good morning Board members, 

I hope your week is going smoothly 

As Staff noted, the overall size and massing have been reduced for this application Hugo Soria further details 
the exact changes which were made, with exhibits that may assist you in understanding the scope of changes 
made to the project (although the revised story poles are evident that the applicant team took Board comments 
seriously to create a neighborhood compatible home) 

Key to the design changes was to focus the attention to Joe Baker s property by altering the roof configuration, 
lowering plate heights and moving the structure further from the property line 

As noted by the Board, the size of the garage/workshop does not affect the appearance of mass The CC/Neer 
perspective clearly shows that the redesigned glazing is appropriate for the design of the house While we 
respect Staff's comment that the master roof does not follow the topography, we believe that view and light 
concerns required the roof pitch solution and adds Interest to the overall design 

Please feel free to contact me should you have questions or concerns or wish to meet at the site A hard copy 
of the attached report will be delivered to your mailbox later this morning 

Best, 

Steve 
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8. 31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21 (Staff Assist) DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION, LAST HEARD 

2/9/14 (THIRD HEARING) The applicant requests design review and a coastal development 

permit to construct a new 3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential 

Low Density) zone. Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem 

parking, skylights, air conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and 

landscaping. 
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LETTER FROM HUGO SORIA 

Laguna Beach, CA 
	

3-27-14 

To : 	DRB , City of Laguna Beach, CA 

From : Hugo Soria, Design , & Co. 

303 Broadway, # 209 

Laguna Beach, CA 

Re: 	31514 Mar Vista Ave. Laguna Beach, CA 

Dear Board Members : 

The following are the revisions made to the plans in response to your comments at the DRB meeting 

held on Feb. the 6th, 2014: 

1. The proposed program has been reduced 12 %, or 429.41 livable S.F. by eliminating 6' on the 

length and 7' on the width of the structure, therefore the massing has reduced as well. 

2. The redesigned structure is narrower now and has allowed us to rotate it parallel and further 

away from Mr. Baker's home (approximately 32' from building to building). 

3. Mrs. LeBon had concerns about the roof slopes; we have addressed it by eliminating the 

butterfly design at the lower level (even though we felt that this was a key element in the design), 

simplified the roof lines and sloped them to follow the compound site topography, sloping from 

the North to the Southwest 

4. In our effort to minimize the view impairment that may be encountered with the Morales' 

proposed construction, we have raised the lower level 4 feet w /the hope that it would save our 

views from the Morales proposed project across from ours. Our plate heights were reduced 4 FT 

as well from 14' to 10', now 10' to 9' (Please review "View Study of Morales Residence"). This has 

also helped to eliminate massing on our building. 

5. The location of the garage has moved 7 feet North, thereby mitigating a concern that the Morales' 

had that both driveways were fronting each other, plate heights remain same to the steep slope. 

By doing so, however, this had an affect on the height of North retaining wall at the driveway. 

(as mentioned in the staff report) We moved the lower patio to the North to allow for a planter 

above said wall to minimize the wall mass. The building has moved 6 feet towards the hillside 

increasing the front yard area and added terraced planter walls. 

6. We have eliminated 204 sq. ft. at the upper deck facing Mr. Baker's property to address his privacy 

concerns, we have also lowered the plates to 7'and 6'at the lower level, removed the transom 

windows and sloped the lower roof in order to bring the building height down along Mr. Baker's 

3 



property. We redesigned the clerestory windows at the upper level; therefore plenty of glazing 

has been eliminated. 

7. We have added a small retainer wall system, that follows the contours of the site, with the help of 

our new landscape consultant; please also notice the proposed two foot wide path that follows 

the private winding road. This was one of Mrs. Liuzzi's concerns. 

(The changes above are shown in "Project Changes") 

8. The exterior colors have been revisited to mitigate the boards comments and recommendations 

and we have introduced lx 6 w/ 1/8" gap wood siding to achieve a more warm and rustic feel. 

9. Our landscape consultant found that the previous area calculations were incorrect, whereby, the 

pervious surface area was well overstated. The landscape plan has been revised providing the 

quantities of pervious areas requested by Mrs. Lebon, also by pivoting the structure gave us 7 

extra feet? and the opportunity to enhance the side yard along Mr. Baker's property, with more 

planting, which will add to his privacy. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Hugo 

4 



EXCERPTS FROM STAFF REPORT 

HEARING DATE: 

TO: 

CASE: 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATUS: 

PREPARED BY: 

March 27 2014 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

Design Review 13-2145 
Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 

John DeLangis/Hugo Soria 
(949) 306-4729 

Hamilton Residence 
31514 Mar Vista Avenue 
APN 056-091-21 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines, the project is categorically exempt pursuant to 
Section 15303, Class 3 (a) in that a new single-family residence is 
proposed in a residential zone. 

Martina Speare, Associate Planner 
(949) 464-6629 

REQUESTED ACTION: The applicant requests design review and a coastal development 
permit to construct a new 3,712 3,283 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential 
Low Density) Zone. Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks (1 71-1-6 684 
square feet), tandem parking, skylights, air-conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining 
walls, pool/spa, and landscaping. 

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION: The 7,307 square-foot. vacant parcel is located on the 
inland side of Mar Vista Avenue. The property is considered steep with an average calculated 
slope of 28%. The north and rear property lines abut a private section of Mar Vista Avenue. 

DESIGN REVIEW HISTORY: At the initial hearing on February 6, 2014, the Board and 
neighbors expressed concerns with the proposed size, mass and scale, glazing and neighborhood 
compatibility of the home. The Board directed the applicant to redesign the home to reduce the 
overall size and massing of the home and to reduce the amount of impervious surface area. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant has pulled in the southern wall of the structure and the 
living area has been reduced by 430 square feet. The elevated deck area has been reduced by 432 
square feet to a total of 684 square feet. The two-car garage and workshop area has been 
reconfigured and the overall size has increased from 951 square feet to 1,158 square feet. A 
new patio is proposed at the front of the home and the driveway retaining walls have been 
redesigned. 

The pool and spa equipment has been relocated and is proposed to be installed in an enclosure 
next to the driveway. 
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Access: Conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and other modes of transportation should be 
minimized by specifically providing for each applicable mode of transportation. Handicapped 
access shall be provided as required by applicable statutes. 

The proposed driveway location has been shifted seven feet to the north in an effort to minimize 
access conflicts with the adjacent neighbor at 31521 Mar Vista Avenue. 

Design Articulation: Within the allowable building envelope, the appearance of building and 
retaining wall mass should be minimized. Articulation techniques including, but not limited to, 
separation, offsets, terracing and reducing the size of any one element in the structure may be 
used to reduce the appearance of mass. 

At the initial hearing the Board expressed concerns with the massing of the structure and that the 
roof design has been modified. The roofs still appear to slope in the opposite direction than the 
existing topography. Residential Design Guideline 4.12 states: Design a roof to follow site 
contours. Avoid angular roof forms that slope in a direction opposite to that of the hill, which 
may increase mass and scale. The roof design does not follow the natural topography of the 
site and does not comply with this design guideline. 

The applicant indicates that the plate heights have been reduced from seven to six feet. These 
numbers reflect the lower plate heights of the sloping roofs. The proposed plate heights shown 
on sheet A-7 show that there is a variation in heights and the plate heights range from six feet to 
ten feet on the middle level and from nine feet to fourteen feet on the upper level. 

The new driveway location requires a revised retaining wall design to the north of the driveway. 
The retaining walls adjacent to the driveway is proposed to be approximately 16 feet height and 
may add to the appearance of mass. 

Landscaping: Landscaping shall be incorporated as an integrated part of the structure's design 
and relate harmoniously to neighborhood and community landscaping themes. View equity shall 
be an important consideration in the landscape design. The relevant landscaping guidelines 
contained in the city's "Landscape and Scenic Highways Resource Document" should be 
incorporated, as appropriate, in the design and planned maintenance of proposed landscaping. 

The landscaping plan has been updated. New plants are proposed to the south of the home. 
Please refer to sheet L-2 for the updated planting plan. 

Lighting and Glare: Adequate lighting for individual and public safety shall be provided in a 
manner which does not significantly impact neighboring properties. Reflective materials and 
appurtenances that cause glare or a negative visual impact (e.g., skylights, white rock roofs, 
high-gloss ceramic tile roofs, reflective glass, etc.) should he avoided or mitigated to a level of 
insignificance in those locations where those surfaces are visible from  neighboring properties. 

The Residential Design Guidelines recommends minimizing glazing by reducing large expanses 
of floor-to-ceiling glass and picture windows. Sheet A-5 shows the west elevation and it appears 
that large spans of glass are proposed on the upper levels. 
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Neighborhood Compatibility: Development shall be compatible with the existing development 
in the neighborhood and respect neighborhood character. Neighborhood character is the sum of 
the qualities that distinguish areas within the city, including historical patterns of development 
(e.g., structural heights, mass, scale or size), village atmosphere, landscaping themes and 
architectural styles. 

At the initial hearing the Board expressed concerns with the proposed massing of the structure 
and it was noted that the design was not compatible with neighborhood. The applicant has 
reduced the plate heights and the size of the home. The 1,158 square-foot garage and workshop 
may not be neighborhood compatible. 

The impervious area of the home has been reduced to 47% of the lot area. 

Privacy: The placement of activity areas (e.g., decks, picture windows and ceremonial or 
entertainment rooms) in locations that would result in a substantial invasion of privacy of 
neighboring properties should be minimized. 

The deck area and the home has been pulled away from the southern neighbor in an effort to 
reduce privacy impacts. 

Design Review Guidelines: 
Chimney Height: One chimney is proposed to exceed the maximum height when measured 
above grade. The chimney is proposed at elevation of 137.5 and is roughly two and one-half feet 
higher than the height limit allowed above lowest ftnished grade. Chimneys may exceed the 
maximum height limit when approved by design review. 

7 
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PROJECT CHANGES 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 
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9 



isEr 

L 
UPPER LEVEL 

LNI •031 YON 

LOWER LEVEL 

REMOVED 	ADDED 	 1 0 



MIDDLE LEVEL 

61_10mm 6114111111111 	!is 
urn.. 

011  

90 	 MallainiErtapi 
I 

	

tOODUM1168110[133 	I 

WEST ELEVATION 



CD/Laane s Templates 
Contrtmed Project Submittal Fenn 

• 
31914 M,Az \kn. Project Addresir

;  

Heanng Date \\"--- 0-2 7- 14 

• 	O5- 091-2/ 

Submittals due ‘ 3- --1-1- 
In the event your Design Review/Board °Adjustment hearing was continued to some specific future 
date the following items must be submitted to the city 6§(TrithooR  on the Wednesday, fifteen (15) days 
prior to the meeting (for prolects requiring a staff report, submittals are due the Wednesday 
twenty-two (22) days pnor to the meeting),  or your hearing will be continued to the next available 
hearing date 

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS FOR CONTINUED PROJECTS  Check items submitted 
1A/ I Six (6) copies of a letter to the Board, describing either 

4-74 

5 

/7-6 

V 8 

y IL The changes that were made to the project or 

b Why no changes have been made (reduced sets still required even if 
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Vale A copy of the prior beanng minutes 
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meeting ) 

MAR - 5 2014 

REMEMBER  - If changes are made to the plans, you must update the project summary tables to 
reflect revised square footage, grading quantities etc Failure to do so may result in you having to 
obtain further design review approvals dunng final plan check, delaying the issuance of a Building 
Penn it 

CONTINUANCE POLICIES  

1 The request for continuance must be submitted in writing to the Design Review Board stating the 
specific reasons for the continuance 

2 The written request should be filed with the Department of Community Development (Zoning 
Division) no later than Noon on the Wednesday eight days preceding the Thursday night Design 
Review Board meeting 

3 Continuances are not automatically approved but are considered on a case to-case basis If the 
written request is not filed on time or if you have had several continuances, the Design Review Board 
may act on your project at the scheduled public hearing It is advisable that a representative be 
present at the hearing to answer any questions the Board might have on the request A maximum of 
two non heard continuances are allowed  • 
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Laguna Beach, Ca 	 3-3-14 

To 	DRB , City of Laguna Beach, Ca 

From Hugo Soria, Design , & co 

303 Broadway,# 209 

Laguna Bch Ca 

Re 	31514 Mar Vista Ave Laguna Bch Ca 

h, ' C  
MAR - 9 2014 

7r 

r 

Dear board members 

The following are the revisions made to the plans in response to your 

comments at the DRB meeting held on Feb the 6Th 2014 

1- The proposed program has been reduced 12 %, or 

429 41 livable S F by eliminating 6' on the length and 7' on 

the width of the structure, therefore the massing has reduced as 

well 

2- The Fact that the structure is narrower now has allowed us to 

pivot it, relocate it parallel ,and further away from Mr Baker's 

home, about 32' from building to building 

3 - Mrs Lebon had concerns about the roof slopes, we have 

addressed it by eliminating the butterfly design at the lower level, it 

simplified the roof lines , and we slope them to follow the compound 

exist site grade, 



4-We have raised the lower level 4 feet w /the hope that it would 

save our views from the Morales proposed project across from ours 

This has also helped to eliminate massing on our building 

5- The location of the garage has moved 7 feet uphill , therefore 

mitigating a concern the Morales had that both driveways were 

fronting each other 

The building has moved 6 feet towards the hillside increasing the 

front yard area 

6- We have eliminated 204 sq ft at the upper deck facing Mr 

Baker's property to mitigate his privacy concerns, we have also 

lowered the plates to 7' and 6' at the lower level in order to bring 

the building down towards Mr Baker's property 

We took out all the clerestory windows at this level, and half at the 

upper level , therefore plenty of glazing has been eliminated 

7- The front yard and driveway has been redesigned by creating a 

small terrace of the Master bedroom , to replace our previous 

patio 

We have added a small retainer wall system , that follows the 

contours of the site, with the help of our new landscape consultant 

This was one of Mrs Luizes concerns 



8- The exterior colors have been revisited to mitigate the boards 

comments and recommendations, and we have introduced lx 6 w/ 

1/8" gap wood siding to achieve a more warm and rustic feel 

9- The landscape plan has been revised providing the quantities of 

pervious areas requested by Mrs Lebon ,also by pivoting the 

structure gave us 7 extra feet, and the opportunity to enhance the 

side yard , between Mr Baker and our project , with more planting, 

which will add to his privacy 

Thank you for your consideration 	hugo 



i20:-.)F 

goo y 

SID I 1\3G/TR i Isit 

• 	• 

31 1 14 MAP-- Q1 STA 



Laguna Beach, Ca 	 3-3-14 

To 	DRB , City of Laguna Beach, Ca 

From Hugo Soria, Design, & co 

303 Broadway,# 209 

Laguna Bch Ca 

Re 	31514 Mar Vista Ave Laguna Bch Ca 

MAR - 5 2014 

zoflI :),,frio  

C 	OP) IL , 
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Dear board members 

The following are the revisions made to the plans in response to your 

comments at the DRB meeting held on Feb the 6Th 2014 

1- The proposed program has been reduced 12 %, or 

429 41 livable S F by eliminating 6' on the length and 7' on 

the width of the structure , therefore the massing has reduced as 

well 

2- The Fact that the structure is narrower now has allowed us to 

pivot it, relocate it parallel ,and further away from Mr Baker's 

home , about 32' from building to building 

3 - Mrs Lebon had concerns about the roof slopes, we have 

addressed it by eliminating the butterfly design at the lower level, it 

simplified the roof lines , and we slope them to follow the compound 

exist site grade, 



4-We have raised the lower level 4 feet w /the hope that it would 

save our views from the Morales proposed project across from ours 

This has also helped to eliminate massing on our building 

5- The location of the garage has moved 7 feet uphill , therefore 

mitigating a concern the Morales had that both driveways were 

fronting each other 

The building has moved 6 feet towards the hillside increasing the 

front yard area 

6- We have eliminated 204 sq ft at the upper deck facing Mr 

Baker's property to mitigate his privacy concerns, we have also 

lowered the plates to 7' and 6' at the lower level in order to bring 

the building down towards Mr Baker's property 

We took out all the clerestory windows at this level , and half at the 

upper level , therefore plenty of glazing has been eliminated 

7- The front yard and driveway has been redesigned by creating a 

small terrace of the Master bedroom , to replace our previous 

patio 

We have added a small retainer wall system , that follows the 

contours of the site , with the help of our new landscape consultant 

, 

This was one of Mrs Luizi's concerns 



8- The exterior colors have been revisited to mitigate the boards 

comments and recommendations, and we have introduced lx 6 w/ 

1/8" gap wood siding to achieve a more warm and rustic feel 

9- The landscape plan has been revised providing the quantities of 

pervious areas requested by Mrs Lebon ,also by pivoting the 

structure gave us 7 extra feet, and the opportunity to enhance the 

side yard, between Mr Baker and our project, with more planting, 

which will add to his privacy 

Thank you for your consideration 	hugo 



MINUTES 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 

FEBRUARY 6, 2014 

A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 

City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council 

Chambers on February 6, 2014 

Present: 	Leslie LeBon, Caren Liuzzi, Roger McErlane, Monica Simpson 

Absent: 	Robin Zur Schmiede 

Staff Present: 	Liane Schuller, Martina Speare, Margaret Brown 

NEW BUSINESS 

11. 31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21, (Stag Assist) (CONTINUED TO 

3/27)  
DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL 

EXEMPTION (CONTINUED FROM 12/12/13 NOT HEARD) 

The applicant requests design review and a coastal development permit to construct a new 

3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low Density) zone. 

Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem parking, skylights, 

air conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and landscaping. 

Project Representative: Designer Hugo Soria explained this is a redesign of a 

previously approved project. The garage was relocated so there is now no need for a 

height variance. 103 cubic yards of excavation was eliminated and the roof is sloped 

to capture light in the partially buried rear of the house. Fenestration is placed to 

break up the massing. The garage square footage incorrectly included 572 square feet 

of workshop and storage. 

Public Testimony: Anita Dobbs, 31517 Eagle Rock Way, said the staff report 

mentions the incredible number of lights proposed and this is a generally dark area 

with no street lights. The renderings look nice on paper but not how they look in the 

neighborhood. The story poles show a huge sheer wall which will block sunlight and 

Mr. Baker's view from that side of the house where he looks to Aliso Peak. From his 

back patio there is still this monolithic wall looking down on the privacy of his patio. 

Being kind and considerate is important in this close neighborhood. There are many 

typical South Laguna homes within the 300-foot radius of this project and this project 

destroys the concept of neighborhood. 

Elizabeth Phillips, 31531 Scenic Drive, asked that the Board not consider this 

compatible with their neighborhood. The pattern started with the unsightly and still 

016'i,TJ.? 
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uninhabited Villa Mar Vista. This project will be part of those that look down on their 
homes - which might be referred to as the Kingdom of Mar Vista looking down on 
the fiefdom below, casting a shadow on those below. They fought hard for open 
space and the character of their neighborhood. Now there is more view impaction of 
both being requested, adding chaos and not following topography. Construction 
traffic and road blockage also affects the neighborhood character. 

Jim Dobbs, 31517 Eagle Rock, sees none of the concerns neighbors addressed in the 
Morales design were acknowledged by these applicants after the Board told the two 
architects to get in touch with each other. This house seems, to violate significant DRB 
guidelines to integrate new houses into an existing neighborhood of older homes: 
The roof slopes ignoring Board suggestions, the four-car garage would dig out many 
hundreds of cubic feet of soil and transport it down Eagle Rock. Perhaps the extra-
large garage could be relocated to the rear to maintain natural topography. The staff 
report considers the neighborhood to only consist of the two addresses in the report. 
This is a serious misunderstanding of "neighborhood". Some houses in the 
notification area average 2,100 to 2,500 square feet. This 3,700 square-foot house will 
seriously affect neighborhood character. If this project goes forward he and Mr. Baker 
will look at a thirty-foot nearly monolithic slab of white-washed concrete. These 
designs suggest a dangerous precedent of ever larger houses that seem intent on 
destroying the equity of scale and materials that are the bedrock of their 
neighborhood. 

Jack Lampert, 31522 Mar Vista Avenue, has seen two 3,000 plus houses built in the 
last two years, and the Morales house and this proposed one - obviously a lot of 
construction. At four a.m. they begin hearing the construction noise and they have 
also had water problems. His primary concern is the big huge wall which blocks Mr. 
Baker's view. It's a nice house but didn't take the neighbors into consideration. He's 
totally against it as submitted. 

Joe Baker, 31516 Mar Vista Avenue, is the most affected. Although he looks forward 
to having the Hamiltons as neighbors this 3,700 square-foot house is too big and too 
looming for the South Laguna neighborhood. He saw a thirty-foot pole in his front 
yard but that's the edge of the roof he'll see whenever he leaves his house. Six years 
ago he and the lot's prior owner, Iraj Poorman, came to agreement after months on a 
3,100 square-foot house that pushed away from his house giving him light and 
privacy in his home which he will no longer have. He will look at a flat wall from the 
front to back, with no privacy, no light and he won't see the hills anymore. It's too big, 
his house is 1,050 square feet; the Morales house - 1,150 square feet; Gonzales - 1,700 
square feet, the Kissling house - 2,000 square feet. 3,700 square feet doesn't fit the 
compatibility of this neighborhood. His concerns are privacy, space, view and light - 
none provided by the present plan. 
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Bob Lawson, 31521 Mar Vista Avenue, said the house is too big for the neighborhood. 
He was part of the group six years ago that went through this process. He felt 3,100 
square feet was way too big but the others acquiesced and he gave up. The Pepper 
Trees will be lost because of the garage placement. The other road is a better place. 
He asked that the scale be cut back - 2,500 square feet would be more than enough. 
The Board has to deal with this to get it back to a normal scale. 

Mike Gonzalez, 31502 Mar Vista Avenue, generally agrees with the other speakers' 
comments. He still has a picture of story poles from the last design approved. It was 
a hard-fought thing and worked well for Mr. Poorman and the neighborhood. He 
hopes the same can be done for the Hamiltons. But the difference in mass and scale in 
the new story poles is quite obvious. It definitely gives an urban canyon effect for 
pedestrians. Have to join in looking for a better solution. 

Rebuttal: Consultant Steve Kawaratani said it's a fundamental right to improve your 
property. The applicant team will take neighbors' comments to heart. This project 
was designed and scheduled to be heard before the Morales project. He is 
sympathetic to Mr. Baker but his property is fourteen feet lower than the applicant's 
and the house is twenty-three feet away. The applicant team will review the Poorman 
project and will try to replicate it as closely as possible. The Board should consider 
mass and scale rather than square footage. He said the average home in that vicinity 
is 3,000 square feet plus. 

Board Questions: Mr. McErlane is surprised that the applicant presented this after 
hearing the discussion about the neighbor's house. He verified they will remove the 
power pole from the driveway. Contractor Jon DeLangis said a pole is in close 
proximity to the proposed garage location. There's an additional pole in front of Mr. 
Baker's property and another pole at the end of Mar Vista. The applicant proposes 
undergrounding between those two poles - from upper Mar Vista and Mr. Baker's 
property. 

Ms. Simpson verified the Pepper Tree is not a heritage tree. Mr. Kawaratani said it is 
in poor health and the Fire Department frowns upon Peppers in this zone. Ms. 
Simpson verified with Mr. Soria that the proposed roof color is a Hunter Green and 
not the blue shown in the Board's packets. 

Ms. Liuzzi verified all thirteen exterior lights will be shielded. Mr. Soria is unsure of 
the number of path lights. 

Board Comments: Ms. LeBon said the project doesn't meet Design Review criteria in 
that landscaping areas have 73% impervious surfaces and she would like 65% 
maximum. More landscaping buffer areas are needed. The mass and scale isn't 
neighborhood compatible and has massing issues on the south (Mr. Baker's) side. He 
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is well below this property but the rear of the project goes significantly beyond what 
is compatible. The significant amount of west elevation glazing needs to be reduced. 
There are privacy issues for Mr. Baker with the south side windows. She is okay with 
tandem parking - the garage workshop and square footage can't be seen from the 
exterior - you see only a two-car garage. She saw no view issues and the proposed 
pool is fine. The garage would probably be better on the c.ul de sac as it's less traveled 
than Mar Vista. She agrees with the staff report regarding the shape and slope of the 
roof which needs to be better addressed. 

Ms. Simpson said although they tried to articulate the building when you go to the 
site it appears huge so she has to agree with neighbors. Overall the house is too big 
and needs to be pulled in. Mr. Baker's side is exacerbated because he is below and it 
looks even larger. It does block a lot of his light and creates privacy issues. She thinks 
this is probably the best garage location - moving to the top is more difficult and 
involves more grading because the slope drops. Because the garage is buried, it 
doesn't impact massing. It's the upper stories that add mass and scale. The garage 
retaining walls need to be softened or reduced. The roof color and the white building 
contributes to the mass and scale of the house. If she lived above the project and 
looked below she wouldn't want to look onto a hunter green or blue roof. South 
Laguna is rustic and she recommends trying for more rustic, darker materials such as 
on the Morales' house. It's too big, they should look at the approved 3,100 square foot 
house which is already a pretty big house. 

Mr. McErlane agrees it's not neighborhood compatible. The word "looming" was 
used as a description and it seems to loom over the neighborhood given the scale of 
the street. If the garage was put on the top end and the pool at the lower end it could 
stack more away from the street and step back easier. He thinks the biggest problem 
is that they don't know what will happen across the street - they might want to 
consider how to respond more to what happens there. He would like it more 
compatible with the neighborhood down on Mar Vista - as opposed to that above. 

Ms. Liuzzi agrees with her colleagues. There are mass and scale issues and 
impervious surfaces have to come down. It needs to come in drastically on both sides. 
She would like the driveway up to the cul de sac wider for better access, so they have 
to bring the design in. That would be beneficial to the neighborhood. It's a safety 
issue and would help the Moraleses achieve the compromise they're working on. She 
encouraged reaching out and working with the Moraleses; they've made great 
compromises. This project had many hearings before the Board previously and it 
was whittled away, downsized to 3,100 square feet. It was a compromise and she 
wants the applicant to stay close to that. The neighborhood doesn't just encompass 
the large, controversial projects that have been built. This has to come down in size, 
it's too wide. The wall facing Mr. Baker impacts his one important kitchen window. 
She is okay with the tandem parking and access from above - the owner doesn't want 

(1 o 
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to drive up the hill. They are looking at a redesign and need to go back to the 
property file, read the history and see what the Board said before. 

Ms. Simpson made a motion, seconded by Mr. McErlane, to continue Design Review 
13-2145, Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 at 31514 Mar Vista Avenue to March 27, 
2014. Motion carried unanimously 4-0. 

Motion MS Second RM Grant 	Deny 	Cont 3/27 Unan. 4-0 

LeBon Y Liuzzi Y McErlane Y Simpson Y Zur Schmiede Absent 
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31514 MAR VISTA AVE 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 2014 

NEW BUSINESS 

31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21, (Staff Assist) DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COAST-

AL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION (CONTINUED FROM 

12/12/13 NOT HEARD) The applicant requests design review and a coastal development 

permit to construct a new 3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential 

Low Density) zone. Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem 

parking, skylights, air conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and 

landscaping. 
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KAWARATANI COMMENTS 

February 6, 2014 

Dear Board Members, 

"The scenic character of South Laguna is dominated by views of the ocean and surrounding 
hillsides."' This describes the exact reason that Vicki and Doug Hamilton decided to purchase the 
property at 31514 Mar Vista Avenue. 

Design Review Board approved a similar home on the site in 2006 2, with a variance to exceed the 
maximum allowable building height. The Hamilton's decided to modify the approved project, and 
follow Staff's suggestion that the variance be eliminated. 

By relocating the garage, the height of the residence was reduced, which eliminated the previously 
approved variance. This also allowed for a safer garage location, reduced massing, and a 
reduction in grading export by 103 cubic yards. 

As noted in the enclosed Staff Report (p. 4), "It appears the proposed living area is constant (sic) 
with the pattern of development in the neighborhood." This is supported by the Neighborhood 
Compatibility charts (p.9). 

Comments by the Landscape Consultant have been reviewed, an we plan to revise hedge 
selections. Further, plantings that "may not be an effective fire hazard reduction strategy" will also 
be reconsidered. 

While we note that the Staff has expressed concern over the slopes of the roofs, the configuration 
was designed to capture light in the rear of the house, as "the highest point will rise (only) four feet 
above the rear lot line." As the cover of this handbook illustrates, we believe the fenestration is 
appropriate to the scale of the home. 

As the Board may recall, Val and Patti Morales, 31521 Mar Vista Avenue, recently presented their 
own project. They have expressed some concern over our proposals, and we are committed 
to working with their architect, Horst Noppenberger, to allow the equitable development of both 
properties. 

We look forward to hearing your comments this evening. 

Steve Kawaratani 

1 Landscape Resource Document 
2 	Martina Speare's Staff Report 
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EXCERPTS FROM STAFF REPORT 

HEARING DATE: 

TO: 

CASE: 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATUS: 

PREPARED BY: 

December 12, 2013 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

Design Review 13-2145 
Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 

John DeLangis/Hugo Soria 
(949) 306-4729 

Hamilton Residence 
31514 Mar Vista Avenue 
APN 056-091-21 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines, the project is categorically exempt pursuant to 
Section 15303, Class 3 (a) in that a new single-family residence is 
proposed in a residential zone. 

Martina Speare, Associate Planner 
(949) 464-6629 

REQUESTED ACTION: The applicant requests design review and a coastal development 
permit to construct a new 3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low 
Density) Zone. Design review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem parking, 
skylights, air-conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining walls, pool/spa, and landscaping. 

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION: The 7,307 square-foot, vacant parcel is located on the 
inland side of Mar Vista Avenue. The property is considered steep with an average calculated 
slope of 28%. The north and rear property lines abut a private section of Mar Vista Avenue. 

DESIGN REVIEW HISTORY: In 2006, the Design Review Board approved a 3,135 square-
foot home with an 825 square-foot, four-car garage. The project also included 672 square feet of 
deck area and a pool and spa. At that time, a variance was approved to exceed the maximum 
building height limit above the finished grade with the justification based on topography. 
Permits were never issued for the project and the entitlements expired. 

STAFF REVIEW BACKGROUND: On March 7, 2012 staff held a pre-application site 
meeting at the site. Staff noted that even though a variance had been previously approved, it 
would be wise to design a home with no variances. Staff also suggested that the applicant 
research the size the neighboring homes. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant proposes to construct a three story, 3,712 square-foot home, 
with a 951 square-foot garage and 1,016 square feet of deck area. A new pool and spa are also 
proposed. The home will stack three stories in some locations and an elevator is proposed to the 
rear of the garage. 
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DR 13-2145/CDP 13-2181 
31514 Mar Vista 

December 12, 2013 
Page 3 of 6 

Environmental Context: Development should preserve and, where possible, enhance the city's 
scenic natural setting. Natural features, such as existing heritage trees, rock out-cropping, 
ridgelines and significant watercourses should be protected. Existing terrain should be utilized 
in the design and grading should be minimized. 

A total of 540 cubic yards of cut and 115 cubic yards of fill are proposed outside the building 
footprint and 620 cubic yards of cut and 80 cubic yards of fill are proposed inside the building 
footprint. The total net export amounts to 965 cubic yards. The residential Design Guidelines 
states that grading should be the minimum necessary to achieve an appropriate building mass 
while retaining natural features and significant vegetation. Site design should minimize 
modification of the natural landscape and slope. 

The property is located in a very high fire hazard severity zone and no target species are 
proposed. 

General Plan Compliance: The development shall comply with all applicable policies of the 
general plan, including all of its elements, applicable specific plans, and the certified local 
coastal program. 

The proposed development on the existing legal building site is consistent with the intent of the 
village low density land use designation. 

Landscaping: Landscaping shall be incorporated as an integrated part of the structure's design 
and relate harmoniously to neighborhood and community landscaping themes. View equity shall 
be an important consideration in the landscape design. The relevant landscaping guidelines 
contained in the city's "Landscape and Scenic Highways Resource Document" should be 
incorporated as appropriate, in the design and planned maintenance of proposed landscaping. 

A landscaping plan has been provided and is located on sheet L-1. The City's Landscaping 
Consultant has reviewed the plan and has noted that the Myrica, Ceanothus, and Prunis could 
exceed the hedge height restrictions. It was also noted that the use of large shrubs close to the 
home and the property line, may not be an effective fire hazard reduction strategy. 

Lighting and Glare: Adequate lighting for individual and public safety shall be provided in a 
manner which does not significantly impact neighboring properties. Reflective materials and 
appurtenances that cause glare or a negative visual impact (e.g., skylights, white rock roofs, 
high-gloss ceramic tile roofs, reflective glass, etc.) should be avoided or mitigated to a level of 
insignificance in those locations where those surfaces are visible from neighboring properties. 

An exterior lighting plan has been provided on sheet E-L and indicates that a total of 9 exterior 
wall fixtures, 6 exterior down lights with a maximum of 2.5 watts are proposed. The 
landscaping lighting plan is included on sheet L-2 and identifies a total of 3 down lights, 4 wall 
lights and 13 path lights. 
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DR 13-2145/CDP 13-2181 
31514 Mar Vista 

December 12, 2013 
Page 4 of 6 

The Residential Design Guidelines recommends minimizing glazing by reducing large expanses 
of floor-to-ceiling glass and picture windows. Sheet A-5 shows the west elevation and it appears 
that large spans of glass are proposed on the upper middle levels. 

Neighborhood Compatibility: Development shall be compatible with the existing development 
in the neighborhood and respect neighborhood character. Neighborhood character is the sum of 
the qualities that distinguish areas within the city, including historical patterns of development 
(e.g., structural heights, mass, scale or size), village atmosphere, landscaping themes and 
architectural styles. 

Two homes were recently approved at 31510 and 31512 Mar Vista Ave. A square-footage 
comparison has been provided: 

Address 
Lot 
Size 

Living 
Area Garage Area Deck Area Total 

Proposed 9,025 3,711 951 1,015 14,702 
31510 Mar Vista 8,751 3,812 829 1,367 14,759 
31512 Mar Vista 8,120 3,485 440 1,124 13,169 

It appears the proposed living area is constant with the pattern of development in the 
neighborhood. However, it appears that the garage may be larger than the pattern of 
development, especially since the garage is designed to accommodate only two cars. 

Privacy: The placement of activity areas (e.g., decks, picture windows and ceremonial or 
entertainment rooms) in locations that would result in a substantial invasion of privacy of 
neighboring properties should be minimized 

The outdoor living areas are proposed away from the adjacent homes and do not appear to 
impact neighbor privacy. 

Sustainability: New development should consider architecture and building practices which 
minimize environmental impacts and enhance energy efficiency by: (a) reducing energy needs of 
buildings by proper site and structural design; (b) increasing the building's ability to capture or 
generate energy; (c) using low-impact, sustainable and recycled building materials; (d) using 
the latest Best Management Practices regarding waste and water management; and (e) reducing 
site emissions. 

Large windows are proposed on the west elevation and may contribute to heat build-up. Two 
air-conditioning units are proposed along the northern elevation outside the kitchen wall. 
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DR 13-2145/CDP 13-2181 
31514 Mar Vista 

December 12, 2013 
Page 5 of 6 

Swimming Pools, Spas and Water Features: Swimming pools, spas and water features shall 
be located, designed and constructed where: (a) Geology conditions allow; (b) Noise 
produced by circulatory mechanical pumps and equipment is mitigated; and (c) Any associated 
fencing or other site improvements are compatible with neighboring properties. 

A pool and spa are proposed on the northern side of the home and will be located on an elevated 
terrace. The pool equipment is proposed to be located in a pool equipment room on the middle 
level of the home. 

View Equity: The development, including its landscaping, shall be designed to protect existing 
views from neighboring properties without denying the subject property the reasonable 
opportunity to develop as described and illustrated in the city's "Design Guidelines." The 
"Design Guidelines" are intended to balance preservation of views with the right to develop 

property. 

The lot is steep and the maximum allowable height above the rear lot line is 15 feet. The root 
heights are proposed to vary, but at the highest point will rise four feet above the rear lot line. 
The homes behind the project are located at a higher elevation and significant view impacts are 
not anticipated. 

Design Review Guidelines: 
Chimney Height: One chimney is proposed to exceed the maximum height when measured 
above grade. The chimney is proposed at elevation of 137.5 and is roughly two and one-half feet 
higher than the height limit allowed above lowest finished grade. Chimneys may exceed the 
maximum height limit when approved by design review. 

Coastal Development Permit:  The proposed project constitutes development for which a 
Coastal Development Permit is required since the project involves new construction in the 
coastal zone. The City's determination is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 
The Design Review Board must make the following findings for approval: 

1. The project is in conformity with all the applicable provisions of the General Plan, 
including the Certified Local Coastal Program and any applicable specific plans in that: 

1G. The visual impacts of the development have been minimized because the proposed 
structure is similar in size to neighboring buildings therefore maintaining compatibility 
with surrounding development. 

2. Any development located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea is 
in conformity with the Certified Local Coastal Program and with the public access and 
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act in that: 

This finding is not required as the property is not located between the sea and the first 
public road. 
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DR 13-2145/CDP 13-2181 
31514 Mar Vista 

December 12, 2013 
Page 6 of 6 

3. The proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act in that: 

3A. The proposed project is in compliance with the applicable rules and regulations set 
forth in the Municipal Code and will not cause any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. 

COMMUNITY INTEREST: There have been no letters or telephone calls received by the City 
as of the date of this report. One neighbor requested that staff verify if the staking was installed 
correctly. Staff was able to verify that the staking was installed correctly. 

CONCLUSION: The living area of the home appears neighborhood compatible, but the garage 
may be oversized. The roof slopes in the opposite direction of the topography and may increase 
the appearance of mass. Large floor to ceiling glass is found on the western elevation and may 
contribute to heat build-up. 

ATTACHMENTS: Project Summary Tables 
Pre-Submittal Site Meeting 
Color and Materials 
Vicinity/Aerial Maps 
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00,4;.„15-000L? 1508  

31514 
31510 

31516 31512 
(APPliQVID) 31522 

31542 
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22311 
22301 
(VACANT) 

22353 

22301 
(VACANT) 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 

Address Lot size House Size F.A.R. Garage Deck Pool 

31502 Mar Vista Ave 8632 2098 0.24 484 563 yes 

31514 Mar Vista Ave 9025 3711 0.41 951 1015 yes 

31516 Mar Vista Ave 7551 1067 0.14 505 

31522 Mar Vista Ave 6752 2525 0.37 650 

31542 Mar Vista Ave 6335 1933 0.31 748 660 

31562 Mar Vista Ave 10673 4510 0.42 815 916 

31508 Mar Vista Ave 8729 2118 0.24 

31510 Mar Vista Ave 8751 3812 0.44 829 1367 

31512 Mar Vista Ave 8120 3485 0.43 440 1124 

22311 Eagle Rock Way 7240 3628 0.50 

22353 Eagle Rock Way 29491 4206 0.14 1691 

Average 10118 3008 0.33 678 1048 
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6 February 3, 2014 

Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment / Design Review Board 

505 Forest Ave. 

Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

RE: Design Review 13-2145 Hamilton's Residence 31514 Mar Vista Ave. APN 056-091-21 

Dear Design Review Board, 

We reside directly across the street (31521 Mar Vista) from the proposed project and would 

like to respectively express our concerns and object to the approval of the project as it is 

currently designed. 

11 Access and Garage Design. Placement and Scale  — the current design locates the driveway and 

garage directly across from our existing drive and garage access. This location would create a 

poor ingress and egress for both of us. Additionally, the thought of having tandem parking in the 

driveway is not appealing to us. Currently we look out from our kitchen window and see a 

hillside. However with the garage and tandem parking in the currently proposed location, our 

view will be parked cars. Also, the current location of the garage will require the removal of a 

California pepper tree which is valued by all the neighbors and is on the Heritage Tree list. A 

previously approved house for the property had the garage located at the north end of the 

property which was much more in line with Design Guidelines. 

al Drainage  -with the development of 31510 Mar Vista, 31512 Mar Vista and now this project, 

approximately 70% of the hillside will be developed. All of the rain that can no longer percolate 

into the ground will be directed via the individual residences drainage systems onto Mar Vista. 

This poses a real problem for downstream residences, especially our home. The current design 

has the bulk of the sites drainage directed to the north end of the property where it daylights 

onto Mar Vista. A better solution would be directing the drainage to the south so that the 

daylight onto Mar Vista occurs at the south property line. This location puts the daylight location 

further down Mar Vista and closer to Eagle Rock were the runoff is designed to flow. An 

additional thought might be to increase the landscape area to help absorb more rain and reduce 

runoff. 



1.1 Privacy — as currently designed the project has decks which run the entire length on several 

levels which leaves us, the downhill residence and the Baker residence, the south adjacent 

property, with no areas of privacy. Please consider reducing the size of the patio areas that are 

facing west and south. 

41 Building Mass. Scale and Form - the proposed building is very large for this neighborhood 

(3,700sf on a 7,000sf lot). This appears to be inconsistent with the pattern of development. The 

proposed project would have floor area to lot size of 51% while surrounding properties are in 

the 20% range. Additionally, the location and undersize of courtyards and open space have 

given the building an even more massive appearance from the street and residences to the west 

and south. A previously approved house for the property utilizes courtyards (pool area) and 

open space on the west and south to reduce the perception of mass. The current design also 

utilizes 13'44' ceiling heights along with steps down to the master suite. Many of the issues 

and concerns of adjacent property owners, including privacy, access/egress and drainage could 

be mitigated by reducing the size and scale of the building and utilizing properly sized and 

located courtyards and open spaces. 

51, Lighting and Glare- the proposed building utilizes floor to ceiling glass and picture windows very 

generously. Since the house is situated on a hillside the adverse effect on us and downhill 

neighbors is great. Again a downsizing of the building along with more prudent use of floor to 

ceiling glazing and the use of courtyards and open space at the west and south property 

boundary would soften the impact. 

61 Noise — please consider the location of pool equipment and HVAC units and their impact on 

downhill and adjacent neighbors. 

fl View Equity — the proposed building will greatly impact our hillside view. Therefore every effort 

should be taken to soften the impact with landscaping and open space located at the west and 

south property boundaries. 

Earlier we sent a letter addressing our concerns directly to the Hamilton's. I have attached a copy of the 

letter for your records. Thank you and please feel free to contact me at (714) 240-5345 if you have any 

questions 

Respirtfully submitted, 

Val and Patti Morales 

31521 Mar Vista Laguna Beach 

U 

-J 
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January 20, 2014 

Mr. and Mrs. Hamilton 

31151 Monterey St. 

Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Dear Doug and Vickie, 

I hope all is well and you guys are making progress with your new home project. During our two 

previous site meetings we have discussed your concerns about our remodel project. Based on those 

meetings, we have spoken to our Architect and are addressing your concern in regards to the impact our 

second floor addition might have on the future view of your new home. However, we have not had the 

opportunity to discuss our concerns about the impact your project will have on our home both present 

and future. It is the purpose of this letter to express our specific concerns regarding your new home 

project which we hope can be addressed and mitigated as your design progresses. 

Access and Garage Design, Placement and Scale  - your plans currently locate the driveway and garage 

directly across from our existing drive and garage access. This location would create a poor ingress and 

egress for both of us. Additionally, the thought of having tandem parking in your driveway is not 

appealing to us. Currently we look out from our kitchen window and see a hillside. However with your 

garage and tandem parking in the currently proposed location, our view will be parked cars. Also, the 

current location of your garage will require the removal of a California pepper tree which is valued by all 

the neighbors and is on the Heritage Tree list. 

Drainage  - with the development of 31510 Mar Vista, 31512 Mar Vista and now your project, 

approximately 70% of the hillside will be developed. All of the rain that can no longer percolate into the 

ground will be directed via the individual residences drainage systems onto Mar Vista. This poses a real 

problem for downstream residences, especially our home. Currently the bulk of your drainage is 

directed to the north end of the property where it daylights onto Mar Vista. Please consider directing 

the drainage to the south so that the daylight onto Mar Vista occurs at the south property line. This 

location puts the daylight location further down Mar Vista and closer to Eagle Rock were the runoff is 

designed to flow. An additional thought might be to increase your landscape area to help absorb more 

rain and reduce runoff. 



Privacy — we understand the desire for decks, however your decks which run the entire length on 

several levels, leaves us with no areas of privacy and increases the need for us to construct privacy walls 

adding to the mass of our project. Please consider reducing the size of the patio areas that are facing 

west and south. 

View Coordination — we have a unique situation to coordinate our designs so as to reasonably mitigate 

the view impact our remodel will have on your future home. As I mentioned above we have taken your 

concerns to heart and have asked Horst Architecture to modify our design to address your view 

concerns. Likewise, we request that you also make changes to your design so that the entire burden of 

reaching a mutually agreeable solution will not fall on us alone. 

Thank you for your understanding and anticipated cooperation. We look forward to further discussions 

and ultimately to sharing our wonderful neighborhood together. I may be reached via e-mail at 

vmorales@durnarccorp.com   

Va and Patti Morales 

31521 Mar Vista Laguna Beach, CA 

cc: Hugo Soria & Company 

cc: Horst Architects 
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MORALES RESIDENCE 
color and materials board 

1. INTEGRALLY COLORED SMOOTH TROWEL STUCCO- off white 
2. ALUMINUM & GLASS DOORS & WINDOWS - dark anodized bronze 

w/ low E/ non-reflective glass 
3. BUXIEL LIMESTONE- Staggered, random lengths, split face finish 
4. MOCHA CREAM LIMESTONE PAVERS- honed 
5. GLASS GAURDRAILS- clear glass with dark anodized brone top rail. 
6. MOVEABLE WOOD/RESYSTA SCREENS- brown 

31521 Mar Vista Avenue 
MOM 

10.2.13 



MINUTES 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING AND NOTICED HEARING 

DECEMBER 12, 2013 
A regular noticed meeting of the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board of the 

City of Laguna Beach, California, convened at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council 
Chambers on December 12, 2013 

Present: 

Absent: 

Staff Present: 

NEW BUSINESS 

Caren Liuzzi, Roger McErlane, Monica Simpson, Robin Zur 
Schmiede 

Michael Wilkes 

Liane Schuller, Nancy Csira, Belinda Deines, Martina Speare, 
Margaret Brown 

13. 31514 MAR VISTA AVENUE, APN 056-091-21 (Staff Assist) (CONTINUED TO 
2/6)  
DESIGN REVIEW 13-2145, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 13-2181 AND A CATEGORICAL 
EXEMPTION 

The applicant requests design review and a coastal development permit to construct a new 
3,712 square-foot single-family dwelling in the R-1 (Residential Low Density) zone. Design 
review is required for the new structure, elevated decks, tandem parking, skylights, air-
conditioning, chimney height, grading, retaining walls, pool/spa and landscaping. 

Ms. Zur Schmiede made a motion, seconded by Ms. Simpson, to continue Design 
Review 12-3145, Coastal Development Permit 13-2181 at 31514 Mar Vista Avenue to 
February 6, 2014. Motion carried unanimously 4-0. 

Motion RZ Second MS Grant 	Deny 	Cont 2/6 Unan. 4-0 

Liuzzi Y McErlane Y Simpson Y Wilkes Absent Zur Schmiede Y 

Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board Minutes 	 December 12, 2013 
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May 22,2013 

Jon DeLangis 
1195 Temple Hills Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

Dear Jon: 

Subject: Landscape Plan Review for 31514 Mar Vista Avenue 

A review of the landscape plan for the captioned project site has been completed by the 
City's consulting Landscape Architect. A copy of the plan review checklist and comments 
is enclosed for your follow-up. 

The review comments indicate that the proposed Artemsia and Salia are target 
(disallowed) plant material. Please revise the plan to omit or substitute this proposed 
plant. 

Please feel free to contact the undersigned if you have questions related to this review or 
the required follow-up. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

Copy: Hugo Soria 

505 FOREST AVE. • LAGUNA BEACH, CA 92651 TEL (949) 497-3311 • FAX (949) 497-0771 

@ RECYCLED PAPER 
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