January 16, 2008
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF

THE TORRANCE PLANNING COMMISSION
1.
CALL TO ORDER
The Torrance Planning Commission convened in a regular session at 7:02 p.m. on Wednesday, January 16, 2008 in the Council Chambers at Torrance City Hall.

2.
SALUTE TO THE FLAG

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chairperson Busch.

3.
ROLL CALL
Present:
Commissioners Browning, Gibson, Horwich, Skoll, Uchima, Weideman and Chairperson Busch.


Absent:
None.

Also Present:
Planning Manager Lodan, Planning Assistant Yumul,

Plans Examiner Noh, Associate Civil Engineer Symons, 

Fire Marshal Kazandjian and Deputy City Attorney Whitham.

4.
POSTING OF THE AGENDA


Planning Manager Lodan reported that the agenda was posted on the Public Notice Board at 3031 Torrance Boulevard on January 11, 2008.
5.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – December 5, 2007

MOTION:  Commissioner Weideman moved for the approval of the December 5, 2007 Planning Commission minutes as submitted.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gibson and passed by unanimous roll call vote, with Commissioner Skoll abstaining.
6.
REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENT – None.
7.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS #1 – None.

*


Chairperson Busch reviewed the policies and procedures of the Planning Commission, including the right to appeal decisions to the City Council.

8.
TIME EXTENSIONS
8A.
MIS07-000351: JAMES LEE

Planning Commission consideration for approval of a one-year time extension of a previously approved Division of Lot (DIV05-00020) to merge two underlying parcels on property located in the C-2 Zone at 1611 Crenshaw Boulevard.

Recommendation

Approval.

Planning Assistant Yumul introduced the request.

James Lee, applicant, explained that an extension is needed because the project is still under construction.

MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved for the approval of MIS07-000351.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gibson and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


Planning Assistant Yumul read aloud the number and title of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-001.


MOTION:  Commissioner Horwich moved for the adoption of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-001.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Uchima and passed by unanimous roll call vote. 

9.
CONTINUED HEARINGS - None.

10.
WAIVERS – None.
11.
FORMAL HEARINGS

11A.
PRE07-00024: CHRIS FURGIS

Planning Commission consideration for approval of a Precise Plan of Development to allow first and second-story additions to an existing one-story, single-family residence on property located in the R-1 Zone at 140 Via Los Miradores.

Recommendation

Approval.

Planning Assistant Yumul introduced the request and noted supplemental material consisting of correspondence received after the agenda item was completed.


Chris Furgis, 140 Via Los Miradores, applicant, voiced his agreement with the recommended conditions of approval.  He reported that he worked very closely with his neighbors to avoid impacting anyone’s view or privacy.

In response to Commissioner Browning’s inquiry, Plans Examiner Noh confirmed that a smoke detector would be required in the loft area because it could potentially be used as a sleeping area.


Commissioner Gibson noted that the staff report mentions that attic space was converted into living space without benefit of a permit.


Planning Manager Lodan advised that the applicant was in the process of re-roofing and installing a roof dormer when it came to the attention of a City inspector; that the applicant was informed of the need to obtain a permit; and that this application, if approved, will cover the work that was already started.


Commissioner Skoll noted that the letter in the supplemental material from Kirt and Patti Strawn, 135 Via Los Miradores, requests that overgrown trees on the subject property be trimmed or removed.


Mr. Furgis expressed his willingness to do so, noting that a large jacaranda tree blocking the Strawns’ view will be removed.

MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Weideman and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


MOTION:  Commissioner Weideman moved for the approval of PRE07-00024, as conditioned, including all findings of fact set forth by staff.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gibson and passed by unanimous roll call vote.
Planning Assistant Yumul read aloud the number and title of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-002.


MOTION:  Commissioner Horwich moved for the adoption of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-002.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Browning and passed by unanimous roll call vote. 

11B.
PRE07-00028: JOHN AND MERTZ MAHER

Planning Commission consideration for approval of a Precise Plan of Development to allow first and second-story additions to an existing two-story, single-family residence on property located within the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 3820 Newton Street.

Recommendation

Approval.


Planning Assistant Yumul introduced the request and noted supplement material available at the meeting consisting of correspondence received subsequent to the completion of the agenda item.


Mertz Maher, 3820 Newton Street, applicant, briefly described the proposed project.  She explained that she would like to convert the existing garage into a recreation room and add a new garage with a room over it that connects to the master bedroom, which would be used to house exercise equipment.  She noted that the new garage would have a pass-through design with doors in front and back and utilize the existing circular driveway to avoid having to back out onto this busy street.


Kitty Adamovic, 3811 Newton Street, related her belief that the proposed project was too large, too tall and too close to the street.  She called for the structure to be pushed back 5-10 feet from the street or be limited to a single story.


Don Pomder, 3815 Newton Street, voiced objections to the project, reporting that it would interrupt his view of the tree line from his living room and entry.  He expressed concerns that boulders the applicants have placed in the street in front of their property are a safety hazard.  He submitted copies of a prepared statement.

In response to Commissioner Weideman’s inquiry, Associate Civil Engineer Symons provided clarification regarding vacated easements along Newton Street.  He explained that right-of-way easements of varying widths were vacated by the City approximately two years ago and the property was given to the homeowners, however, the property in question was not involved.  

Michael Forbes, 3818 Newton Street, contended that the proposed project would intrude on his privacy; decrease the value of his property; and completely obstruct the view from west-facing windows in his kitchen and dining room, from which he can see the distant hillside and the Getty Museum.

Marisol DeRose, 3818 Newton Street, maintained that the project would block sunlight from her kitchen, dining room and living room causing them to be dark and dramatically decreasing the value of her property.


Returning to the podium, Ms. Maher disputed the claim that the addition was too close to the street, noting that the large willow tree separating the addition from the street will be retained.  She explained that the boulders Mr. Pomder referred to are entirely on her property and they were placed there to prevent dirt from spilling into the street.  She reported that she grew up in the home Mr. Forbes now lives in and she was surprised by his claim of view impact because even with binoculars the Getty Museum is just a white spot in the distance.  She related her belief that the proposed project would not intrude on the Forbes/DeRose’s privacy or block sunlight from their house because of the considerable distance between the addition and their home.  She noted that she specifically chose exterior materials so that the addition would blend with the existing home.   


Commissioner Browning reported that he visited the site several times and believed that the project was too massive.  He noted that the Hillside Ordinance does not just address the impact on view, light, air and privacy, but also was intended to address the mass of a project.  He indicated that he would be more inclined to support the project if the second story was eliminated or the space was added to the rear of the property.


Ms. Maher explained that she has two handicapped children who will most likely live with her and her husband for the rest of their lives, therefore they need an area adjacent to the master bedroom where they can have some privacy.  She reported that an addition to the rear was not feasible because there is a pool in the backyard and 22 fruit trees.

Commissioner Browning stated that he sympathized with Ms. Maher regarding the situation with her children, but that did not change his opinion of the project.


MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Uchima and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


Commissioner Weideman reported that he initially thought the project would not create any problems, however, he revisited the site today and observed that the structure would block view corridors to the west and northwest at 3818 Newton Street, therefore he could not support it.

MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to deny PRE07-00028 without prejudice.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Weideman, and discussion continued.

Commissioner Horwich proposed continuing the hearing to allow the applicants an opportunity to see if they could mitigate their neighbors’ concerns.

Commissioner Uchima reported that he had not investigated claims of view impact because he was not aware of them until receiving the supplemental material this evening, but his initial impression on viewing the silhouette was that the project was very massive and out of character with the neighborhood.  He indicated that he also favored a continuance so the applicants could redesign the project.

Commissioner Browning withdrew his motion.

MOTION:  Commissioner Horwich moved to continue the matter indefinitely.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Uchima, and discussion continued.

The public hearing was reopened so Ms. Maher could comment.


Ms. Maher stated that she could not think of any other way to design the project so there was no point in granting a continuance.


MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Uchima and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


Commissioner Horwich withdrew his motion.
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to deny PRE07-00028 without prejudice.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Weideman and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


Chairperson Busch noted that a resolution reflecting the Commission’s action would be brought back for approval at the next meeting
11C.
PRE07-00019: TOMARO ARCHITECTURE (MARK & MICHELLE WALTHER
Planning Commission consideration for approval of a Precise Plan of Development to allow the construction of a new two-story, single-family residence on property located within the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 902 Calle Miramar.
Recommendation

Approval.

Planning Assistant Yumul introduced the request and noted supplemental material available at the meeting consisting of revised Code requirements and correspondence received after the agenda item was completed.

Louie Tomaro, project architect, voiced his agreement with the recommended conditions of approval.  He reported that neighbors expressed concerns when the project was originally silhouetted so he lowered its height and shifted it to the south to preserve view corridors.  He noted that in order to further mitigate the view impact, the applicants have agreed to use glass railing for a portion of the deck; eliminate two of the three chimneys by changing from wood burning to gas fireplaces; and plant only low-growing trees and shrubs.

Commissioner Browning related his observation that the impact on the views of neighbors to the east and to the rear would be significantly improved if the structure was reduced in height by 18 inches either by lowering it further into the grade or reducing plate heights.


Jean Morris, 110 Via La Sevilla, reported that the proposed project would block the view of downtown Los Angeles from her living room and urged that the applicants be required to dig down deeper into the hillside.  She expressed concerns that the flags on the silhouette were sagging so the true impact may not be apparent. 

Commissioner Horwich questioned whether an 18-inch reduction in height would take care of her concerns.  Ms. Morris stated that it was hard for her to visualize the impact of an 18-inch reduction but she did not think it would be enough.


Hazel Mulqueen, 264 Avenida Atezada, expressed concerns that the Riviera area was becoming like Manhattan Beach with large homes built on top of each other and little yard area.  She also expressed concerns about the incremental loss of views, noting that an ocean view adds greatly to the value of a home and homes are sometimes the only asset people have.

Todd Bright, 906 Calle Miramar, stated that he supports the project and appreciates the applicant’s efforts to work with him, but was concerned that prevailing winds would cause smoke from chimneys to blow into his kitchen and upstairs bedrooms. He requested that the fireplace in line with his property be gas only with no chimney.

Bob Hoffman, 109 Via Sevilla, stated that he also supports the project, however he would like its height to be reduced by 18 inches to preserve his shoreline view and asked that chimneys associated with the fireplaces in the living room and rear covered patio be eliminated.  Acknowledging that regulating landscaping was not within the Commission’s purview, he wanted to note for the record that he has requested that landscaping on the subject property not exceed the maximum height of the new structure. 

Robert Gavola, 200 Via Colusa, reported that the proposed project would block a view corridor he has between the roofs of 209 Via Colusa and 110 Via Sevilla and requested that it be reduced in height by four feet.  He voiced his opinion that no one within the Hillside Overlay should be allowed to exceed the height of the existing ridgeline when remodeling or rebuilding because each reduction in view results in a decrease in property value.  He suggested that wood burning fireplaces will soon become a thing of the past so the applicant may wish to make them all gas.

Marie-Laure Ilie, 106 Via Sevilla, stated that she and her husband now support the project because the revisions have restored the view from their kitchen window.

Returning to the podium, Mr. Tomaro explained that it was not possible to stay within the height of the existing structure because he will be utilizing the same building pad, with the new addition tucked underneath, and the existing home has only eight-foot ceilings and a completely flat roof.  He stated that if the Commission feels that a height reduction is necessary, he would like to consider different options other than lowering the grade because of potential drainage issues.

Commissioner Browning asked which of the three fireplaces would be wood burning.


Mr. Tomaro stated that since Mr. Bright and Mr. Hoffman want different chimneys eliminated, the applicants would be willing to eliminate the wood-burning fireplace and use gas instead so there would be no chimneys.


Commissioner Browning commended Mr. Tomaro for being flexible and willing to make revisions.  He indicated that he would be inclined to support the project if immediate neighbors could be satisfied. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Weideman moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Chairperson Busch and passed by unanimous roll call vote.

Commissioner Horwich stated that he could support the project with the elimination of the chimneys and an 18-inch reduction in its height.

Commissioner Skoll stated that he was pleased the architect was willing to compromise and suggested that he be given an opportunity to meet with neighbors to see if their concerns could be resolved.
Commissioner Weideman asked about Mr. Hoffman’s request that landscaping not exceed the maximum height of the ridgeline.

Planning Manager Lodan cautioned against imposing a condition involving the maintenance of landscaping because it would be extremely difficult to enforce and related his preference that any agreement be worked out privately between the two neighbors.

Commissioner Browning proposed that the Commission take a brief recess so the applicants could try to reach an agreement with neighbors and thereby avoid having to continue the hearing to another date.

The Commission recessed from 8:37 p.m. to 8:47 p.m.

The public hearing was reopened.
Mr. Tomaro reported that the Walthers have agreed to lower the height of the roof by 18 inches and eliminate all three chimneys.  He clarified that they would like to use a combination of glass and wood for the deck railing where view impact is not an issue.
MOTION:  Commissioner Weideman moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Chairperson Busch and passed by unanimous roll call vote.

MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved for the approval of PRE07-00019, as conditioned, including all findings of fact set forth by staff, with the following modifications:
Add

· That there shall be no chimneys.

· That the height of the project shall be lowered 18 inches.

· That glass railing shall be used to mitigate view impact to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Weideman and passed by unanimous roll call vote.

Planning Assistant Yumul read aloud the number and title of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-004.


MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved for the adoption of Planning Commission Resolution No. 08-004 as amended.  The motion was seconded by Chairperson Busch and passed by unanimous roll call vote.


Chairperson Busch commended all involved for their willingness to compromise to maintain harmony in the neighborhood.

11D.
PRE07-00030: JAMES MEYER (MICHAEL GUZMAN)

Planning Commission consideration for approval of a Precise Plan of Development to allow first and second-story additions to an existing two-story, single-family residence on property located within the Hillside Overlay District in the R-1 Zone at 602 Paseo de la Playa. 


Recommendation

Approval.


Planning Assistant Yumul introduced the request and noted supplemental material available at the meeting.


Michael Guzman, 602 Paseo de la Playa, applicant, voiced his agreement with the recommended conditions of approval.  He explained that he wanted to raise his children in the same neighborhood where he grew up so he purchased this property, which has a large lot and an existing second story, because it appeared that it could be expanded without adversely impacting neighbors.  He stated that he was extremely disappointed when the Commission voted to deny the previous project he submitted in August 2007, and he subsequently redesigned the project to address concerns about the size of the project and the impact on neighbors to the north (Youngerns – 536 Paseo de la Playa).
Mr. Guzman stated that he was surprised to receive copies of letters of objection from neighbors and the petition in the supplemental material because with the exception of Ruth Vogel, no one had mentioned any concerns about the revised project.  He contended that neighbors have been misinformed about the project as evidenced by statements in their letters and urged commissioners not to be swayed by the number of people who have expressed opposition and to judge the project on its own merits.   


Mr. Guzman contrasted the proposed project with the earlier plans, noting that 250 square feet have been eliminated and the northeast corner has been pulled in 21 feet, which is 8 feet less than existing, to alleviate any potential concerns about the impact on the air, light and privacy of the Youngerns.  He reported that two of the three balconies have been eliminated, leaving only one that faces the street, and the green roof no longer has any connection to the second floor and can only be accessed by a ladder.  He emphasized that the green roof is simply a roofing system, which provides superior insulation, and it is not a roof garden.  He related his belief that the project would have only minimal impact on the view at 621 Camino de Encanto (Blowers/Miltimore) and contended that photographs submitted by this neighbor were taken with a zoom lens and grossly exaggerate the impact.


Mr. Guzman disputed the claim that the project was out of character with the neighborhood, noting that he submitted photographs showing that there is a diversity of architectural styles, including a number of houses with front-facing decks.  

Commissioner Browning commented on the lengthy staff report and stated that he did not find the photographs submitted by Mr. Guzman to be helpful because there were no addresses and no indication when these homes were approved.  

Mr. Guzman explained that he was just trying to show that there are distinctive homes throughout the neighborhood and there is no one signature look in terms of architectural design.


Commissioner Gibson stated that she appreciated Mr. Guzman’s photographs because they provide an overview of the neighborhood.  She suggested that people where having a problem with the green roof because it’s new technology, but noted that the City of Torrance is encouraging people to protect the environment and giving awards for “going green.”

Commissioner Skoll asked about the letter from Venable LLP (supplemental material), which claims that the Planning Commission was precluded from considering this project because the Youngerns have filed an appeal.

Deputy City Attorney Whitham advised that the City Clerk was directed to reject the appeal because the Planning Commission has not made a decision on this project so there is no decision to appeal.  She noted that the letter also claims that the Commission may not consider the project because there is a one-year waiting period after a project has been denied, however, the project was denied without prejudice, in which case there is no waiting period.  She explained that even if a project is denied with prejudice, the waiting period is only six months and it does not apply to a substantially changed project, which staff believes this is.

Roberta Blowers, 621 Camino de Encanto, voiced objections to the proposed project due to the impact on her view, contending that the revised project would have a greater impact than the original project.  She suggested that there are other options for expanding this home without adversely impacting views and expressed concerns that the green roof was actually a rooftop garden that should have a barrier or railing for safety.


Diane Miltimore, 621 Camino de Encanto, reported that the applicant never informed neighbors he was planning to submit a new design and never requested any input from them.  She noted that the petition in opposition to the project was signed by 90% of neighbors within the notification area and voiced her opinion that the new design would adversely impact more properties than the original project. 
    
Vahik Gregorian, 625 Camino de Encanto, voiced objections to the project, stating that the new silhouette blocks a large portion of his ocean view.

Cynthia Constantino, 513 Camino de Encanto, questioned Mr. Guzman’s motives, reporting that he recently sold his house on her block for over $1 million.

Chairperson Busch noted that the sale of Mr. Guzman’s previous home was not relevant to this hearing.


Marjorie Hill, 539 Camino de Encanto, contended that the proposed project does not comply with the Hillside Ordinance because it was not in harmony with other homes in the neighborhood.

Robert Hill, 539 Camino de Encanto, expressed concerns about the cumulative impact of allowing second stories to be expanded, relating his understanding that the intent of the Hillside Ordinance was to confine remodels to the same size and mass as existing second stories.  He requested clarification as to whether the green roof was actually a deck.
   
Planning Manager Lodan explained that the green roof is simply an insulating system that reduces the need for heating and cooling and it is not a deck. 

Matthew Kadlick, 606 Paseo de la Playa, maintained that the proposed project would affect his light, air and privacy even more than the original plans.  He reported that he is involved in a property line dispute with Mr. Guzman, which would result in further financial hardship because he would lose three feet of his property and have to relocate several plants and trees along with the irrigation system.

In response to Commissioner Weideman’s inquiry, Deputy City Attorney Whitham confirmed that the Planning Commission has no jurisdiction over property line disputes.


Richard Maddox, 627 Camino de Encanto, voiced objections to the project due to its contemporary design, relating his belief that it looks more like an office building than a home and its trendy architecture would not stand the test of time.

 
Tim Youngern 536 Paseo de la Playa, stated that the adverse impacts to his property are substantially the same with the revised plans; suggested that the extra square footage the applicant desires could be added to the first floor; and contended that the proposed home was not in harmony with the neighborhood due to its size, modern architecture, and large rooftop deck.  He expressed concerns that the 228 square-foot deck will be used as an outdoor living area as it can accommodate 20 people; that it will appear even more imposing with patio furniture; and that it will be a source of noise.  He questioned whether there are any guidelines regarding the maintenance of green roofs and pointed out that it could easily be converted to deck by changing full-sized windows on both sides of the fireplace to French doors.

Commissioner Weideman asked if Mr. Guzman had met with the Youngerns regarding the redesign of the project as the Commission had asked.  Mr. Youngern reported that he had not met with Mr. Guzman since the September 2007 hearing.
Voicing support for the project, Glen Voycey, 608 Camino de Encanto, reported that Mr. Guzman reviewed the plans with him and his wife three times and while the silhouette is visible from their house, it has negligible effect on their view.  He stated that he was drawn to live in this area because of the diversity of the homes and appreciates that it is not a “Stepford” neighborhood.  He indicated that he favors front-facing balconies because they put more eyes on the street.
A resident at 639 Camino de Encanto (name inaudible/no speaker card) also voiced support for the project, stating that Mr. Guzman went out of his way to show him the plans.  He noted that roofs of any kind are not designed to be walked on or used as a deck.   
The Commission recessed from 9:55 p.m. to 10:10 p.m.

Ruth Vogel, 114 Via La Soledad, stated that she is not directly impacted by the project but was present to show her support for the Hillside Ordinance.  She reported that there is widespread support for the ordinance and people want it to be strictly enforced.  She related her understanding that the applicant has the burden of proving that the proposed project will not have an adverse impact on neighbors, not the other way around, and expressed concerns that allowing an existing second story to be expanded would set a bad precedent because, to her knowledge, this has not been allowed.  Noting that the Commission is currently considering new regulations for rooftop decks, she voiced her opinion that roof gardens should be included in this process.  She called for the Commission to deny the project to protect the integrity of the Hillside Ordinance.
Jim Miller, 521 Paseo de la Playa, reported that Mr. Guzman thoroughly reviewed the plans with him and he fully supports the project.   He stated that he likes the fact that young people are moving into the neighborhood and upgrading properties.
Jim Delurgio, 209 Via El Toro, expressed support for the project, noting that it conforms to all building standards and Code requirements.  He stated that Mr. Guzman spent over an hour with him reviewing the plans, and he believed the new home would be a significant improvement over the existing structure.
Dean Spittle, 609 Camino de Encanto, stated his ocean view has gradually been eroded and the proposed project would take away half of what little view he has left.  He related his belief that it was unfair for someone who already has a spectacular ocean view to take other people’s view away.

Albert Ortiz, 620 Palos Verdes Boulevard, voiced objections to the proposed project, stating that while he is not directly affected he believes it would have a significant and far-reaching impact on his neighbors.  He contended that the project was massive and imposing and out of harmony with the neighborhood.


Daniel Meyer, 132 Via La Circula, stated that he fully supports the project, relating his belief that it would benefit the community as well as the environment.  He suggested that this type of forward-thinking project is the type of project the City should be encouraging, not discriminating against.

 
Deloris Becker, 214 Calle de Sirenas, reported that she signed the petition in opposition to the project, but subsequently reviewed the plans with Mr. Guzman and observed that it would have no real impact on neighbors.  Voicing support for the project, she stated that she believed a significant effort had been made to accommodate neighbors and thought that the project would be an asset to the community.

Eduardo Guzman, 33 Sixth Street, San Pedro, wanted to clarify that the reason his son (Michael Guzman) had not spoken with the Youngerns was because their attorney had forbidden him to do so.  He reported that his son has tried to speak with all of his neighbors, but his attempts have been rebuffed.  He contended that the main objections to the project as discussed at the last hearing – the size of the project and the impact on the Youngerns’ property – have been addressed, noting that staff has determined that the project would not adversely impact neighbors.  

Returning to the podium, Michael Guzman noted that included in the agenda item were copies of letters he had sent to the Youngerns’ attorney and every individual who had expressed concerns about the project, inviting them to discuss the revised plans but no one took advantage of his offer.  He reported that Mr. Kadlick was initially in favor of the project, but withdrew his support after the property line dispute erupted.  He stated that he visited both Mr. Spittle’s and Ms. Hill’s homes and observed that the view is already completely obscured by trees.  He related his belief that each project should be considered on its own merits, therefore concerns about setting a precedent and creating a domino effect were unfounded.  With regard to claims that the project was not in harmony with the neighborhood, he pointed out that Camino de Encanto and Paseo de la Playa were quite different in character, with Paseo de la Playa having enormous mansions with different and distinctive architectural styles.

MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gibson and passed by unanimous roll call vote.

Commissioner Weideman stated that he found this to be a very difficult case and was awaiting comments from his fellow commissioners before making a decision.  He commended Mr. Guzman for bringing the FAR down to 0.50 and for eliminating two balconies and access to the green roof, which had been a concern to him.  He related his observation that the project still looks imposing when viewed from the Youngerns’ backyard.

Commissioner Browning voiced his opinion that the widespread opposition to the project as evidenced by the petition was indicative of the effect it would have on this neighborhood.

Commissioner Uchima commended Mr. Guzman for revising the project, but indicated that he still had the following concerns about the project: 1) the impact on Dr. Blowers’ property – he reported that he observed a substantial view impact equal to the view blockage shown on the  photographs she submitted and he could not support the project based on that impact alone; 2) the impact on the Youngerns’ property – he stated that he observed that large second-story windows would intrude on their privacy; and 3) the size of the proposed deck – he explained that he was puzzled as to the purpose of the deck and why it has to be so large.  

Commissioner Skoll noted that he was only appointed to the Commission the previous evening and had spent a considerable amount of time since reviewing the 200+-page agenda item, but obviously did not have the prior knowledge others have of this case.  He stated that he wanted hear more discussion before making a decision, however, he liked the fact the project was designed to be environmentally friendly as he believes this is something the City needs to promote.

In response to Chairperson Busch’s inquiry, Deputy City Attorney Whitham confirmed that it was not necessary for Commissioner Skoll to know all the details of previous hearings because this was a brand new proposal.


Commissioner Horwich stated that he continues to have concerns about the impact on the Youngerns and he was not sure they could be addressed within the confines of the current plans.

Commissioner Weideman questioned whether the City’s building code addresses the issue of green roofs.


Planning Manager Lodan related his understanding that this would be the first green roof in Torrance.  Plans Examiner Noh reported that there are no regulations that specifically address a green roof and it would be subject to the same building codes as any other roof.


MOTION:  Commissioner Browning moved to deny PRE07-00030 without prejudice.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Uchima, and discussion briefly continued.

Commissioner Weideman stated that he would vote to deny the project predicated on the impact on view, light and privacy.


Commissioner Skoll indicated that he would also support the motion because Mr. Guzman would then have an opportunity to appeal the decision to the City Council.


Chairperson Busch called for the vote, and the motion passed by a 6-1 roll call vote, with Commissioner Gibson dissenting.

Chairperson Busch noted that a resolution reflecting the Commission’s action would be returned for approval at the next meeting.

12.
RESOLUTIONS – None.
13.
PUBLIC WORKSHOP ITEMS

13A.
LUS07-00002: CITY OF TORRANCE (ROOF DECKS)

Planning Commission review of Draft Ordinance to amend portions of the Torrance Municipal Code to create a definition for decks and roof decks,, establish development standards for roof deck, and establish a review process for roof deck applications.

Following a brief discussion, it was the consensus of the Commission to continue this item to the next Commission meeting due to the lateness of the hour and to allow Commissioner Skoll more time to review the information.  Hearing no objection, Chairperson Busch so ordered.

14.
MISCELLANEOUS TIMES

14A.
RULES OF ORDER MOTIONS TO RECONSIDER

Planning Commission consideration of a proposed Commission Rule of Order concerning Motions to Reconsider.


Deputy City Attorney Whitham reported that the Commission had expressed an interest in adopting its own rule of order regarding motions for reconsideration, changing the timeframe during which a decision can be reconsidered from 14 days to the next regularly scheduled meeting, however, the City Attorney is concerned that this would create inconsistencies and potential problems and has therefore recommended against it.

A brief discussion ensued, and Commission Browning voiced his opinion that the amended rule was an important tool for the Commission to have because in some cases appeals of Planning Commission decisions could be avoided. 

Deputy City Attorney Whitham reviewed the options should the Commission wish to pursue this matter: 1) Direct staff to prepare a draft resolution amending the rule; or 2) Direct staff to prepare an item for City Council to determine their position on this issue.

Commissioner Browning related his preference to direct staff to prepare a draft resolution, which could then be forwarded to the City Council if commissioners are in agreement.

Commissioner Horwich indicated that he favored directing staff to prepare an information item for the City Council expressing the Commission’s concerns about this issue and asking for advice.

Commissioner Uchima and Commissioner Gibson noted their agreement with Commissioner Horwich, while Commissioner Weideman, Commissioner Skoll and Chairperson Busch sided with Commissioner Browning.


Deputy City Attorney Whitham agreed to bring back a draft resolution for consideration at the next meeting.
15.
REVIEW OF CITY COUNCIL ACTION ON PLANNING MATTERS – None.

16.
LIST OF TENTATIVE PLANNING COMMISSION CASES


Planning Manager Lodan reviewed the agenda for the January 30, 2008 General Plan Workshop.

17.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS #2

17A.
Chairperson Busch commented on the difficulty of conducting a meeting since there are no longer any lights to signal the chair when a commissioner wishes to be recognized and asked for a consensus from the Commission to make a formal request to the City Council asking that something be done to correct this problem.

Planning Manager Lodan offered to relay this concern.

17B.
Chairperson Busch congratulated Commissioner Horwich on being reappointed and welcomed Steve Skoll to the Commission.
17C.
Commissioner Skoll noted that he has served on the Airport Commission and the Environmental Quality Commission and was looking forward to serving on this commission.
17D.
Chairperson Busch thanked the Mayor and City Council for scheduling a commissioner recognition dinner.
17E.
Commissioner Uchima welcomed Commissioner Skoll; congratulated Commissioner Horwich on his reappointment; and commended Chairperson Busch for doing an excellent job of conducting this meeting and managing the large audience.
17F.
Commissioner Gibson welcomed Commissioner Skoll and congratulated Commissioner Horwich on his reappointment.

17G.
Commissioner Horwich also welcomed Commissioner Skoll.  

17H.
Commissioner Horwich thanked staff for the information on the parking situation at the Marriott.  He stated that he had no recollection of seeing a report on the parking revisions and expressed concerns about the new limitations on free parking.  He reported that while the Marriott is supposed to provide one hour of complimentary parking, their sign indicates only 30 minutes of free parking.  He noted that the approval 

states that the parking plan shall be evaluated in six months and asked that the Commission have an opportunity to review it before the six-month period expires.


Planning Manager Lodan advised that the revised plan has been in operation for only about a month, so the review would take place in approximately 4-5 months.  He noted that in the meantime, staff would make sure that the Marriott is in compliance with conditions of approval.


Chairperson Busch asked about signs restricting parking in the Sports Authority parking lot, which cite a Torrance Municipal Code.


Planning Manager Lodan noted that the Marriott approval does not involve the Sports Authority parking lot; confirmed that the Sports Authority has the ability to install signage restricting parking; and offered to check with the Environmental Division to see if permits were required for the signs.

17I.
Commissioner congratulated Commissioner Skoll and Commissioner Horwich and wished Chairperson Busch a happy birthday.

18.
ADJOURNMENT


At 11:35 p.m., the meeting was adjourned to Wednesday, January 30, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. for a General Plan Workshop.
Approved as Submitted
February 20, 2008

s/   Sue Herbers, City Clerk   (lc)
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