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August 25, 2016 
 
 
TO: Laura Shell, Chair  
 Doug Smith, Vice Chair  
 David W. Louie, Commissioner 
 Curt Pedersen, Commissioner 
 Pat Modugno, Commissioner 
  
 
FROM: Edward A. Rojas 
 Land Division Section 
 
SUBJECT: Project No. R2015-03107-(3) 
 Vesting Tentative Parcel Map No. 073804 
 Minor Coastal Development Permit No. 201500112 
 Environmental Assessment No. 201500224 
 RPC Meeting:  August 31, 2016 
 Agenda Item:  8 
 
 
The above-mentioned item is a request to develop three residential condominium units 
within the Santa Monica Mountains Coastal Zone. Please find enclosed letters and emails 
for the above referenced item that were received subsequent to hearing package 
submittal to the Regional Planning Commission. 
 
If you need further information, please contact Edward Rojas at (213) 974-6433 
or erojas@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through Thursday 
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays.   
 
 
KKS:ER 
 
Enclosure(s): 
Ron Levy letter dated 8/18/16 
Joseph McGee email dated 8/19/16 
Katherine May letter dated 8/19/16 
Somers & Somers, LLP letter dated 8/22/16 
  
 

mailto:erojas@planning.lacounty.gov


August 18, 2016 

Mr. Edward Rojas 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Regarding: Project #R2015-03107-(3) 
18225 Coastline Drive, Malibu within The Malibu Zoned District 

Dear Mr. Rojas, 

My name is Ron Levy and I am authorized to speak for Melody, Inc., who is one of the owners 
of the property next door (18231/18233 Coastline Drive). In this letter, I will refer to that 
property as the Melody Property. Directly next door is the subject property, 18225 Coastline 
Drive, which I will refer to as the Tomalevski Project. 

Having seen the story poles go up, I am left very concerned. I don't believe that the building 
envelope conforms with regional planning's enforcement codes or the neighborhood. 
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Issue #1: 35' Height Limit: The project seems to reset the 35' height limitation as the slope 
climbs up. When the Melody project was approved (2007), we were made to 
keep a roof line that was 35' from the lowest point of the adjacent grade next to 
the structure. Melody was not allowed to step the roof higher as the grade of 
the slope climbed. I don't know if the intent of creating two buildings on the 
Tomalevski property was to reset the 35' height restriction from a higher point of 
the slope. If so, this is in blatant disregard of the reason for the height restriction 
to begin with and contrary to what Melody was allowed to build. 

The result is a proposed structure with massing that does not conform to the 
neighborhood and creates significant negative impact for the Melody Property as 
well as all of the surrounding properties. 

Approving Tomalevski to build to the height of the story poles would be an 
obvious departure from the criteria that was used to restrict Melody's building 
envelope. Further, it would negatively impact the surrounding neighbors and the 
neighborhood in general. 

Without access to the exact measurements, I can only approximate that the 
design Tomalevski is seeking approval for has the top roof line 10'+ higher than 
the Melody home. As you should be able to see in the photo, it is a very 
significant and obtuse difference. 
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Item #2 Front Setback: The front set back is not respected. The Melody building is four 
stories high. In order to be approved, the building was required to step back as it 

got higher. The reason for this was to refrain from negatively impacting the 
existing building to its west. 

That kept the Melody structure from, in essence, putting the existing building to 
the west in a "cave". As a matter offact, Melody's upper floors were required to 
be more restrictive than the neighbor to the west. They were required to be 
pulled back further than the existing structure to the west, which is apparent in 
the photos. 
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Item #3 

If the Tomalevski Project were approved as planned, it would not conform to the 
same rules that the Melody Project was required to. The result would be for 
Melody to have pulled its upper floors back, only to be punished by ultimately 
being over massed and put in a "cave" by the Tomalevski Project, which would 
not be consistent. 

The Rear Setback: In order to be approved, the Melody Project had to respect 
the balconies above from multiple neighbors behind and above it. Those 
balconies were built in the early 1960's. They encroach onto the rear of the 
Melody property. However, as the neighbors have had and enjoyed those 
balconies for over 50 years, the rear setback was required to be adjusted to 
accommodate for those balconies. Melody was required to move its building 
envelope accordingly. The result was to pull the Melody home further from the 
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Item #4 

rear property line. The Tomalevski Project ignores any rights those neighbors 
may have for those balconies. 

Once again, should Tomalevski Project's rear setback be allowed as proposed, it 
would negatively impact the Melody home. With both the over reach on the 
height as well as the rear property line setback, the unfortunate result would be 
that Melody's rear yard would be completely dwarfed. The sunlight would also 
be severely blocked. This would be tantamount to punishing Melody for 
complying. 

The Tomalevski Project, as designed, severely compromises very valuable ocean 
views. Had Melody not been required to step its structure back and abide by the 
35' height restriction from the lowest point to highest, there would be less 
compromise to the views by the proposed Tomalevski project. However, having 
had to keep the height down as well as step it back, should the Tomalevski 
project be allowed to move forward as designed, Melody would have been 
punished for complying when their structure was approved. The result would be 
that Melody's home would be behind both adjacent neighbors, creating a true 
"cave" like result. 
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In closing, I would like to say that there is a structure that can be designed on the Tomalevski 
Property that delivers all of the benefits of being in a wonderful neighborhood, while not over 
massing to the detriment of the neighbors and the community. What they have submitted, in 
my opinion, is a great overreach in regard to allowable and conforming height 
restrictions and setbacks. The structure, as designed, would negatively change the 
neighborhood and would allow the Tomalevski Project to play by a different set of rules. This 
would create a severe detriment to all of the immediate neighbors as well as the community as 
a whole. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

v--: ~ RO~ ·· 
Authorized representative for Melody, In~ 
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Edward Rojas

From: joseph.mcgee@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 4:27 PM
To: sheila@bos.lacounty.gov
Cc: NEnglund@bos.lacounty.gov; RZaiden@bos.lacounty.gov; Edward Rojas; Micki McGee; 

Mike McGee; Dani McGee
Subject: PM 073804 (Planned Development at 18225 Coastline Dr, Malibu CA)

To: Sheila Kuehl, Supervisor, Third District, County of Los Angeles 

We are writing to you on behalf of our 91-year-old mother who resides at 18242 Wakecrest Dr, Malibu. (an area known as 
Sunset mesa). Our mother bought this home in 1964, as our father was completing his 20 years of service with the U.S. 
Navy. Our parents raised our family in this home, and at times struggled financially to remain in this home. Our father 
passed away 6 years ago and our mother now lives in the home with assistance of caregivers. Mom is still fairly strong 
physically, but suffers from age related impairment to her mental capacity. Mom has always expressed her wish to remain 
in this home for the remainder of her days. We, her children, want to honor her wishes and to ensure that she can remain 
living in the peace, quiet, and familiarity of this home for as long as she is physically able to do so. 

Mom's home sits on a hillside that provides a spectacular view of the Santa Monica Bay, Palos Verdes, and Santa 
Catalina Island. The primary selling point of the homes in Sunset Mesa are these ocean views. The views were so 
important that the residential developer (April Builders), constructed decks, (they referred to these structures as 
“balconies”), to allow homeowners to better enjoy these views. Many of these decks were actually built across the 
property lines of adjoining parcels; but April Builders made a provision in the CC&Rs to allow for the encroachment of the 
decks, and for trespass onto adjoining properties for maintenance of the decks. Mom's home has one of these decks 
which crosses her Southern property line onto the adjoining parcel. 

Our CC&Rs also provide for restrictions on any construction, landscaping, and even the placement of antennas, that may 
impact the views from neighbors' residences. The CC&Rs establish an architectural committee that has authority over 
building plans, and that Committee has been very vigorous in rendering judgements against construction that causes what 
they refer to as “OVI” (Ocean View Interference). 

Mom's home is also immediately above the vacant parcel that is now being considered for the development of a three unit 
condominium complex (at 18225 Coastline Dr, a parcel described as Lot 3 of Tract 26732). So from our perspective that 
parcel should be considered “adjoining” in terms of the CC&Rs. But to our complete shock, the condominium developers 
are contesting the application and validity of our CC&Rs. The developers of this condominium complex are claiming that 
they do not have to abide by our CC&Rs. The developer is insisting that we remove the deck that was constructed by April 
Builders more than 52 years ago, and was thus a feature of the original residence that our parents purchased. If it is true 
that our CC&Rs can so easily be ignored, then our ability to defend our mother's property may be severely limited. This 
has left us with no alternative but to file a lawsuit in the hopes of retaining the rights to the deck. But we have no 
assurance of prevailing in this matter. 

The developers of this condominium appear intent on maximizing the volume of the structure, and their plans are 
completely without regard to the impact to the ocean views of the surrounding residences. We can't imagine how such a 
large structure can be allowed on this hillside, especially as compared to some recently constructed residences on that 
same hillside. Further, since we have only recently become aware of their plans to block our ocean view, we seem to 
have a new battle to fight and additional lawsuits may be forthcoming. 

So at a time when we are trying to focus on keeping our mother content, safe, comfortable, and her life free from stress, 
we are facing a huge disruption to her home, a potential loss of property rights, a loss of ocean view, and a loss of 
property value. 

We have no objection to a reasonable development of the property on Coastline Drive. Over the past several years we 
have seen as other real estate developers have worked to construct very reasonable residences to the West of this 
parcel. But in this case, the intent of the condominium developer is far beyond reasonable. 
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I wanted to thank Nicole and Rachel for taking the time to visit us this week, and to thank you for considering our 
opposition to this current building plan. 

Supervisor Kuehl, we hope that you too will express opposition to this current building plan, and will in some way 
encourage the condominium developer to reconsider their plans. 

Thank you. 

The McGee Family 



	
	
August	19,	2016	
	
Mr.	Edward	Rojas	
Los	Angeles	County	Department	of	Regional	Planning	
	
Re:		Parcel	N.	073804,	18225	Coastline	Drive,	Malibu	
	
Dear	Mr.	Rojas:	
	
I	am	writing	to	strongly	protest	the	proposed	condominium	
development	on	the	above	referenced	property.	
	
I	live	above	the	lot	at	18254	Wakecrest	Drive.		The	building	would	
eliminate	a	sizable	portion	of	my	ocean	view	and	seriously	reduce	my	
property	value.		
		
My	property	is	my	only	financial	asset.		(I	am	retired	and	dependent	on	
social	security	for	income.)				
	
The	proposed	building	would	be	drastically	higher	than	the	recently	
built	home	next	door.		If	that	home	had	been	as	high	as	the	new	condos	
plan	to	be,	I	would	have	no	privacy	or	ocean	view	left.			
	
I	also	state	my	strong	support	of	the	McGee	family.	The	value	of	their	
property	at	18242	Wakecrest	would	be	even	more	negatively	affected.		
The	developers	intend	to	proceed	with	no	regard	for	the	well	being	of	
Mrs.	Pauline	McGee,	who	has	lived	in	her	home	for	52	years.		It	is	
unconscionable	that	this	very	elderly	woman	should	be	subjected	to	the	
stress	of	construction	and	ensuing	damage	to	her	property	value.	
	
In	addition,	I	cannot	see	how	construction	of	such	oversize	buildings	on	
this	small	lot	could	be	geologically	sound.		I	hope	the	Department	of	
Regional	Planning	will	thoroughly	investigate	and	the	decline	the	
project	on	that	basis	as	well.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	and	careful	review	of	my	concerns.	
	
Katherine	May	
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