






 
 
 
521 Rose Avenue, Venice. 
 
Property Owner: George Klein 
Architect: John Reed 
DCP Planner: Greg Shoop 
 
FEBRUARY 26, 2020 
 
PLEASE REVIEW THIS IMPORTANT MELLO CASE: 
 
 
From: Aldo Ubau <aldo.ubau@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: URGENT REQUEST: Permanent Hold on the Certificate of 
Occupancy & that the Building Permit be Revoked at 521 Rose Avenue, Venice, 
CA 90291 
Date: November 22, 2017 at 11:11:52 AM PST 
To: margaret molloy <mmmolloy@earthlink.net> 
Cc: Frank Bush <frank.bush@lacity.org>, Pascal Challita <pascal.challita@lacity.org>, 
Laddie Williams <CWilli7269@aol.com>, Gabriel Ruspini 
<gruspini@gabrielruspinidesign.com> 
 
Good morning Margaret, 
 
I have reviewed your letter and have begun researching your concerns. We will extend 
the hold until the Department has made a determination. We will keep you posted on 
what we uncover (most likely by the middle of next week). 
 
 
On Wed, Nov 22, 2017 at 2:40 AM, margaret molloy <mmmolloy@earthlink.net> wrote: 
November 22, 2017 
Re: Permanent hold on the Certificate of Occupancy and Revocation of Building 
Permit 15014-30000-04483 at 521 E. Rose Avenue, Venice, California 90291: Major 
remodel to construct a 3-story duplex (3510 sq. ft.) with an attached garage (678 
sq. ft.). 
  
Dear Mr. Ubao, Mr. Bush, & Mr. Chalita, 
Per your correspondence dated 11/16/2017, indicating that a temporary hold on the 
Certificate of Occupancy that had been placed on the property referenced above would 
be lifted after 11/22/2017, barring compelling evidence that the hold should be made 
permanent, we hereby present to you for your information these findings which 
demonstrate that this Building Permit was issued in error and as such a permanent hold 



should be placed on the Certificate of Occupancy, and ultimately that the Building 
Permit should be revoked. 
 
Please review our documents. 
  
 
November	22,	2017	
	
Mr.	Aldo	Ubao	
Special	Assistance	to	Executive	Office	
City	of	Los	Angeles	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	
Government	&	Community	Relations/Code	Studies	
201	N.	Figueroa	Street,	10th	Floor	
Los	Angeles,	California	90012	
	
Re:	Permanent	hold	on	the	Certificate	of	Occupancy	and	Revocation	of	Building	Permit	15014-30000-
04483	at	521	E.	Rose	Avenue,	Venice,	California	90291:	Major	remodel	to	construct	a	3-story	duplex	
(3510	sq.	ft.)	with	an	attached	garage	(678	sq.	ft.).	
	
Dear	Mr.	Ubao,	
	
Per	your	correspondence	dated	11/16/2017	to	Mrs.	Molloy,	indicating	that	a	temporary	hold	on	the	
Certificate	of	Occupancy	that	had	been	placed	on	the	property	referenced	above	would	be	lifted	after	
11/22/2017,	barring	compelling	evidence	that	the	hold	should	be	made	permanent,	we	hereby	present	
to	you	for	your	information	these	findings	which	demonstrate	that	this	Building	Permit	was	issued	in	
error	and	as	such	a	permanent	hold	should	be	placed	on	the	Certificate	of	Occupancy,	and	ultimately	
that	the	Building	Permit	should	be	revoked.	
	
In	direct	contradiction	with	the	current	work	description	of	an	existing	duplex	(two	(2)	units)	being	
remodeled	into	a	duplex,	the	building	records	reflect	that	the	property	had	indeed	been	originally	
developed	with	four	(4)	units:	one	commercial	and	three	residential,	not	two,	back	in	1951.		This	is	
shown	in	the	sole	existing	Certificate	of	Occupancy	issued	by	the	Department,	dated	10/11/1951,	which	
list	four	addresses	for	the	building.		The	existence	of	four	original	units	is	further	corroborated	by	
numerous	Los	Angeles	Housing	Department	and	Los	Angeles	Housing	+	Community	Investment	
Department	documents.		Given	that	the	property	is	in	the	Coastal	Zone	and	the	original	use	was	not	for	
a	single-family	dwelling,	any	proposed	development	must	comply	with	the	Mello	Act.		A	Mello	
Determination	Memorandum	dated	12/06/2011:	“determined	that	the	project	is	required	to	provide	
one	(1)	single	and	three	(3)	one-bedroom	units	for	Moderate	Income	Household,	because	the	rents	are	
below	affordable	levels”.		Please	note	that	Suzette	Flynn	of	LAHD	in	an	email	dated	03/01/2012	
indicates	that	the	commercial	unit	had	been	rented	as	a	residential	unit	in	2009	and	2010.		A	Letter	of	
Correction	by	HCIDLA	dated	02/29/2012,	indicates	that	one	of	the	units	was	used	for	commercial	
purposes,	and	as	such	was	not	subject	to	Mello,	but	“that	the	project	is	required	to	provide	three	(3)	
one-bedroom	units	for	Moderate	Income	Household	because	the	rents	are	below	affordable	levels”.			
	
A	Notice	of	Intent	to	Withdraw	Units	from	Rental	Housing	Use	was	filed	with	HCIDLA	on	10/24/2013,	
and	an	Exception	Approval	-	Withdrawal	From	The	Rental	Market,	Ellis	Act	(P4a),	for	three	(3)	units	(521	



¼,	521	½	and	521	¾),	was	granted	on	06/30/2014.		The	approval	from	HCIDLA	indicates	that:	“upon	
construction	of	new	rentals,	registration	of	the	unit(s)	may	be	required	and	SCEP	fees	may	also	apply”.		
The	document:	Commercial	Use	(P1)	and	Residential	Use,	dated	10/31/2012,	states	that:	“Our	(HCIDLA)	
research,	indicates	that	that	there	are	3	residential	units	(521	–	¼,	½	&	¾),	were	constructed	under	the	
Certificate	of	Occupancy	(1951VE00264)	issued	on	10/11/1951;	therefore,	the	residential	units	on	the	
property	are	subject	to	all	of	the	provisions	of	the	RSO”.		This	determination	supersedes	and	overrules	
the	claim	by	the	project	architect	in	a	letter	dated	01/13/2012	that	there	were	only	two	(2)	residential	
units.		Suzette	Flynn	of	LAHD,	in	an	email	dated	03/01/2012,	reemphasized	directly	and	explicitly	the	
existence	of	three	(3)	moderate	income	units	on	the	property,	in	response	to	the	continued	challenge	by	
the	project	architect	in	an	email	also	dated	03/01/2012	that	there	were	only	two	(2)	units.		A	Letter	
dated	09/25/17	regarding	the:	Application	of	the	RSO	to	521	E.	Rose	Avenue,	Venice,	CA	90291,	states:	
“Please	note	that	construction	of	new	residential	rental	units	on	the	property	or	any	parcel	tied	to	this	
parcel	may	be	subject	to	the	RSO	as	Ellis	Replacement	Units	(LAMC	151.28)	and	require	registration	of	
the	rental	units	and	Systematic	Code	Enforcement	Program	(SCEP)	inspections.		It	should	be	noted	that	
Los	Angeles	County	Assessor	Records	also	indicate	the	presence	of	four	(4)	units.	
	
A	feasibility	study	was	submitted,	arguing	in	support	of	an	exemption	under	section	4.8	of	the	Interim	
Administrative	Procedures	for	Complying	with	the	Mello	Act,	claiming	that	providing	affordable	units	
would	result	in	significant	financial	losses,	and	therefore	that	providing	affordable	housing	is	infeasible.		
The	document	was	submitted	anonymously.		It	can	be	assumed	perhaps	that	it	was	prepared	by	either	
the	property	Owner	or	their	representative,	but	this	cannot	be	substantiated,	as	the	01/15/2014	dated	
document’s	authorship	is	not	attributed	to	anyone,	and	the	document	is	not	signed.		The	fact	that	the	
document	does	not	divulge	the	name	of	its	author	and	that	it	is	unsigned	casts	doubt	to	its	legitimacy,	
accuracy	and	the	accountability	of	its	findings,	given	that	said	author,	heretofore	unknown,	cannot	be	
obliged	to	verify	with	evidence	the	claims	being	made.		The	only	mention	of	this	feasibility	study	in	the	
Record	is	in	the	Director	of	Planning	Sign-Off,	Case	Number	2014-1120-VSO-MEL,	which	itself	neither	
includes	a	copy	of	the	study,	nor	a	written	evaluation	of	or	findings	to	substantiate	the	Department	of	
Planning’s	approval	of	the	feasibility	study’s	claims.		The	only	thing	that	is	mentioned	is	that:	“A	Specific	
Plan	Project	Permit	Compliance	is	not	required	for	the	reasons	below…Demolition	of	four	or	fewer	units	
–	Per	feasibility	study	submitted	–	Not	feasible	to	maintain	affordable	units”.	Furthermore,	under	the	
Mello	Act,	developers	are	required	to	provide	either	replacement	affordable	units,	or	if	granted	an	
exemption	under	section	4.8,	required	to	pay	In-Lieu	Fees.		There	is	no	evidence	in	the	Record	of	the	
presence	of	a	replacement	affordable	units	covenant,	or	of	an	in-lieu	fees	covenant,	meaning	that	
neither	has	been	secured.		Also,	the	Mello	Act	also	has	a	Coastal	Zone	Affordable	Housing	Trust	
requirement,	and	accountability	through	annual	reports	is	required.		There	is	no	indication	in	the	Record	
that	any	of	these	issues	has	been	addressed.		Lastly,	and	most	importantly,	the	VSO	and	the	feasibility	
study	cite	that	the	existing	use	of	the	property	as	a	duplex	(two	(2)	units),	a	claim	that	is	entirely	
inaccurate,	and	is	contradicted	and	dismissed	on	multiple	occasions,	as	previously	detailed	in	this	letter,	
by	LAHD’s	Mello	Determination	and	subsequent	correspondence,	which	repeatedly	states	that	the	
property	had	three	(3)	affordable	units,	not	two	(2).		No	evidence	in	the	Record	exists	of	the	Department	
of	Planning’s	reasoning	for	claiming	in	the	VSO	that	the	existing	use	of	the	property	was	a	duplex,	in	
direct	contradiction	of	LAHD’s	determination	of	three	(3)	affordable	units	existing,	whose	decision	they	
are	required	to	abide	by.		It	should	be	noted	that	on	the	bottom	of	the	VSO	is	the	passage:	“This	Director	
of	Planning	Sign-Off	is	based	on	the	information	provided	by	the	applicant.		If,	at	a	later	date,	this	
information	is	found	to	be	incorrect	or	incomplete,	this	sign-off	will	become	invalid,	and	any	
development	occurring	at	the	time	must	cease	until	appropriate	entitlements	are	obtained.		It	is	clear	
that	the	existing	use	per	LAHD	was	three	(3)	affordable	units.		The	fact	that	the	VSO	indicates	that	the	
existing	use	is	a	duplex	(two	(2)	units)	is	incorrect,	and	as	such	per	the	VSO’s	own	admonition	it	is	



invalid,	and	development	of	the	project	under	its	current	work	description	must	cease	and	corrected	
entitlements	secured.	
	
An	LAHD	Inspector	Plot	Plan	dated	08/20/2008	prepared	as	part	of	the	documentation	of	a	code	
violation	depicts	a	four	(4)	unit	apartment	building	and	a	detached	garage,	and	a	subsequent	LAHD	
Inspector	Plot	Plan	dated	12/05/2012	shows	an	attached	garage.		The	significance	of	this	is	two-fold,	
given	that	if	the	property	had	been	mixed	use	or	if	it	had	a	commercial	component,	as	the	owner	and	
their	representative	contend,	then	the	Los	Angeles	Housing	Department	would	not	have	had	jurisdiction	
or	oversight	of	the	existing	buildings,	and	the	LAHD	Inspector	Plot	Plans	mentioned,	indeed,	the	myriad	
LAHD	Notices	and	Order	to	Comply	for	violations	in	the	Record,	all	of	them	would	not	exist.		
Furthermore,	the	conversion	of	the	detached	garage	into	an	attached	garage,	as	documented	in	the	
LAHD	Inspector	Plot	Plans,	was	done	without	required	approvals,	as	no	Building	Permit	allowing	it	is	in	
the	Record.		This	too	is	significant,	as	the	project	is	classified	as	a	remodel,	ostensibly	on	account	of	a	
portion	of	the	existing	garage	wall	and	more	importantly	the	existing	foundation,	being	preserved	and	
incorporated	into	the	proposed	scope	of	work,	per	the	projects	Plot	Plan.		However,	if	the	existing	
garage	had	been	originally	approved	as	a	detached	structure,	and	converted	to	an	attached	structure	
without	permit,	then	the	portion	of	the	existing	wall	being	maintained	is	neither	a	portion	of	the	existing	
main	dwelling,	nor	entirely	a	legal	portion	of	the	garage.		In	any	event,	this	existing	wall	to	remain	
cannot	be	utilized,	as	the	project	proposes,	as	justification	for	the	work	description	currently	
documented	as	a	remodel	of	the	main	building,	given	that	there	is	no	record	of	the	existing,	remaining	
portion	of	wall	ever	being	legally	constructed.		The	work	description	of	the	project	should	therefore	be	
for	new	construction	of	the	main	building,	not	a	remodel.		Bearing	this	in	mind,	a	demolition	permit	
should	have	been	required	and	obtained	for	this	project,	yet	to	date	none	has	been	requested	or	
approved.	
	
As	you	have	indicated	the	current	hold	on	the	Certificate	of	Occupancy	is	only	temporary,	a	courtesy	to	
allow	us	time	to	obtain	any	information	we	may	want	to	bring	to	your	attention,	and	that	without	
documentation	indicating	that	there	are	outstanding	issues	that	warrant	a	permanent	hold	on	the	
projects	Certificate	of	Occupancy,	the	hold	will	be	lifted.		This	information	presented	to	you,	along	with	
the	supporting	documents,	is	the	evidence	that	very	significant	outstanding	issues	exist	with	this	project,	
and	we	ask,	now	that	this	evidence	is	in	your	possession,	that	an	investigation	commence	challenging	
the	Director	of	Planning	Sign-Off,	Case	Number	2014-1120-VSO-MEL,	the	Mello	Determination	and	the	
feasibility	study.		The	Mello	Act	is	intended	to	protect	and	maintain	affordable	housing	in	the	Coastal	
Zone.		A	permanent	hold	on	the	Certificate	of	Occupancy	for	this	project	is	warranted,	given	that	a	
significant	undermining	of	the	Mello	Act	directive,	namely	the	loss	of	three	(3)	affordable	units,	and	the	
disappearance	altogether	of	one	required	unit,	all	without	any	recorded	evaluation,	justification	or	
accurate	findings,	is	clearly	taking	place.		Since	the	steps	required	to	remedy	this	situation	are	so	
profoundly	extensive:	to	correct	the	inaccuracies	in	the	Director	of	Planning	Sign-Off	to	reflect	the	
existing	use	as	three	(3)	affordable	units,	as	determined	by	LAHD,	as	opposed	to	the	two	(2)	units	that	
are	currently	indicated;	the	supplemental	to	the	existing	building	permit	required	to	correct	the	work	
description	to	reflect	the	requirement	of	three	(3)	affordable	units,	not	the	“Major	remodel	to	construct	
a	3	story	duplex	(3510	sq.	ft.)	with	an	attached	garage	(678	sq.	ft.)	currently	indicated;		the	supplemental	
to	the	existing	building	permit	required	to	change	the	work	description	from	a	remodel	to	new	
construction;	the	demolition	permit	that	would	be	required	as	part	of	the	revised	work	description	of	
new	construction;	the	revisions	to	the	design	of	the	project	that	would	be	required	so	that	it	would	
comply	with	these	requirements,	all	point	to	a	serious	consideration	that	is	needed	of	the	legitimacy	of	
this	building	permit,	one	that	is	so	flawed	and	whose	merits	upon	which	it	was	approved	so	deficient	as	
to	necessitate	its	revocation.	



	
Sincerely	yours,	
	
Margaret	Molloy	
	
Laddie	Williams	
	
Gabriel	Ruspini	
	
	
Documents for 521 Rose: 
 
Dropbox link to CPRA documents: 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/co0tqgt5909zxmr/AABMsbz_zI8zrEZjcLT4jCr1a?dl=0 
 
521 Rose Avenue, Venice, CA 90291: 
DIR-2012-1488-SPP-MEL (withdrawn); DIR-2014-1120-VSO-MEL; ZA-2014-2166-CDP.
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Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Certificate Information: 521 E ROSE AVE 90291

15014-30002-04483

B17WL07080

Building

Bldg-Alter/Repair

1 or 2 Family Dwelling

(2) Duplex

supplemental permit to revise the existing use in the main application from SFD and Office to

"Duplex and office" and revise the scope of work to "Major alteration and conversion from office

and duplex To duplex with attached garage"

Issued on 12/15/2017

West Los Angeles

Permit Finaled on 12/20/2017

CofO Issued

Permit Application Status History

Plan Check Approved 12/15/2017 TARIK SAOUD

Issued 12/15/2017 LADBS

Permit Finaled 12/20/2017 JACK CONGER

Permit Application Clearance Information

Coastal Zone Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

Specific Plan Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

ZA Case Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

ZA Case Cleared 12/12/2017 DENNIS CHEW

Contact Information

Contractor Taylor Made Homes Inc; Lic. No.: 818492-B 825 WILSHIRE BLVD #128      SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

Inspector Information

DAVID HEINE, (310) 914-3981 Office Hours: 7:00-8:00 AM MON-FRI

Pending Inspections

No Data Available.

Permit and Inspection Report Detail https://www.ladbsservices2.lacity.org/OnlineServices/PermitReport/P...

1 of 2 2/26/20, 2:23 AM
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