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Public Comments Not Uploaded Mello Act Implementation Ordinance
1 message

'David Ewing' via Clerk-PLUM-Committee <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 19, 2021 at 12:55 PM

Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org
To: Armando Bencomo <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>

10/19/2021
Council File 15-0129-S1

CPC-2019-7393-CA
ENV-2019-7394-ND

Comments on proposed Mello Act Implementation Ordinance
Dear PLUM Committee:

Please send this Mello Act implementation ordinance back for revisions that will allow it to do what it is supposed to
do: protect housing, especially low income housing, in the Coastal Zone, and ensure there will be inclusionary housing
in larger projects.

What the proposed ordinance really needs is a “Red Team” to find all the ways it can be gamed, because gaming the
system is the name of the game in the Coastal Zone.

Replacement of RSO structures with Mixed use is just asking for owners to game the system. We’re already seeing
cases where residential units are illegally converted to commercial use, and even if they’re caught, they’re allowed to
use the higher, commercial rents they’ve been illegally charging to reset their RSO rent level. That’s tantamount to the
City paying landlords to cheat.

The “infeasibility” exemption as another problem. It provides a loophole that self-perpetuates in a vicious cycle. By
using it to avoid building onsite, affordable housing, the City abets the owner in pushing up property values, making
future affordable housing even less feasible and broadening the loophole. And the City doesn’t even have the in-
house expertise to verify the developers’ calculations.

It is crucial for the new ordinance to provide measures that will ensure effective administration and enforcement, and
that includes funding. As others have pointed out, the Mello Act and the Interim Administrative Procedures (IAP) have
failed to prevent the demolition or conversion of thousands of units in Los Angeles’ coastal zones. The IAP looked
good on paper, but it has failed to protect the housing of thousands of residents of modest means who have been, and
continue to be, displaced from our coastal zones.

Implementation is key. The IAP-mandated Mello database never materialized. Annual reports were discontinued, and
standards of proof required of landlords for Mello compliance have been a joke. Apartment houses are illegally
converted to short term rentals and then illegally advertised as hotels while paying only residential taxes — all with
impunity and sometimes a wink and nod from local politicians. What enforcement there is only inhibits the scrupulous,
opening greater opportunities to the unscrupulous.

If you're serious about the Mello Act, the City needs to analyze the failures of administration and enforcement under
the state law and the IAP before passing this ordinance, to ensure that it will be effective.

Yours truly,
David Ewing

Venice

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=fe41a8d744&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1714079210628268413&simpl=msg-f%3A17140792106...
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Armando Bencomo <armando.bencomo@lacity.org>

Public Comments Not Uploaded Public Comment: PLEASE PLACE IN THE PUBLIC
COMMENT FILE FOR CF 15-0129-S1.

1 message

Margaret Molloy <mmmolloy@earthlink.net> Tue, Oct 19, 2021 at 12:57 PM
Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org

To: Armando Bencomo <clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org>

Cc: Save Venice <venicelives.savevenice@gmail.com>

Hello Mr. Bencomo,
PLEASE PLACE IN THE PUBLIC COMMENT FILE FOR CF 15-0129-S1.

Dear PLUM committee, and all,

Please review one example of “abuse” of the application of the Mello Act and Interim Administrative Procedures (IAP) for Complying
with the Mello Act. This project is located at 521 Rose Avenue, Venice. The planner involved was the Department of City Planning’s
Mello Coordinator at that time.

The IAP resulted from the Settlement Agreement between the City of Los Angeles and The Venice Town Council, Inc., The Barton Hill
Neighborhood Organization, and Carol Berman, dated December 5, 2000 (Settlement Agreement).

A City of Los Angeles Mello Ordinance must comply with the Mello Act and the Settlement Agreement.
Appreciatively,

Margaret Molloy
Gabriel Ruspini
Laddie Williams

2 attachments
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- . ® Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Fwd: CPRA request- Mello Act co-ordinators in the Planning Department

Julliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 3, 2018 at 12.51 PM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice. pacheco@lacity.org>

Here is an updated list of Mello Coordinators (final):

. Davig Siherman

. Simon Pastucha

. Gregory Shoop

. Kevin Jones (April 2014 - May 2016)

. Theodore Inving (May-August 2016)

. Jae H, Kim (August-September 2016)

. Dabbie Lawrence (October 2016- September 2017)
. Juliet Oh (September 2017 to present)

OO S WUN -

Thanks!

[Quoted text hidden)



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@Ilacity.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,

| 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
sg. 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, 10" 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



%, 521 % and 521 %), 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 — %, % & %), 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. Itis 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_zI18zrEZjcLT4jCrla?dl=0

521 Rose Avenue, Venice, CA 90291:
DIR-2012-1488-SPP-MEL (withdrawn); DIR-2014-1120-VSO-MEL; ZA-2014-2166-CDP.






































































CITY OF LOS ANGELES i D
PLANNING DEPARTMENT bt

SELET O

City Hall » 200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 « Los Angeles, CA 90012 pLANmNG

METRO NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN IMPLENENTATION DIVISION
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING SIGN-OFF

Venige Coastal Specific Plag (Ordinance 175,693)

Case Number: DIR 2014-1120-VSO-MEL Date: Aprii 3, 2014
Applicant Name: eorge Kiein (o) (310) 989-#252
Applicant Address: 5§21 Rose Avenue

City: Venice State. CA Zip. §0281
Project Locatlon: 521ER Avenue

Zoning: C4- Subaroa Oakwood- Mvtwood-SIE Venice
Existing Use: One story duplex Propoud Use: anee-story duplex witha

— — four car garage accessed from the alley

P e e - R e e s

Project Deocdpt!on Domolllion of the existlng duplex and struction of a three ~
3,510.7 sqft, duplex. Four covered pa s smeaﬂ%’m The e%wm be
provided.

d

A Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance is not required for the reasons below:

In the Dual Jurisdiction

An improvement to an existing single- or multiple-family structure that is not located on a Walk Street
In the Single Jurisdiction

An Improvement 10 an existing single- or muitiple-family structure that is not on a Walk Streel

nstruction of one single-f. unit. and not more than two condominium units, not Walk Street
XX New ction of four or fewer rental units, not located on 8 Walk Street

XX molition of four or fewer units - Per feasibility study submitted — Not feasible to maintain affordable

units. ——— s —r——

I¢




Anywhere in the Coastal Zone

Any improvement to an existing commercial or industrial structure that increases the total occupant
load, required parking or customer area by less than 10 percent (10%).

Any Venice Coaslal Development project that has been Categorically Excluded pursuant to a

Calegorical Exclusion order issued by the Coastal Commission.

This application has been reviewed by the staff of the Metro Plan Impiementation Division, and the

proposed project complies with the provisions of the Venice Coastal Specific Plan and all development
equirements contained in Section 8.A, 10.G, and 13.

| SECTION PROPOQSED PROJECT.
10.G.2 Density residential development limited to the R3 I Duplex
zZone-max two units s —
S ik
10.G3 Height Flat Roof - 25 feet i 30 foot varied roof with roof
Varied Roofline - 30 feet deck 75% n safety railing
With root accea structure s
10.G4 Access Alley Access from alley
13 Parking SF - 2-3 spaces per unit pending width Four parking spaces - no
MF - 2 spaces plus 1 guest pending width guest spaca required b

The proposad project shall comply with all other reguiations of its subject zone and all other provisions
of the LAM.C. This Directo~ 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 pny development occurring at that ime must cease until appropriate entittements











































521 E Rose Ave

Permit ¥
Plan Check #: BISWLO0S074
Event Code:

Bidg-Adduion GREEN - MANDATORY
1 or 2 Famdly Dwelling

City of Los Angedes - Department of Building and Safety
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

Issoed on: 020472016
Last Status:  Issued

Ases Plarsing Cormmission « West Los Asgeles
LADBS Braach Office - WLA

Coemenenity Plan Area « Venice
Censes Tence - 2733.00

Regular Plan Check

Plan Check AND CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY Status Date: 02/04/2016

LIRACK [T AR COUNKYMAPRERS eaRCILRs e || LasEsoRranCELe
TR 6622 108 MB71-82 118141 302 4240 - 005 - 002
APARCEL INFORMATION

Fire Daatrict < 2
Near Sousce Zose Distance - 4

Zl~ll.lmmzlmd\hanSP‘evSmdl SPA « Venice Coastal Zone

ORD - ORD-172019

ZA < ZA2010-3186-CUCUB RENT - YES ORD - ORD-172897
ZA < ZA2014:2166COP ORD < ORD-121313 ORD « ORD-|
SPA « Los Angeles Coastal Trassperuason Cor ORD « ORD- 168999 ORD « ORD-

Bidg Line -7 Coastal Zeoe Cons. Act - YES Thomas Beethers Map Geid - 671-G4
Council Disariet = 11 Disarict Map - 111B141
Cenified Neghborhood Cowncil - Venioe Enm;lm-b
zonesoy  C4-1
A SOCUMENTS

ORD - ORD-1756%

ORD - ORD-T1535

DTRM - DER-2012- 1453.5PP-MEL
DTRM - DIR-2014-2324.D4

172898
175693

A COMLCKLIST (TIMS

Special Inspect - Aachor Boles
Special Inspect - Concrote>2 Skei
Special Inspect - Epoxy Bolts

Special Inspect - Field Weldng
Special Inspect - Grade Beamy/Caisson
Special Inspect - Structeral Observason

Special Inspect - Structural Wood (pertodic)
Fabocator Reqd - Shop Welds
Fabricator Roqd - Structural Seeel

S PROPLRIY OWNEE TINANTAPPLICANT INFORMATION

Ornaet(s)

BAXTER, KIRK AND SUSAN M TRS BAXTER FAMILY TRUST AND
31 4TH AVE, VENICE CA 90291 ~ .
Tenws

Applicant:  (Relstionship: Owner)

GEORGE KLEIN -

.« (310) 9895252

LEMSTING L3N EEQPOSER 15K

(01) Dwelling « Single Famsly (92) Deplex

(13) Office (97) Garage « Private
L_DIACKIFTION OF WORK

Magor remodel 10 construct 3 3 sory duplex (3510 5£) with an aached garage (678 3q 1)

E

IR APELICATION FARCE SN INFORMATION

BLDG. PC By Tank Saced DAS PC by

OK for Cashier:  Oharles Casning Coced OK:

Signature: e o r— Date: 020472016
AL PROICTINMUATION  Fiead Foe Porod

Pormit Valaation.  $518,160 PC Vialsatioe:

Sewer Cap 1D Total Bond(s) Due:

AL ATIACHMENTS Qt(_’

Phot Plas

For mspecaon requests, call soll-foe (353) LAGBUILD (524-2845) Owtude LA County, call
(213) 432-0000 or request intpections via www isdbaorg. To speak 10 8 Call Cemter agent, call

318, Outside LA County, call (213) 4733231

« P 1 501430000044 83FN-e

For Cashler’s Use Only

WL MARI 302038610 2/4/2016 3:30:53 M

BLDG PERMIT RES $2,648.10
ELECT PERMIT RES $688.51
HYG/REF PERMIT RES $344.25
PLEG PERMIT RES $688.51
BLDG PLAN CHECK $0.00
EI RESIDENTIAL $67.36
ONE STOP SURCH $88.73
SYSTEMS DEV FEE $266.20
CITY PLANNING SURCH $158.89
MISCELLANKOUS $10.00
PLANNING GEN PLAN MAINT SURCH §132. 41
SCHOOL DEV RES $6,185.76
DWELLING UNIT $200.00
RES DEV TAX $300.00

CA BLDC STD COMMISSION SURCHARCE $21.00

BLDG PLAN CHECK $0.00
Sub Total: $11,79%.72

Permit #: 150143000004483

Building Card #: 2016WL70300

Receipt #: 0302063538

15014 - 30000 - 04483

Printed: 02/04/16 0331 PM

WO #: 51404453



1L STRUCTURE INVENTORY (Note: Numeric mewsarement data is the format “nember / susber™ itplics "change ls sumeric value / tocal ressliiag sameric value) 15014 - 30000 - 04483

() Floor Area (ZC): +1840.7 Sqft / 3510.7 Sqft (P) R3 Oce. Group: +1840.7 Sqft / 3510.7 Sqft

(P) Height (ZC): 430 Feet / 30 Feet (P) U Oce. Group: +678 Sqft / 678 Sqft

(P) Length: +7.5 Feet / 105.5 Feet (P) Parking Req'd for Bldg (AutotBicycle): +4 Stalls/ 4 S1a

(P) Stones: +3 Storics / 3 Stories (P) Provided Compact for Bldg: +2 Stalls / 2 Sualls

(P) Width: +19 Feet / 19 Feet (P) Provided Standard for Bldg: +2 Stalls / 2 Stalls

() Dwelling Unit: +1 Units/ 2 Units (P) Parking Req'd for Site (Auto+Bicycic): +4 Stalls / 4 Sta

(P) NFPA-13D Firc Sprinklers Thru-out (P) Provided Compact for Site: 42 Stalls / 2 Stalls

(P) Stecl Moment Frame (P) Provided Standard for Site: +2 Stalls / 2 Stalls

(P) Wood (Plywood, OSB, etc,)Shearwall ‘ (P) Type V-B Construction

(P) B Oce. Group: -700 Sqft / 0 Sqft

14 APPLICATION COMMENTS: In the event that any box (1.e. I-16) is filled to capacity, it is
possible that additional inf has been captured

** Approved Seismic Gas Shut-Off Valve may be required. ** V. S P.=0AKWOOD MILLWOOD SOUTHEAST VENICE***** ONLY electronically and could not be printed due to space

ONE NON-STRUCTURAL WALL IS BEING KEPT, >50% DEMOLISHED**** *TENANT HABITABILITY FORM COMPLETED ON Nevertheless the infc ponted d

127201500 that required by sectban 15825 of the Health and Safety
Code of the State of Califomia

e ————————————— =














































Permit and Inspection Report Detail

Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

https://www.ladbsservices2.lacity.org/OnlineServices/PermitReport/P...

Certificate Information: 521 E ROSE AVE 90291

Application / Permit
Plam Check / Job No.
Group

Type

Sulb-Type

Primary Use

Work Descriptiom

Permit Issued

Isswimg Offiice

Current Status
Certificate of Occupamcy

15014-30002-04483
B17WL0O7080
Building
Bldg-Alter/Repair

1or 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

Issued

Permit Finaled

12/15/2017

12/15/2017

12/20/2017

Permit Application Clearance Information

Coastal Zone Cleared 12/12/2017
Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017
Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017
Miscellaneous Cleared 12/12/2017
Specific Plan Cleared 12/12/2017
ZA Case Cleared 12/12/2017
ZA Case Cleared 12/12/2017
Contact Information
Contractor Taylor Made Homes Inc; Lic. No.: 818492-B

Inspector Information

DAVID HEINE, (310) 914-3981

Pending Inspections

No Data Available.

lof 2

825 WILSHIRE BLVD #128

TARIK SAOUD

LADBS

JACK CONGER

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

DENNIS CHEW

Office Hours: 7:00-8:00 AM MON-FRI

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

2/26/20, 2:23 AM
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