






From: Bella Stavchansky <londonsw3@yahoo.com> 
To: Ted Faturos tfaturos@citymb.info 
Subject:  Notes to my appeal in ref. to the project on 2912 Ocean Drive  
Date: Fri 6/29/018 3:06pm 

Hi Ted, 

These notes should be attached to my appeal filed on the above project. Some of the comments 

by the Planning Commissioners and staff made it clear to me that this appeal was necessary.  A 

few of the comments (and I paraphrase):   

‘Granting this request will not affect any neighbors’ - in fact the neighborhood is affected.   

For me personally, allowing that project to go forward directly impacts my view, and while I 

understand that there is no view protection in Manhattan Beach, if the subject property was held 

to even a majority of the planning codes, and the owner was still able to develop a home that 

blocked my view, then so be it, I knew that potential was there.   

‘An owner of a property built in 1937 cannot be held to the same standards as a property built 

more recently’ 

The fact is we all have to abide by the codes in place at the time we choose to 

develop.  Sometimes the codes change, rendering a property to be legal non-conforming.  In the 

case of the subject property, this was not the original owner of the property. The codes have not 

significantly changed since this owner purchased the property. Presumably Mr. Strnad 

understood the limitations of this property (built in 1937) when he purchased it in 2006.  There 

should have been no presumption that he could ever do anything more than remodel what was 

already there.  The price he paid at the time reflected a significant comparative 

discount.  Therefore, the owner is not impacted in any way by being held to the building 

standards he knew to be in place when he purchased the property. 

‘It presents a hardship to the owner not to be able to add onto this Property’ 

Again no codes changed rendering the owner’s assumptions when he purchased as being 

significantly altered, so by definition there can be no “hardship”  here.  Financially, the owner 

could make a substantial profit simply by remodeling the existing cottage and selling it.  So there 

is certainly no financial hardship.  A remodeled cottage here would be perfectly in keeping with 

the diminutive status of this lot.   

‘This will not establish a precedent for future requests for exceptions, because nothing like this 

exists in the City’ 

This is patently incorrect.  Even though each request is unique, every time someone seeks an 

exception, anything that was previously approved will still be used as part of the unique 

argument.  In this case there are many exceptions being requested, so the idea of the planning 

Commission approving multiple exceptions is in and of itself precedent setting.  The argument 
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for granting one or two exceptions (as in this case the stairway intruding on the setback, and 

insufficient parking) would potentially make sense.  But not parking, open space, setbacks on 

three sides, outdoor living space.  It’s a bold request when there is no ACTUAL hardship, 

financially, or due to code changes put in place since this owner purchased the property. 

As an easy example, look at the landlocked parcels we have in the City.  They have no parking 

and can therefore not be developed. This ruling would certainly call all of those into question if 

the argument is that these owners have a hardship because they can do nothing significant with 

these homes.  By the same standard as applied in this ruling all of these owners should apply for 

similar special treatment.  Yet no one has ever been granted any similar treatment even if only 

requesting relief from the parking requirement.  These owners are completely hampered.  And 

none of these have the benefit of being on a corner lot across the street from the Strand like the 

subject property.  

This ruling absolutely opens all this up for discussion and more.  This owner should not be 

unjustly rewarded when he knew what he was buying and what he was not.  We need to be able 

to depend on the standards that are allied so rigidly for everyone else.  One exception (maybe 

two) is reasonable; anything more, especially when it impacts others, is untenable and should be 

denied   

 

Kind regards, 

Bella Stavchansky  

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

 

https://overview.mail.yahoo.com/?.src=iOS

