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PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Planning Commission will listen to the public on any item on the agenda or item of interest that is not on the agenda. 
The Planning Commission cannot legally take action on any item not scheduled on the agenda.  Such items may be referred 
for administrative action or scheduled on a future agenda.   
 
If you wish to speak to the Commissioners, please complete a Speaker’s Card and present it to the Secretary before the 
agenda item is called.  You will be called to the podium by name when it is your turn to speak to the Commissioners. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 
Persons wishing to speak on agenda items will be called at the time the agenda item is brought forward.  Comments will 
generally be limited to five minutes per speaker; however, a three-minute limit may be declared by the Chairperson for 
agenda items for which many Speaker Cards have been submitted. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
A total of twenty minutes shall be devoted to audience participation at the beginning of the agenda.  Speakers will be called 
on in the order cards were received by the Secretary.  If additional time is needed, the Chairperson will allow for same at 
the end of the agenda. 
 
When the Secretary calls your name, please advance to the podium and state your name and city of residence.  Speakers 
must limit their comments to five minutes.  A three-minute limit may be declared by the Chairperson if there is a large 
number of individuals desiring to address the Commissioners. 
 
NOTE:  AT OR ABOUT 11:00 P.M., COMMISSION MEMBERS WILL DETERMINE WHETHER TO CONTINUE 
WITH DISCUSSION OF REMAINING ITEMS ON THE AGENDA OR TO CARRY SOME/ALL OF THE ITEMS 
OVER TO A FUTURE MEETING DATE. 
 
CELL PHONES AND OTHER DISTRACTIONS 
Use of cell phones, pagers and other communication devices is prohibited while the Planning Commission Meeting is in 
session.  Please turn all devices off or place on silent alert and leave the Chambers to use.  During the meeting, please 
refrain from applause or other actions that may be disruptive to the speakers or the conduct of City business. 
 
City Council/Agency/Commission meetings can be viewed live on Channel 35 by Time Warner subscribers.  To view the 
Planning Commission meetings on line please visit http://www.culvercity.org/webcast 
 
ALD 
Assisted Listening Devices are available through the Secretary. 
 
 

 

 

 
 

MIKE BALKMAN COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
9770 CULVER BOULEVARD 

CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA 90232-0507 
CITY HALL Tel. (310) 253-5710 

FAX (310) 253-5721 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING AGENDA 

 WEDNESDAY, JULY 22, 2015 
7:00 P.M. 

 

 

 

 



PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER      

                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                            
 
          

Agendas are available on the web at:                          
                                               www.culvercity.org 
 

AGENDA 
Planning Commission 

Wednesday, July 22, 2015
7:00 p.m.

Mike Balkman Council Chambers 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL Kevin Lachoff, Vice Chair 
  Scott Wyant, Commissioner 
  Ed Ogosta, Commissioner 
  Dana Amy Sayles, Commissioner 
  David VonCannon, Commissioner 
   
     

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE   
 

PUBLIC COMMENT – Items Not On The Agenda 
 

ACTION ITEMS 
 
A-1 Administration of the Oath of Office to Newly Appointed Commission Member:  

Ed Ogosta 
 

A-2  Election of Officers and Appointment of Committees 
 
 
STUDY SESSION 
   
(1) Discussion of the Subject of Large Single Family Developments (“Mansionization”) 
in the City and (2) Direction to the Staff on Potential Regulatory Measures.   

 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR Note:  Consent Calendar items are considered to be routine in 
nature and may be approved by one motion.  Public requests to discuss Consent Calendar 
items must be filed with the Secretary before the Consent Calendar is called.  

 
ITEMS FROM STAFF 
 
ITEMS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
ADJOURN 



PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER     3 

 
Upcoming Public Meeting Schedule –(Tentative) –  2015 

 

 Meetings may be added or changed. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date Day Time Location 

City Council  
July 27 Monday 7:00PM Council Chambers 

Civil Service Commission    
August 5 Wednesday 7:00PM Council Chambers 
Cultural Affairs Commission 
August 11 Tuesday 7:00PM Council Chambers 
Parks & Recreation Commission   
August 4 Tuesday 7:00PM               Council Chambers 
Planning Commission 
August 12 Wednesday 7:00PM Council Chambers 
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Planning Commission Bylaws establish the first regular meeting after July 1, and 
seating of any new members, as the time to choose officers.  Committee 
appointments are also made at this time. 
 
The list of officers and committees are listed below.  The current Chairperson 
conducts the election of the new Chairperson.  The new Chairperson then 
conducts the election of the Vice-Chairperson and committee appointments. 

 
For reference, Attachment No. 1 lists current Planning Commission officers and 
committees, basic committee meeting information, and the past year’s 
appointees.  Attachment No. 2 provides a brief description of each committee.   
 
A. Planning Commission: 
  Chairperson 
  Vice-Chairperson 
 
 
B. Board of Zoning Adjustment: 
  2 members 
   
 
C. Community Development Block Grant Advisory Committee: 
  1 member 
  1 alternate 
 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 
1. Planning Commission Officer and Committee Listing 
2. Description of Committees 

 

Meeting Date: July 22, 2015                                  Item Number:  A-2  

AGENDA ITEM: Election of Officers and Appointment of Committees 

Contact Person/Dept.: Thomas Gorham 
Planning Manager 

          Phone Number:  (310) 253-5727 

Public Hearing:  []        Action Item:  [X]    Attachments:  [X]      
Public Notification: None  



Planning Commission 
Officer and Committee Listing 

 

 
What 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
7/1/14 -  6/30/15 

 

 
7/1/15 - 6/30/16 

 
When: 
 

As determined by Council and 
Planning Commission. 

Second Wednesday of the month at 7:00 p.m.; fourth 
Wednesday and other days/times as needed. 

Where: Mike Balkman Council Chambers 

Chairperson: Selected by Commission Linda Smith Frost  

Vice Chairperson: Selected by Commission Kevin Lachoff  

Members: 
Appointed by City Council for 
four-year (staggered) term 

Scott Wyant 
Linda Smith-Frost 
Kevin Lachoff 
Dana Sayles 
David Voncannon 

Scott Wyant 
Ed Ogosta 
Kevin Lachoff 
Dana Sayles 
David Voncannon 

 Planning Manager Thomas Gorham 

Telephone: Planning Division 310/253-5710 

FAX: Planning Division 310/253-5721 

 

What: 

 
BOARD OF ZONING 

ADJUSTMENT 
 

7/1/14 - 6/30/15 7/1/15-6/30/16 

When: As needed  

Where: Skelton Conference Room (second floor, Planning) 

Members: Selected by Commission 
Dana Sayles 
David Voncannon 

 

Staff Contact: Planning Manager Thomas Gorham 

Telephone: Planning Division 310/253-5710 

FAX: Planning Division 310/253-5721 

 

What: 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT COMMITTEE 

 

7/1/14 - 6/30/15 7/1/15-6/30/16 

When: Fall/Winter annual meeting(s) at 7:00 p.m. 

Where: Dan Patacchia Conference Room (first floor) 

Members: Selected by Commission Scott Wyant  

Alternate: Selected by Commission Linda Smith Frost  

Other committee 
members are 
representatives from the 
following: 

Park, Recreation & Human Services Commission 
Neighborhood Preservation Program Committee 

Disability Advisory Committee 
Culver City Homeowners Association 

Staff Contact: Economic Development 
Manager 

Todd Tipton 

Telephone: Administration 310/253-5783 

FAX: Administration 310/253-5783 
 
 
 

 
 

 



Attachment No. 2 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
DESCRIPTION OF COMMITTEES 

2014-2015 
 
 

The following is a brief description of the committees to which Planning Commissioners are 
appointed.  As noted in the descriptions, some meet on a regular basis and others only as 
needed. 
 

STANDING COMMITTEES 
 

Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) 
 
Established under Section 3.03.235 of the Culver City Municipal Code, the Planning 
Commission appoints two of its members to hear appeals involving interpretation of the 
Zoning Ordinance; CCMC Title 17.  Decisions of the BZA are appealable to the Planning 
Commission.  The BZA meets as needed.   
 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Advisory Committee 
 
The CDBG Advisory Committee convenes to broaden the base for decision-making regarding 
allocation of the City’s limited CDBG funds.  The first meeting is an orientation; the second 
meeting is to conduct the first CDBG public hearing and make funding recommendations to 
City Council.  The City Council then holds the second hearing.  The public hearing date is set 
by the CDBG Advisory Committee members at their first meeting. 
 
The committee generally meets two times between November and January of each year. 
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 Meeting Date: 07/22/2015 Item Number: Study Session 
PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION AGENDA ITEM:  (1) Discussion of the 
Subject of Large Single Family Developments (“Mansionization”) in the City and 
(2) Direction to the Staff on Potential Regulatory Measures. 
Contact Person/Dept.:   
Sol Blumenfeld / Community Development 
Thomas Gorham / Planning 

Phone Number:  
310-253-5700 
310-253-5727 

Fiscal Impact:  Yes   [] No   [X] General Fund:   Yes    []             No   [] 

Public Hearing:  []        Action Item:  [X]    Attachments:  [X]   
Public Notification: (E-Mail) Meetings and Agendas:  Planning Commission; Ongoing 
Topics – Planning and Zoning “Mansionization”; Interested parties;  (7/8/15):  (PUBLISH) 
Culver City News (7/9/15 and 7/16/15); (POST) City’s Public Notification Web Page and 
Facebook and Twitter (7/9/15): (MAIL) All R1 property in the City (7/8/15)   
 
Planning Approval: 
Thomas Gorham (7/15/15) 

Department Approval:  
Sol Blumenfeld  (7/15/15) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission: (1) receive a report regarding large 
single family development in the City (commonly called “Mansionization”); and (2) 
direct staff as deemed appropriate.  
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At the City Council meeting of June 8, 2015, the City Council directed staff to 
prepare a report to Planning Commission regarding complaints concerning the size 
and design of new large single family developments in the City.  The report was to 
include background information, analysis, and recommendations regarding 
potential development regulations to address Mansionization.   
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
“Mansionization” is typically defined as the practice of replacing older, smaller 
homes with the largest home permitted under the City’s Zoning Code that is much 
larger than surrounding dwellings and which, because of its size, changes the scale 
and character of a neighborhood. Many also refer to these larger homes as  
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“McMansions.”  However this term is more typically applied to very large lot 
suburban subdivisions where all the homes have the same building style and appear 
to be “mass produced”.  The issue of Mansionization is not new in Culver City or 
throughout the nation, and has surfaced previously as a land use issue since the late 
1990’s. 
 
Establishing the best way to regulate how big a house can be built on a standard lot 
involves a myriad of conflicting values related to land use.  Defining how big is “too 
big” and inappropriate for a particular neighborhood is not always clear. Land use 
planning professionals may see the issue as one of the proper relationship of the 
building size to the lot size given the surrounding neighborhood. Architects may see 
it as the relationship of the building design to the design of surrounding buildings in 
the neighborhood.  For example, a building that is perceived to be poorly designed 
without appropriate massing, setbacks, and articulation may be understood to be out 
of scale and inappropriate with the neighborhood by an architect. In fact, from an 
architectural perspective, the issue may be less about simply reducing the amount of 
allowable building area on a lot and more about producing a building with an 
appropriate design.   Local residents may perceive “too big” simply as the building 
size disparity relative to their own homes and believe that it results from speculative 
investment by developers. The issue of home building size is confounded by the 
sentiment by some residents that their home represents a major life investment and 
that the size of their home should not be dictated by the decisions of others who 
want to be the arbiters of design or taste.  For some, a home is their largest single 
financial asset and they do not want it negatively impacted by adjacent development 
nor subject to such restrictive development standards that it negatively impacts the 
value of their property.  Given the divergence of opinions, it is not easy to craft home 
building size regulations that meet everyone’s needs or can satisfy everyone’s 
concerns. 
 
Single Family Home Construction Data in Culver City 
 
Building Division records indicate that there were a total of 48 new single family 
residential building permits issued in the years 2000 - 2010 (between 4-5 homes 
per year) and a similar rate of permitting in the years between 2011 to 2015. So 
the pace of building activity is relatively consistent over the last fifteen years.   As 
a reference point for building size, some of the homes permitted during this period 
were greater than 3,000 sq. ft. and some were less than 3,000 sq. ft. While there is 
no absolute size that has been identified as a “mansion”, some recognize a 3,000 
sq. ft. building on 5,000 sq. ft. standard city lot to be a larger sized home.  
 
Some Culver City residential neighborhoods have had more large single family 
construction than others.  The attached map shows the locations of new single 
family homes and additions to existing single family homes permitted over the last  
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three years which result in a house of 3,000 sq. ft. or greater.  (Please see 
Attachment No. 1).  The Park East (Carlson Park) neighborhood has had 10 new 
larger homes permitted, the Blanco/Culver Crest neighborhood has had six new 
larger homes permitted, and the Studio Village neighborhood has had three new 
larger homes permitted.  This compares with other residential neighborhoods in the 
City which have had one new, larger home permitted during the same period.  It is 
important to note that some of the additions were only a few hundred square feet 
and were made to already large homes. (Please see Attachment No. 2) 
 
Single Family Construction: 3,000 sq. ft. or Greater/ 5,000 sq. ft. or Greater Lots 
 
The attached table provides a summary of single family building permits for homes 
of 3,000 sq. ft. or greater on 5,000 sq. ft. or greater lots during last three years. 
(Please see Attachment No. 2)  A total of 26 building permits were issued. 
Approximately one-third of the permits were issued for completely new construction 
and two-thirds were for additions. The larger homes permitted during this three-year 
period have ranged in size from slightly more than 3,000 sq. ft. to over 4,600 sq. ft., 
and the lot sizes have ranged from 5,000 to 58,056 sq. ft.. The largest lots are found 
in the hillsides, and most of these lots contain significant amounts of steeply sloped 
area which is not readily developable. Of these larger lots, approximately 36% of the 
houses are 3,500 sq. ft. or greater, and approximately 7% are 4,000 sq. ft. or 
greater. Almost two thirds of the houses were less than 3,500 sq. ft. Given the large 
disparity of lot sizes, it is understandable that building coverage (the ratio between 
housing size and lot size) ranges significantly (from 19% to over 75%) within this 
group of single family housing projects.  In general, most of the larger housing 
projects permitted over the last three years range from 3,000 sq. ft. to 4,000 sq. ft. 
 
The architectural design of the projects within this group of single family homes also 
ranges significantly, from various forms of “Spanish” to traditional Cape Cod, 
Craftsman, and Modern.  Some of the most significant changes to the prevailing 
characteristics of a neighborhood created by the newer developments were related 
to the architectural style of the new buildings. (Please see Attachment No. 3 – Photo 
Survey) 
 
Methods of Regulating Single Family Residential Building Size in Culver City 
 
Title 17, Zoning, of the Culver City Municipal Code (Zoning Code) currently provides 
the following:  
 
 The Minimum and Maximum Dwelling Size: (maximum 1,500 sq. ft. plus 40% 

of the net lot area for parcels less than 8,000 sq. ft.; and 60% of the net lot 
area for parcels equal to or greater than 8,000 sq. ft. not including garages 
and non-habitable space) - which results in a maximum 3,500 sq. ft. house on 
a typical 5,000 sq. ft. lot. 

 Setbacks: Front 20 feet, Side 4 feet, Rear 10 feet 
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 Open Space: Minimum area uncovered by structures (including accessory 
buildings and garages allowed up to 800 sq. ft. maximum); and 

 Building Height: 2 stories or 30 feet 
 
The current zoning code regulations noted above have been in place since the early 
1990’s and where the result of similar concerns related to an influx of larger new 
single-family homes being built in the City. These regulations where adopted to 
address “Mansionization” at that time. Prior to the current regulations being adopted 
the zoning code had no limit on dwelling size.  The size was only dictated by height, 
setbacks and parking requirements.  Like now, the City held a series of study 
sessions with the Planning Commission and hearings with the Commission and City 
Council that resulted in the development regulations being adopted.  
 
There are a number of methods that could be implemented to address the impacts 
of large dwellings.  These include both development standards and design 
requirements.  The following provides some possible regulatory measures that the 
Planning Commission may wish to consider:   
 

1. Reduce Maximum Dwelling Size (the absolute maximum permitted 
square footage under the Zoning Code).  As noted above, under 
current development regulations, a maximum 3,500 sq. ft. house on a 
typical 5,000 sq. ft. lot.  The Commission may wish to limit the. 1,500 sq. 
ft. plus 40% of the net lot area maximum dwelling size standard to 
something that results in a lesser maximum dwelling square footage.  For 
example 1,500 sq.ft plus 30% of the lot area would result in a maximum 
3,000 sq.ft. dwelling; or 1,500 sq.ft. plus 20% of the lot area would result in 
a maximum 2,500 sq.ft. dwelling.   

 
2. Establish Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  FAR is the amount of building square 

footage relative to the lot size.  Under the current zoning code standards a 
maximum 3,500 sq.ft. house on a 5,000 sq. ft. lot equates to an FAR of 
.70. The FAR value goes down as the lot sizes increase.  For example, on 
a 6,000 sq. ft. lot, the maximum dwelling size is 3,900 sq. ft. which 
equates to a FAR of .65. On a 7,000 sq. ft. lot the maximum dwelling size 
is 4,300 sq. ft. which equates to an FAR of .61.  On an 8,000, sq. ft. lot the 
maximum dwelling size is 4,800 sq. ft. which equates to a .60 FAR.  
Establishing an FAR can achieve the same outcome as establishing a 
maximum dwelling size as outlined above. A maximum dwelling size of 
3,000 sq.ft. on a 5,000 square foot lot would require an FAR of .60 and 
maximum dwelling size of 2,500 sq.ft. on a 5,000 square foot lot would 
require an FAR of .50. The FAR method is illustrated in Attachment No. 4. 
 

Both methods outlined above can be used to reduce overall maximum dwelling 
size.  The question for the Commission to consider is what maximum dwelling 
size is appropriate.   
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3. Establish an allowable second floor area as a percent of the first 
floor area (Proportional Stories Method). This method would help to 
address issues related to bulk and mass and issues related to building 
height at the front setback.  Currently, the zoning code regulations allow a 
residential structure to go up to a maximum height of 30 feet. Establishing 
a stepback for the second floor and a proportional stories requirement 
would reduce the bulk and mass of a building and would address “boxy” 
type buildings.  In addition, the stepback at the front elevation which would 
reduce the height of the building at the front yard setback which may make 
it more compatible with single story dwellings.  For example, a 
development standard could be established which restricts the second 
floor to no more than 75% of the first floor and that the second floor have a 
minimum stepback of 5 feet. This method is illustrated in Attachment No. 4 
 

4. Reduce building coverage to vary with lot size. Building coverage is a 
percentage of the buildings footprint to the overall lot size.  For example, a 
dwelling with a 2,000 sq.ft. first floor on a 5,000 sq.ft. would result in a lot 
coverage of 40%. This method would address the ratio of the building 
footprint to the lot size and could address issues related to open space, 
but would need to be combined with a dwelling size method noted in item 
1 and 2 above to control the overall size of the structure. Lot coverage 
requirements can be different depending on lot size, with a lesser lot 
coverage allowed for small lots and a larger lot coverage allowed for larger 
lots.  

 
5. Setbacks.  The current zoning code development standards minimum 

setbacks for R1 zoned properties is 20 feet for the front yard, 4 feet for the 
side yards, and 10 feet for the rear yards.  In order to address issues of 
privacy, open space, and light and air, setbacks for the side and rear 
yards can be increased.  This would also result in adjacent dwellings 
being further separated from each other.  Increasing the side yard 
setbacks to 5 feet and the rear yard setbacks to 15 feet would provide 
some relief from the bulk and mass of dwellings, particularly two story 
dwellings, on abutting properties.  In addition, it would provide more open 
space on the subject property, allow more light and air on the subject 
property and abutting properties, and address privacy issues. In addition, 
in order to maintain a consistent streetscape, an averaging approach 
could be implemented. The front yard setback could be the code required 
20 feet or the average setback on the block or the average setbacks of the 
abutting properties on either side, whichever is greater. For example, if the 
average setback on the block was 25 feet then the new dwelling would be 
required to provide a 25 foot setback.  If the average setback was 18 feet, 
then the new dwelling would be required to provide the code required 20 
foot setback.   
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6. Building Height.  Currently the maximum building height in the R1 zone 
is 30 feet.  In order to address issues of the size of structures the 
Commission may want to consider establishing different height limits for 
dwellings with sloped roofs (25% slope or greater) and flat roofs (less than 
25% slope).  For example, a sloped roof dwelling may be allowed to 
extend to a maximum 30’ in height and a flat roof dwelling may be allowed 
to extend to a maximum 25’ in height. These methods would help to 
reduce the size (bulk and mass) of structures based upon the roof line of 
the building.  Modern boxy type structures with flat roofs would be reduced 
in height and more traditional architectural styled dwellings with a sloped 
or pitched roof where the highest point is usually at the peak of the roof 
towards the center of the structure could be permitted more building 
height. The question for Commission relative to this development standard 
is whether it wants to regulate bulk and mass through building style (i.e. 
more restrictive standards for modern geometric buildings and less 
restrictive standards for more traditional buildings. 
 

7. Establish Building Design Standards (to reduce building mass, create 
building articulation and building step backs, and neighborhood 
compatibility) similar to the Multi-Family Design Guidelines (MFDG) which 
address prevailing setback, lot coverage, and height of structures on an 
individual block and contain guidelines to address building location, 
privacy, parking, landscape and open space, building façade treatment 
and building massing and scale. The MFDG have been well received in 
the neighborhoods where they have been adopted by Commission.   
However, conducting surveys for all R1 zoned neighborhoods to establish 
baseline conditions and neighborhood typologies would an extremely long 
and labor intensive process that could not be accomplished under the 
current Planning Division work plan recently approved by Commission and 
adopted by City Council in the FY 2015-16 budget.    Many of the 
development regulations noted above address the design principles 
contained in the MFDG’s such as lot coverage, average and prevailing 
setbacks, height, and second floor stepbacks on neighborhood and block 
level basis. 
 

8. Require discretionary approval for Single Family Dwellings above a 
certain Gross Floor Area threshold.  Requiring a discretionary permit for 
single family home of a certain size could be established.  However, there 
are issues to be considered such as what is the size threshold to require a 
discretionary review? What type of findings would need to be established 
to approve the project?  Would it be an administrative review (staff level) 
or would it be required to go to the Planning Commission? How would it 
affect the timing of the project? What would the additional cost be? How 
would that impact the homeowner?  An alternative to requiring 
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discretionary review would be to require a courtesy notice to abutting 
property owners of any new single family construction and or an addition 
over a certain size.  This would at a minimum allow abutting property 
owners to be advised of any new pending construction and opportunity to 
review the plans with staff if they have questions or want to know how the 
project meets code. 

 
Survey of Surrounding City Regulations on “Mansionization:” 
 
Staff has looked at the development regulations for single-family homes in the cities 
of Los Angeles, Santa Monica, West Hollywood, Manhattan Beach, and Beverly 
Hills.   Similar to Culver City, all of the surveyed cities contain minimum setback 
requirements which range from 15-20 feet for front setbacks; 10-15 feet for rear 
setbacks; and 3-5 feet for side setbacks.  Maximum building heights ranged from 26-
33 feet.  In regards to maximum allowable building size, three of the cities had an 
FAR limit including Manhattan Beach (.70 for lots up to 4,800 sq.ft. and .65 for lots 
greater than 4,800 sq. ft.); Los Angeles (.50 for lots up to 7,500 sq.ft. and .45 for lots 
greater than 7,500 sq.ft.); and West Hollywood (.50 for all lots).  Beverly Hills uses 
the same dwelling unit size standards as Culver City: 1,500 sq.ft. plus 40% of the lot 
area. 
 
The cities of Beverly Hills and West Hollywood have design standards including 
building massing and modulation, upper floor step backs, and second floor/first floor 
proportionality requirements. 
 
The City of Los Angeles also has some incentives to allow for a 20% increase in the 
maximum dwelling size if the project uses one of the following methods: green 
building methods, front façade step backs, or reducing the upper floor area to 75% 
of the lower floor area. However, Los Angeles has proposed revising the rules to 
eliminate “counterproductive provisions” that allowed builders to develop boxy 
buildings.   
 
In addition, City of Los Angeles, recently passed two separate moratoriums as 
follows: 

 In an effort to reduce the trend to renovate and replace historic homes with 
large-scale, out-of-character new construction”, it adopted a moratorium 
prohibiting the issuance of building and demolition permits for properties 
within five of its Historic Preservation Overlay Zones.   
 

 To address a “recent trend of property owners and developers tearing down 
original houses and replacing them with hulking, box-like structures or 
significantly remodeling existing structures with bulky two-story additions that 
are out of scale with neighboring properties”, it adopted a moratorium 
prohibiting the issuance of building permits for the construction of single 
family dwellings “where the proposed construction does not meet certain 
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neighborhood specific criteria” for properties within 15 specified 
neighborhoods. 

 
 
Other Considerations 
 
 Should new development standards and/or design requirements be absolute 

or vary with lot size?   
 Should smaller lots only be allowed to build smaller buildings or should the 

allowable building area vary? 
 What should the threshold be for mansionization regulations?  What 

maximum building size? 
 Should the same standards apply for building additions and entirely new 

buildings? 
 How can the regulations be developed so that they are not entirely 

subjective? 
 Should the regulations only address building design and massing and not 

building size? 
 Should basements not count toward the maximum allowable dwelling size? 

 
 

The City Council has considered the option of adopting a moratorium on the 
issuance of building permits to construct or alter single family dwellings in excess of 
a particular size, or while the Planning Division studies possible amendments (such 
as the above) to the Zoning Code to address this issue.  Both the City Council and 
the public inquired about such an option and the City Council has asked staff to track 
the submittal of new single family construction.  Since the June 8, 2015 City Council 
meeting, staff has monitored building permit request for larger new single family 
homes and/or additions.  As of July 16, 2015 a total of 3 permit applications have 
been submitted.  Government Code Section 65858 provides that an urgency 
ordinance may be adopted without prior public notice or public hearing by a four-
fifths vote of the legislative body upon a finding that the action is required to protect 
the public safety, health and welfare.  Such ordinance shall have no further force 
and effect 45 days from the date of its adoption.  However, after notice and a public 
hearing, such ordinance may be extended for a period of ten months and 15 days, 
and subsequently extended for an additional 12 months.  Not more than two 
extensions may be adopted.  Culver City Charter Section 614, provides additional 
authority for the City Council to adopt an ordinance as an urgency measure for 
preserving the public peace, health or safety by a four-fifths vote. 
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FISCAL ANALYSIS: 
 

If the City determines that it would like to proceed with additional design or 
development standards for larger single family development and/or a moratorium for 
such new development, it is possible that property values within neighborhoods may 
decrease or not appreciate at the level they have been. While many people believe 
that their property is devalued with larger new single family developments in their 
neighborhoods, home values in areas that have had the most number of larger new 
developments (i.e. Carlson Park) have remained constant or increased over the last 
several years.  However, residential property purchases are based on more than 
property resale alone.  Such decisions are often influenced by personal preferences 
such as the quality of schools, fire/police/city services, parks, amenities, walkability, 
etc.   
 
If additional design or development standards are pursued, some projects in the 
“pipeline” may be held up or abandoned if they do not comport with proposed new 
regulations which will have some financial impacts. Further, the City’s permit fees 
are based upon permit valuations.  If the level of permitting is reduced as a result of 
reduced construction activity or the valuations for permits are reduced due to smaller 
projects it may result in reduced permit fees. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. Map of Impacted Neighborhoods. 
2. Summary Table of Housing Size and Lot Size 
3. Photo Survey of Properties in Summary Table 
4. Examples of Ways to Regulate Building Size and Massing 
5. Public Comments 
 

 
 
MOTION: 
 
That the Planning Commission: 
 

1. Receive and discuss a report regarding large single family development in 
the City (“Mansionization”); and 
 

2. Take public testimony; and 
 
3. Direct the staff as deemed appropriate. 



 

 
 
MEETING DATE:   7.22.15            

 
 
AGENDA ITEM:     (1) Discussion of the Subject of Large Single Family  

Developments (“Mansionization”) in the City and (2) Direction 
to the Staff on Potential Regulatory Measures.      
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Address Permit Date

Lot Area 

(square 

footage)

Building 

Square 

Footage

Percentage of 

Building Area to 

Lot Area

Maximum 

Building 

Area

over / under 

CC code

Net New 

Square 

Footage

1 12/29/2011 5,395 3,578 66% 3,658 -80 2,378
2 Former Vacant Lot 04/30/2012 4,380 3,000 68% 3,252 -252 3,000
3 08/09/2012 8,163 3,516 43% 4,898 -1382 438
4 01/07/2013 6,216 3,145 51% 3,986 -841 678
5 03/28/2013 6,450 3,401 53% 4,080 -679 703
6 04/09/2013 5,000 3,078 62% 3,500 -422 2,250
7 10/31/2013 6,750 3,148 47% 4,200 -1052 105

8
Hillside Areas with Irregular 
Lots 12/19/2013 16,071 4,289 27% 9,643 -5354 2,073

9 Former Vacant Lot 05/14/2014 3,840 3,000 78% 3,036 -36 3,000
10 05/19/2014 5,590 3,199 57% 3,736 -537 1,676
11 06/10/2014 11,300 3,045 27% 6,780 -3735 150
12 07/03/2014 6,745 3,153 47% 4,198 -1045 1,326
13 07/15/2014 6,450 3,559 55% 4,080 -521 2,000
14 07/21/2014 6,000 3,596 60% 3,900 -304 2,139
15 07/31/2014 5,770 3,596 62% 3,808 -212 2,434
16 08/04/2014 5,775 3,172 55% 3,810 -638 1,903
17 Not Under Construction 08/21/2014 4,840 3,361 69% 3,436 -75 2,161

18
Hillside Areas with Irregular 
Lots and Former Vacant Lot 10/10/2014 8,050 4,217 52% 4,830 -613 4,217

19 12/04/2014 4,968 3,364 68% 3,487 -123 2,309
20 12/15/2014 5,000 3,055 61% 3,500 -445 1,950
21 12/16/2014 5,775 3,312 57% 3,810 -498 2,244
22 01/12/2015 5,775 3,509 61% 3,810 -301 2,347
23 Not Under Construction 04/29/2015 5,000 3,500 70% 3,500 0 2,740
24 01/30/2015 6,869 4,074 59% 4,248 -174 2,387
25 01/22/2015 8,079 4,661 58% 4,847 -186 2,925

26
Hillside Areas with Irregular 
Lots 01/28/2015 20,110 3,798 19% 12,066 -8268 100
New Construction

Additions

Summary of New Single Family Residential Building Permits  December 2011 - April 2015
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