. STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Govemar

= CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

< South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Beach, CA 90802-4302 a/
*g) 500-5071

Filed: 6/18/97

49th Day: 8/6/97

180th Day: 12/15/97

Staff: JLR-LB

Staff Report: 6/19/97

Hearing Date: Sept. 8-12, 1997
Commission Action:

STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Los Angeles

LOCAL DECISION: Approval with Conditions
APPEAL NUMBER: A-5-VEN-97-184
APPLICANT: Dean Hull
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PROJECT LOCATION: 658 Venice Boulevard, Venice, City of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Local Coastal Development Permit No. 96-003 approved with
conditions for the construction and use of a two-story, 85,000 square foot self-
storage building.

The proposed project description has been amended for the De Novo hearing.

The applicant is proposing to offer to dedicate land for 5 public on-street parking
spaces at the front of the property along the frontage road (See Exhibit F).

APPELLANT: Ronald Swepston
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a Substantial
Issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following
reasons: The project, as approved by the local government, raises issues regarding adequacy
of on and off-site parking, direct impact on support parking required in a previous Commission
permit 5-90-664 (Venice Blvd. improvements) and adequacy of local requirements to maintain
the use described in the application. This raises issues of consistency with the beach access
and development policies of the Coastal Act, namely, Sections 30210, 30212 and 30252 of the
. Coastal Act which were not adequately addressed by the local government. Inadequate
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parking provisions will prejudice the ability of the local govemment to prepare a Local Coastal
Program consistent with the provisions of the Coastal Act.

Substantive File Documents
1. Venice Interim Control Ordinance (No. 163,472) adopted March 21, 1989.

2. Coastal Development Permit 5-90-664 (Caltrans) Venice Blvd. Roadway
improvements.

3. Coastal Development Permit 5-97-004 (Abernethy) Seif-storage facility located in
Redondo Beach.

4. City issued Coastal Development Permit CDP 86-010 (Swepston) Two industrial
buildings in Venice.

I. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS

The appellant, Ronald Swepston, has appealed the City of Los Angeles decision to approve
Local Coastal Development Permit CDP 96-003 for a 2-story, 85,000 sq. ft. self-storage
building. The basic issues raised by the appellant are loss of on-street parking spaces, lack of
adequate on-site parking provisions and inconsistency with a previously approved Commission
permit. Staff has attached, as Exhibit B, the appellant's contentions. Also attached, as Exhibit
C, are the applicant's response to those contentions.

Il. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal
Program, a local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of jurisdiction in
the the coastal zone and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620 and
30620.5, establish procedures for the filing, processing, review, modification, approval, or
denial of a Coastal Development Permit. Pursuant to this provision, the City of Los Angeles
developed a permit program in order to exercise its option to issue Local Coastal Development
Permits in 1978.

Sections 13302-13319 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for issuance
and appeals of locally issued Coastal Development Permits. Section 30602 of the Coastal Act
allows any action by local govemment on a Coastal Development Permit application evaluated
under Section 30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission.

After a final local action on a Local Coastal Development Permit, the Coastal Commission
must be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains
all the required information, a twenty working day appeal period begins during which any
person, including the applicant, the Executive Director, or any two members of the
Commission, may appeal the local decision to the Coastal Commission (Section 30602).
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At this meeting, the Commission will have a public hearing to determine whether a substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The Commission
may decide that the appellants' contentions raise no substantial issue of conformity with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, in which case the action of the local govemment stands.
On the other hand, the Commission may find that a substantial issue does exist with the action
of the local government if it finds that the proposed project may be inconsistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act of 1976.

if the Commission finds that a substantial issue does exist, then the hearing may be opened
and heard as a de novo permit request. Section 13321 specifies that de novo actions will be
heard according to the procedures outlined in Section 13114 of the Code of Regulations.

i STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL iISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a Substantial Issue exists with
respect to the City's approval of the project with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act
(commencing with Section 30200), pursuant to PRC Section 30625(b)(1).

MOTION. Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion:

| move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-97-184 raises No
Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.
IV. FINDINGS ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A, Project Description and Background

The applicant proposes to construct a 2-story, 85,000 sq. ft. self storage building with 48 on-
site parking spaces on a 1.41 acre parcel located approximately 0.8 mile from the Venice
Beach. The proposed facility will contain 548 storage units that range in size from
approximately 25 sq. ft. to 800 sq. ft. The proposed self storage facility will also include an
800 sq. ft. office and a 1,000 sq. ft. caretaker unit.

The subject site is currently vacant and is located on the southerly frontage road adjacent to
the south side of Venice Boulevard between Lincoln Boulevard and Abbot Kinney Boulevard in
the Venice community of the City of Los Angeles. The parcel is zoned manufacturing (M1).
The proposed self-storage facility is a permitted use within the corresponding industrial plan
and zone designation. The surrounding uses include light industrial, retail and residential.
Following is a more detailed description of the project site excerpted from a city staff report:

The subject property is a level, irregular-shaped, interior parce! of land consisting of
approximately 61,240 square feet, having a frontage of approximately 285 feet on the
south side of Venice Boulevard and an approximate depth of 220 feet. The subject site
is vacant.
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Surrounding properties are within the M1, R4, R2, C2, and C1 Zones and are
characterized by level topography and improved streets. The surrounding properties
are developed with one- and two-story single-family dwellings, apartments, commercial
and industrial buildings.

B. Substantial Issue Analysis

As stated in Section Il of this report, any local government Coastal Development Permit may
be appealed to the Commission. However, the grounds for an appeal of a Coastal
Development Permit issued by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal
Program are limited to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission shall hear
an appeal unless it determines that no substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, staff has recommended that a Substantial Issue exists
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.

The basic issues raised by the appellant, Ronald Swepston, are loss of on-street parking
spaces and inadequate on-site parking provisions. Although the appellant has not addressed
any specific policies in the Coastal Act, the appellant's contentions do allude to the Coastal Act
issue that new development not adversely impact public access to the coast. Specifically,
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast... (4) by providing adequate parking facilities ...

The appeliant contends that the proposed project will remove 10 public on-street parking
spaces that were required to be retained in a previously approved Coastal Development Permit
(5-90-664).

in September, 1990, the Commission approved a permit, 5-90-664 (Caltrans), to repair and
resurface Venice Boulevard, a major east-west artery that gives access to Venice Beach. A

- special condition of 5-80-664 required the Department of Transportation to maintain all "formal
and informal existing Street parking spaces" during construction of improvements. Another
special condition required Caltrans, after construction, to replace the same number of spaces
on the project site. The project site extended from Lincoln Boulevard to the Beach. Caltrans
estimated that 536 spaces existed on the median strip and along the shoulders of the road.
For permit compliance, Caltrans submitted maps and charts showing 26 spaces on the
southerly frontage road located between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Shell Avenue. Five parking
spaces were located on the north side of the frontage road adjacent to the applicant's parcel
(See Exhibit D).

The applicant's representative states that there is no loss of any public street parking,
specifically, the applicant's representative states:

Assertion: The project will remove approximately 10 public parking spaces from the street
and access road fronting the site

Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. There is no loss of any public parking. This
project uses existing curb breaks at the street for site access and as such has no effect
on street parking. Coastal Permit #5-90-644 established five informal parking spaces on

*
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the public access road fronting this site along Venice Boulevard and those five spaces
have been maintained in this area. See drawing sheet 1A. There have never been more
than five spaces in this area, never the ten spaces that the appellant contends. This has
been confirmed by documents within Coastal Permit records.

The applicant's plans, as now submitted, indicate that those five spaces will be provided on the
south side of the frontage road partly adjacent to the applicant's parcel and partly on the
applicant's lot. The applicant has neglected to state that the proposed project will remove five
parking spaces from the north side of the frontage road to be relocated to the south side of the
frontage road. As a result of the need for a wider right-of-way, the spaces can only be
accommodated if a portion of the width of each space is located on the applicant's property.
However, no dedication of these spaces is required by the City permit. Therefore, there is no
guarantee that the spaces will be available for public use. The applicant states that these
spaces cannot be provided on the north side of the frontage road because vehicular access to
the proposed storage facility would be severely restricted. The frontage road is approximately
20 feet in width. Therefore, according to the applicant, the City required the applicant to not
provide parking on the north side of the street in order to provide adequate sight distance to
access the subject site.

As noted above, the applicant is proposing five on-street parking spaces. Therefore, there will
be no net loss of parking spaces consistent with the Commission's approvai of permit 5-90-
664. However, the applicant's plans indicate that these parking spaces will straddle both the
applicant's property and a portion of the right-of-way. As noted, the applicant has not provided
nor was required by the City to provide a dedication to ensure that these spaces will be
retained as public parking spaces. Therefore, while the applicant has expressed an intention
to replace the parking spaces removed, the City's action does raise a substantial issue
concemning these public parking spaces because their retention as public spaces was not
required in the City's approval.

The appellant's second major concem is that the applicant is not providing adequate on-site
parking. The City required 48 on-site parking spaces for the proposed 85,000 square feet
storage facility, or .056 space per 1,000 square feet.

Currently, there is no adopted LCP for Venice. In the interim, the Commission's guidelines and
the City's Venice Interim Control Ordinance (ICO) require almost identical parking standards
based on type of use. The Commission's guidelines would require one space per 1,000 sq. ft.
for a warehouse use which would equate to 85 spaces. The City's'|CO would require 88
spaces. However, the applicant was granted a hardship exemption as provided for in Section
14 of the Venice ICO ordinance. That exemption allowed the applicant to provide 48 on-site
parking spaces rather than 88 spaces.

The hardship exemption was granted by the City because the applicant provided a parking
analysis that demonstrated that 48 spaces were more than adequate for a proposed self-
storage facility. In 1988, approximately one mile northwesterly of the subject site, the City
issued a Coastal Development Permit for a 126,150 sq. ft. self-storage facility. That project
was located in the single-permit jurisdiction area and was not appealed to the Commission.
That facility has 1,300 storage units and provides 59 on-site parking spaces. That project
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provides 0.46 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. whereas the subject appeal will provide 0.56 spaces per
1000 sq. ft.

That action was similar to a recent Coastal Commission permit decision. In June, 1997, the
Commission approved a 100,000 sq. ft. storage building with 24 parking spaces (5-97-004)
located in Redondo Beach. That project equates to 0.24 parking spaces per 1000 sq. ft.
whereas, the proposed project will provide 0.56 parking space per 1000 sq. ft.

Thirdly, the appellant raises the issue that the project conditions do not adequately require the
development to remain a self-storage facility. The appellant believes the development could
convert to a commercial use with no further review. The appellant further contends that the
proposed project will impact beach access because the proposed storage facility will be used
by beach vendors which will adversely impact the beach and create a "swap meet type
atmosphere”. In response, the applicant states that the proposed storage facility "will do no
more to create congestion or aggravation at the beach than any other storage facility within
driving distance".

The City's conditions of approval do not prevent conversion to a more intensive commercial
use. Letters received by staff indicate that other industrial uses in the area have recently
converted to retail use, with the city requiring no additional parking for the conversion. Since
the City did not require a coastal development permit for these conversions, staff has not been
able to determine the number of spaces that were required (CDP 88-10. & CDP 101-79).
However, the regulations authorizing local government approval of coastal development
permits before certification of an LCP requires that the City review permits consistent with the
Commission's actions.

in the above cited case in Redondo Beach 5-97-004 Abermnethy, the Commission considered
the identical issue that a space approved with less parking because of a less intensive use
could convert to a more intensive use. Such a conversion could impact public parking and
beach access because the self storage parking standard is one eighth of the standard for retail
use. The City did not examine this issue or identify or deal with this potential problem. The
City has no conditions to require the use remain as described in the application. For that
reason the City's approval raises substantial issue with respect to assuring adequate parking.

C. Summary of Substantial Issue

Based on the issues of non-conformance with the public access and new development policies
of the Coastal Act, and the lack of full mitigation of the impacts on loss of on-street public
parking spaces as noted above, the Commission finds that the development as approved by
the City raises a substantial issue with respect to its conformance with the public access
policies of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON DE NOVO HEARING
Summary of Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with a special condition to dedicate a strip
of land to provide for five public parking spaces located at the front (street side) of the subject
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parcel. Staff is also recommending a special condition that any change in intensification of
use will require a coastal permit from the Commission.

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

l Approval with Conditions

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for the proposed
development on the grounds that the development will be in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 of the California Coastai Act of 1876, will not prejudice the ability of the local
government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming
to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse
impacts on the environment within the meaning of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act.

Il. Standard Conditions.

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from
the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for
extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set
forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any
deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and
may require Commission approval.

4, Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commission.

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the project
during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice.

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

. Special Conditions.

1. Offer to Dedicate Five Public On-Street Parking Spaces

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the landowner shall execute and
record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director,
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imevocably offering to dedicate to the City of Los Angeles, an easement for five public .
parking spaces. The easement area offered to be dedicated shall be the a portion of

the applicant's parcel that parallels the south side of the frontage road along Venice

boulevard as shown on Exhibit D. The easement shall provide for five public parking

spaces and will, at a maximum, not exceed an area 8 feet in depth and 120 feet in

width.

The easement area shall be described in metes and bounds. The offer shall be
recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances which the Executive Director determines
may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favor of the
People of the State Of California, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be
irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the date of recording.

2. Future Development

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and
record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, stating
that the subject permit is only for the development described in the Coastal
Development Permit No. A-5-VEN-97-184; and that any future development on the
property, including but not limited to change in use to housing, vending, general
commercial, light manufacturing, studio or restaurant use unless exempt as repair and
maintenance under Coastal Act Section 30610(d), will require an amendment to this
permit from the Coastal Commission or an additional coastal development permit from
the Coastal Commission or a certified local government. The improvements to the
approved development are not exempt from permit requirements under Coastal Act
Section 30610(d). The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens.

3. Conformance with City Conditions

Those conditions which have been placed on the proposed project by the City
Council of the City of Los Angeles on April 23, 1997 (File No. 97-0357) and which do
not conflict with the Special Conditions above are incorporated herein as conditions to
this permit and are attached hereto as Exhibit E.

Iv. Findings and Declarations on De Novo Hearing

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. Project Description and Background

The applicant proposes to construct a 2-story, 85,000 sq. ft. self storage building with 48 on-
site parking spaces on a 1.41 acre parcel located approximately 0.8 mile from the Venice
Beach. The proposed facility will contain 548 storage units that range in size from
approximately 25 sq. ft. to 800 sq. ft. The proposed self storage facility will also include an
800 sq. ft. office and a 1,000 sq. ft. caretaker unit.

The applicant also proposes to offer for dedication to the City of Los Angeles a strip of land for .
on-street public parking purposes along the front of the subject property. The dedicated land
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will provide parking for five parking spaces and will not exceed an area 8 feet in depth and 120
feet in width.

The subject site is currently vacant and is located on the southerly frontage road adjacent to
the south side of Venice Boulevard between Lincoln Boulevard and Abbot Kinney Boulevard in
the Venice community of the City of Los Angeles. The parcel is zoned manufacturing (M1).
The proposed self-storage facility is a permitted use within the corresponding industrial plan
and zone designation. The surrounding uses include light industrial, retail and residential.
Following is a more detailed description of the project site excerpted from a city staff report:

The subject property is a level, irregular-shaped, interior parcel of land consisting of
approximately 61,240 square feet, having a frontage of approximately 285 feet on the
south side of Venice Boulevard and an approximate depth of 220 feet. The subject site is
vacant.

Surrounding properties are within the M1, R4, R2, C2, and C1 Zones and are characterized
by level topography and improved streets. The surrounding properties are developed with
one- and two-story single-family dwellings, apartments, commercial and industrial buildings.

B. Public Access

The appellant contends that the proposed project will remove 10 public on-street parking
spaces that were required to be retained in a previously approved Coastal Development

Permit.

In September, 1990, the Commission approved a permit, 5-90-664 (Caltrans), to repair and
resurface Venice Boulevard, a major east-west artery that gives access to Venice Beach. A
special condition of 5-90-664 required the Department of Transportation to maintain all "formal
and informal existing Street parking spaces"” during construction of improvements. Another
special condition required Caltrans, after construction, to replace the same number of spaces
on the project site. The project site extended from Lincoln Boulevard to the Beach. Caltrans
estimated that 536 spaces existed on the median strip and along the shoulders of the road.
For permit compliance, Caltrans submitted maps and charts showing 26 spaces on the
southerly frontage road located between Abbot Kinney Bivd. and Shell Avenue. Five parking
spaces were located on the north side of the frontage road adjacent to the applicant's parcel
(See Exhibit D).

Staff has reviewed the background documents for permit 5-90-664. That permit was approved
to require retention of five parking spaces in front of and across the frontage road (north side)
of the applicant's parcel. The applicant's plans, as now submitted, indicates that those five
spaces will be provided on the south side of the frontage road adjacent to the applicant's
parcel. The applicant states that these spaces cannot be provided on the north side of the
frontage road because vehicular access to the proposed storage facility would be severely
restricted. The frontage road is approximately 20 feet in width. The City's conditions required
the applicant to not provide parking on the north side of the street in order to provide adequate
physical and visual sight distance to access the subject site. Therefore, as a result of
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construction of the proposed development, the City will no longer allow 5 public parking spaces
in it's right-of-way. Thus, there will be 5 fewer spaces available to beachgoers.

As noted above, the applicant is proposing to replace the loss of five on-street parking spaces
on the north side of the frontage road by allowing the public to park in spaces on the south
side. Therefore, there will be no net loss of parking spaces consistent with the Commission's
approval of permit 5-90-664. The applicant's plans indicate that these parking spaces will
straddle both the applicant's property and a portion of the right-of-way. However, the applicant
was not required by the City to provide a dedication to ensure that these spaces will be
retained as public parking spaces. Subsequently, the applicant revised the project description
for the De Novo hearing. The applicant is proposing to offer to dedicate land for 5 public on-
street parking spaces at the front of the property along the frontage road (See Exhibit F). If the
City requires a narrower strip of land to provide the spaces, only the portion of land required by
the City will be dedicated.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the impacts of removing the spaces can be mitigated if
the applicant dedicates additional land adjacent to the South Venice Blvd. frontage road so
that no fewer than § spaces can be provided for and accepted by the City along the right-of-
way. Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, to offer a land dedication to
provide 5 public parking spaces, the proposed project is consistent with the relevant public
access provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Regarding on-site parking standards, the Commission's guidelines would require one space
per 1,000 sq. ft. for a warehouse use which would equate to 85 spaces. The City's'ICO would
require 88 spaces. Based on past permit actions, those standards require too many spaces
for a self storage use.

The Commission has also found that one space per 1,000 sq. ft. is excessive for a self storage
use. Recently, in June, 1997, the Commission approved a 100,000 sq. ft. storage building with
24 parking spaces (5-97-004) located in Redondo Beach. That project equates to 0.24 parking
spaces per 1000 sq. ft. whereas, the proposed project will provide 0.56 parking space per
1000 sq. ft.

The appellant further raises the issue that the project conditions do not adequately require the
development to continue to remain a self-storage facility. The appellant further contends that
the proposed project will impact beach access because the proposed storage facility will be
used by beach vendors which will adversely impact the beach and create a "swap meet type
atmosphere”. In response, the applicant states that the proposed storage facility "will do no
more to create congestion or aggravation at the beach than any other storage facility within
driving distance”.

The City's conditions of approval do not prevent conversion to a more intensive commercial
use. Letters received by staff indicate that other industrial uses in the area have recently
converted to retail use, with the city requiring no additional parking for the conversion. Since
the City did not require a coastal development permit for these conversions, staff has not been
able to determine the number of spaces that were required (CDP 86-10. & CDP 101-79).

The Commission in granting reduced parking has also required that development approved
with reduced parking not convert to a more intensive use. The regulations authorizing local
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government approval of coastal development permits before certification of an LCP requires
that the City review permits consistent with the Commission's actions. In the above cited case
in Redondo Beach 5-97-004 Abernethy, the Commission considered the identical issue that a
space approved with less parking because of a less intensive use could convert to a more
intensive use. Such a conversion could impact public parking and beach access because the
self storage parking standard is one eighth of the standard for retail use. The City did not
examine this issue or identify or deal with this potential problem. The City has no conditions to
require the use remain as described in the application.

Although the Commission found that on-site parking provisions raised no substantial issue, the
Commission is requiring a special condition that the proposed use remain as a storage facility.
Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, to require a new coastal permit for any
change in intensification of use, will assure adequate parking provisions, consistent with the
public access policies of the Coastal Act.

C. Local Coastal Program:
Section 30604 (a) of the Coastal Act states that:

Prior to certification of the Local Coastal Program, a Coastal Development Permit shall
be issued if the issuing agency, or the Commission on appeal, finds that the proposed
development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with SEction
30200) of this division and that the permitted development will not prejudice the ability of
the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with the
provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).

The City of Los Angeles has prepared a draft Land Use Plan for this planning subarea. The
City's draft Local Coastal Program considers on-street public beach parking spaces as an
issue for this area of the City. Approval of the proposed development, as conditioned to
mitigate loss of on-street parking, will not prejudice the City's ability to prepare a certifiable
Local Coastal Program. Further, the development approved with conditions to assure that
development will remain as proposed to be a self storage building will not impact adjacent
beach parking. The Commission, therefore, finds that the proposed project is consistent with
Section 30604 (a) of the Coastal Act.

D. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Section 13096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval
of Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as
conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5 (d) (2) (i) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on
the environment.

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures to retain on-street public parking
spaces will minimize all adverse impacts. As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or




Page 12
A-5-VEN-87-184

feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse .
impact which the activity may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the proposed project can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to
conform to CEQA.
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State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Tnclude & Summarme .

By slloving the develepaent of the mini-storage ss it i»
currently groposod. T fcel you ars severely breaching the intent
of the California Coastal Plan in two majer ways: with the
ropoval of much nacdod an-street and on-site parking in the area:
and the potential for creating more congestion (and aggravation)
for those vanting to visit and enjoy the nearby popular beach.

The first probles is that the project will involve tha removal of
public on-stzeet and access road parking (approximately 10
spacae). Prior to the re-aligning of Venica Blvd. by the
Califoxnia Department of Txansportation, an 85 car parking lot
existed in the median dixectly in front of the sits. In a prior
ruling, the California Coastal Commissisn movod these spaces to
ths vest sbout 1/3 mile. But this has laft a deticit of parking
in tha i{mnmecdiats &rea of the proposed site, Under tha prasent
parking roquirements, a lack of parking will persist until all of
the properties in this arer ara re-developed. And yet this
project has heon approved by tha City with & reduction of sboue,
45 on-site spaces, accepting thae "justification* that the
proposed usage has little parking needs. But what vwill happon
with a future change of usage later on from a mini-storage to
another commercial venturs? This potential changa would
devantate tha surround gropo:t:lec yhen the hew comnmercial
venture's parking can no

therofora pushed onto the alrgady too few public on-street
spaces.

Our socond major concern is that the proposad project will hinder
coastal access and nogauvely dmpact visitor serving and beach
related uses. The California Department of Transportation has
Just spent an enormous amount of monoy to iupxove the tralfie
flow end appearance in this area vith the re-design of Venice
Blvd, and an abundance of lardscaping botveen Lincoln Blva. (U.8.
Route 1) and the beach, We beliave that with this proposed ' mini-
storage USAge, & swap-mect :ygo atnocphors will ba created by
those vho intend %o stora their perchandise in this aini-storage
and bring cut their goods on wook-ends to capitalize on the
crowds that visit tha beach. This will ocaly crsate more
congestion and aggravation for thosa who vant to have a relaxing
day and use the beach., In addition, with limited on-site
parking, the proposed praject does not o£far any space for
outdoor storage of coastal-related esrogc:t such as boats and
trailers. If this project is passed, it vill be zsatping
precedence in coastal cormerxcial usage which we

———s ww 2o &

e not on site, and thejy overflow will

- Signature of Appellant(s) or
The Ianforkme 770 5 "’/ﬁ’(J; Authorized Agent

Rbove mhelonls
ALyttt Lo LT

NOTE:” If signed by agent, appellant(s)

must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I1/Me hereby authorize _ ) "™ to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

pate

&Eich, ‘l ;'157 tir
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'DON WILKINS | C
ARCHITECT ST

& ASSOCIATES

July 14, 1997

California Coastal Commission - E@EHW E =y
South Coast Area Office , o
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 S .
Long Beach, CA 90802 T -JUL 1 8 1997
Attennon . Jim Ryan . CAUFORNIA .
_ Case Planner . COASTAL COMMISSION
" Subject: Appeal #A-5-VEN-97-184
' ~ Self Storage Facility

. 658 Venice Boulevard, Vemce CA. (City of Los Angeles)
Dear Sir:

This letter and the accompanying document package constitutes the project applicant's
. response to the above referenced appeal of our Coastal Development Permit filed by
Ronald Swepston on June 13, 1997. Accompanying this letter are copies of documents
. and drawings processed by the City of Los Angeles for the Project Permit, Coastal
. Development Permit, and Hardship Exemption as well as the two previous appeals of this
~ project by Mr. Swepston. Please call our office if you need any additional information or
~ if we can be of assistance in clarifying any of documents contained herein.

The appeal contends that there are two violations of the intent of the Coastal Act:
(A) removal of off-site and on-site parking in the area; and (B) a potential to create
congestion for beach visitors. The specific appeal issues are outlined and responded to as
follows: :
ITEM #1 -
__ Assertion: The prcject will remove approximately 10 public parking spaces from _
_ the street and access road fronting the site
Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. There is no loss of any public
 parkiog. This project uses existing curb breaks at the street for site access and as
-such has no effect on street parking. Coastal Permit #5-90-644 established five
informal parking spaces on the public access road fronting this site along Venice
‘Boulevard andihos:ﬁmmhayghmnmmmmmmmm See drawing
sheet 1A. There have never been more than five spaces in this area, never the ten
spaces that the appellant contends. - This has been confirmed by documents thhm
Coastal Permit records (see Support Documents, Section "A")

22241 Pacific Coast Highway ~ * _ T .1_ 6 &f

Mahbu,Cahfvrma 90265 \ " . ' - - ' E
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DON WILKINS |
ARCHITECT | -~

& ASSOCIATES-

“July .14, 1997
~ California Coastal Commxssmn, Jim Ryan
Page 2. '

- Assertion: The improvements to Venice Boulevard (circa 1991-3) as permitted by
the Coastal Commission left a deficit of public parkmg in the-area of the site.
Response- THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. The 1991-1993 unprovcments
to Venice Boulevard relocated many of the informal spaces that from the median
between North Venice Blvd. and South Venice Bivd. to a paved parking lot
“approximately 1000 feet west of our site. This lot provided much closer beach-
access parking still leaving adequate street parking along the remaining length of
Venice Boulevard. The available street parking fronting this site is almost never
used except for beach visitor parkmg only on summer weekends. With available

street parking - almost never used, it is evident that there is sufficient parking to
serve the needs of adjacent businesses.

K Assertion: This project removes needed on-site parking. -
" Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. This site is a vacant lot which
has been fenced and unused for parlcmg or any purpose for several years. I assume
‘that what the appellant meant to say is that the reduction in on-site parking granted
* by the City as a hardship exemption from parkmg standards will cause a spill over
of on-site parking on to the street, thus. usurpmg pubhc parkmg for private needs. .
Ihxs_ass:mgn.xs_alsn_nm_tm:.

. The parking standards established by the Venice Interim Control Ordinance
(essentially the same as parking per Coastal guidelines) provides for a hardship
‘exemption by City Council where it can be determined that the exemption is
reasonable and will not adversely impact others. The Ordinance would require 88
parking spaces for this project in Venice, whereas the same project located
elsewhere in the city would required only 35 spaces. We proposed and were

- --granted a Coastal Permit with 48 spaces: A key element in the City's decision to T

grant this reduction was a Parking Demand Study that studied four similar storage :
facilities in the Venice area (please see Support Documents Section "B") which
indicated mmhgmumm_numheuun_snmamihammud_hg_mnm
at_any_tmua_zsma. With 48 spaces provided and a maximum of 9 needed it
is evident that this facility will at no time need to utilize any street parking for
its needs. It is also evident that parking requirements for self storage
contamed within the Coastal standards is certamly overstated.

22241 Pacific Coast Highway ~ -~ . . 1.04"( . .

Maliby, California 90265 . -~ . e B  ARSAIEN) ~- ) -
(310) 456-1442" - FAX: (310)317-4220 , S o ) ’7 I“{




DON WILKINS
ARCHITECT

& ASSOCIATES

July 14,1997
California Coastal Commlssxon, Iirn Ryan

Page 3.

Assertion: The parking reduction granted by the City for self storage will result

- in substandard parking if the project is converted to another commercial use, thus

taking away parking meant for the public.
Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. It is clear from the conditions
of approval that ﬂﬂm@m@m&ﬂm&hpmmmmnmmm

only for this use, self storage. A conversion to another use is not allowed. An
acknowledgment of this and all conditions will be executed by the Owner and

recorded on the property. In addition the structural system of the buxldmg with
storage partitioning at 5 ft. or 10 ft. on center will preclude conversion to other

 uses. W&Mr_mgmmmu

ngn:.(sm

Assertion: ’I‘he facility wnll be used by street vendors who sell goods on the

weekend thus creating congestion and "aggravation” for beach users.

Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT RELEVANT. Ihﬁm.ls_no_plac.e_on.th:
site that can be used for street vendors to sell their wares, nor would this be

- permitted on site. Whether or not storage spaces are available to street vendors for

interim storage of goods that can be transported to the beach on weekends is
irrelevant. This facility is 8/10 mile from the beach and will do no more to create

congestion or "aggravation” at the beach than any other storage facility within
'dnvmg distance.

Assertion: The project does not offer outdoor storage spaces for coastal related
uses such as boats or trailers.

Response: THIS STATEMENT IS TRUE BUT IRRELEVANT. The facility ~

by design does not provide for outside vehicle storage. The facility provides
interior storage units only and in its design responded to specific requests from
adjacent homeowners' associations not to provide exterior storage which could

 increase noise and security light pollution. There is a surplus of vehicle and boat
 trailer storage areas within the Marina Del Rey area to the south, appropriately

closer to the water. Again outside vehicle storage on this site is irrelevant.

| EX" bo't‘ CL

.22241 Pacific Coast Hughway o S o ?6""‘

Malibu, California 90265
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July 14, 1997
Califorma Coastal Comxmssxon, Jim Ryan
Page 4. )

- Assertion: This project sets a new precedent in coastal usage.
. Response: THIS ASSERTION IS NOT TRUE. While I am not clear as to
- what the appellant is trying to say, it is not true that a self storage facility in this
~ area sets a "precedent”. A similar but much larger self storage facility at 4th Street

and Rose Avenue, Venice, was granted a Coastal Development Permit, a hardship
exemption for parking and was constructed in 1989 (City of Los Angeles CDP 88-
002). The Rose Avenue project is larger (126,000 sq.ft.) with proportionally less
parking and is located closer to the beach (approximately 4/10 mile). Our project
is smaller, provides proportionately more parking and is located twice as far from
the beach. Our project sets no "precedents” for coastal development.

SUMMARY ‘

This proposed self storage facility at 658 Vemce Boulevard in the Venice area of Los
Angeles was designed in late 1995 and incorporated feedback from the Council office,
homeowner's associations, the local Citizens Planning Advisory Board and the community
at large in a neighborhood meeting on the site. We applied for development permits with a
public hearing in July, 1996 and received conditional approvals in September. Mr. Ron
Swepston appealed the project approval to the Board of Zoning Administrators with his
appeal heard in December, 1996 and his appeal denied in February, 1997. Mr. Swepston
again appealed the determination of the Board of Zoning Administrators to the City
Council, where his appeal was heard and denied in April, 1997. Mr. Swepston has again
appealed the approvals of project to the California Coastal Comnusslon in June, 1997.
This document is in response to his appeal

We met and attempted to work with the appellant, Mr. Swepston, very early in the
project's history but found that his concerns and issues were constantly changing. He has
consistently opposed the project and provided incorrect and sometimes false information
during the public hearing process in an attempt to prevent the project from going forward.
-He is a part owner in the adjoining commercial center to the west which has substandard
‘parking and Ibelieve he is clearly motivated to obtain additional off-site parking that will
benefit his commercial center and restaurant. Mr. Swepston has had a contentious and
adversarial relationship with the project applicant (Hull Family Trust) for many years and I
believe this is a key factor in his repeated appeals. Mr. Swepston lives in Fresno,
~ California and despite his statements to the contrary has never lived in the Venice area.

_, &bt c @
22241 Pacific Coast Highway ‘ - N B & ot &

. Malibu, California 90265 : o A-.r. vg, -4y = '8"{

© (310) 456-1442 - FAX: (310) 317-4220 LT

e e e T



5
y %
1 4 v
2Ly Q5
+h | vye
— 2pS - S | e | . e

———

« £, IS > ———
- 9-"1 LOAOCAYT] . k . \ / .N
e e AWk 01 lON . . /

As—-

v-¥ NOILD3S

-y —

2400 WIBH
. .

H
. .
»
‘ — N N
M . 4 allll.“” e Wy .,ﬂ.\ N e, . one .
z I 2O Py A
. " — ,,uak.«?..ﬁi *
. w Lo W. } N2 2as 30IN3A
= . . pSAREN A \ .
4 L% . N 123 > - M >

. Y . X
o " AVit | W% |10 10,0011 &1 | ¥ K |

: \\.\ . . e wren a e e D R B LN Y L et
- . - D o T S T W T R s e sy e gl
kY / KLd | TG v 5502 |65 |8 ¥iv e84 |.00,00.6v ot 1
. 321440 : . i [] SEDE LOORE [, 42,00edr0 b
e 18 iva pa wvemoge Vo 36— 00000015~ |0 » 1252 |.00.0000 1 __1°
o..q:imots&.ugwﬁxwu . : B e g ST . W 1) DE v |er it |,00.00,6¥)5€ 12
- : . . GLop] 20w ez . J267 Jo 1261 Josaz 1.02.85.9v 468 11
e . [l Sy X TR T -+ ] »9EZ |87'2r |.55,00 .1 LyOt2 Lt
.,...:. 26361 | . 2906 |30 .68 2 108 » SE8 10G2A1 |, 46,4600 OO ]}
15 - 21T | 6 18 | L46,60e581),66 )3 EOT | 40OV | L BSEM (FOOR]I
5 . S%11 § 5062 | .86 682K LOv | £eEs Lamda | e 92,3 [ROOE LY

by \ v v 3 3 v -

. . L. . . X
. k‘.\\\ VoL —¥ive 3auni A

S | ®




TO THE COUNCIL OF THE EILE NO. 97-0357
CITY OF LOS ANGELES .

Your PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT Committee

reports as follows:

Yes No
Public Comments _XX __

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND PLANNING AND LAND USE
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to a coastal development
permit and project permit appeal for property located at €58
Venice Boulevard.

Recommendations for Council action:

1. FIND that this project will not have a significant effect on
the environment, pursuant to the City’s Environmental
Guidelines and in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970; that the Mitigated
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of
the lead agency City of Los Angeles; that the documents
constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are
located in Council File 97-0357 in the custody of the City
Clerk and in the files of the Department of City Planning in
the custody of the Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT
the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

[MND No. 96-0134-CDP(PP) (HE) ]

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Board of Zoning Appeals as the
FINDINGS of the Council.

3. RESOLVE TO DENY the APPEAL filed by Ronald Swepston, et al.,
protestants, against the entire determination of the Board
of Zoning Appeals which sustained the decision of the Zoning
Administrator to grapt (1) a coastal development permit to
allow the construction, use and maintenance of a new self-
storage building within the “single permit area" of the
California Coastal Zone, and (2) a project permit to allow
the construction, use and maintenance of a new self-storage
building on property located at 658 Venice Boulevard, within
the Venice Community Plan area, subject to Conditions of

Approval described in the attached sheets.
Exh bt &

Applicant: Dean Hull
(Don Wilkins Architects & Associates) L o £+ (A

BZA 5326

ZA $6-0Q0363-PP
As-veN-97 - 1xy @



rid

CF 97-0357

BZA 5326

ZA 96-0363-PP .

CDP 96-0003 ‘ Page 1

ON ON F V.

The conditions and requirements of Zoning Administration Case No.
96~0363-PP and Coastal Development Permit No. 96-0003 shall be

established as follows:

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal
Code and all other applicable government/regulatory agencies
shall be strictly complied with in the development and use of
the property, except as such regulations are herein
specifically varied or required.

2. The use and development of the property shall be in
- substantial conformance with the ©plot/site/elevation/
landscape plans to be submitted to the satisfaction of the
Zoning Administrator for review and approval prior to the
issuance of any permits and marked Exhibit "A-1v,

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the
right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose
additional corrective conditions, if, in the Administrator’s
opinion, such conditions are proven necessary for the
protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of

adjacent property.

4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to
match the color of the wall surface to which it is applied
within 24 hours of its occurrence.

5. The maximum floor area of the subject project shall not exceed
85,000 square feet.

6. The height of the subject project shall not exceed 25 feet.

7. No vehicular or pedestrian access shall be permitted from or
onto Zeno Place or Narcissus Court.

8. The walls of the subject project shall be painted with
graffiti resistant paint. ‘

9. The storage units in the proposed project shall contain no
lights, power, plumbing or heat. No outside storage unit
doors shall be permitted. All storage unit doors shall be

located within the interior of the building .
'Jiikr£. !)fWS &

10. A caretaker’s unit shall be maintained on the subject

property. 20€ 6
AS-VEN ~ 17-~184



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

. CF 97-0357
BZA 5326
ZA 96-0363-PP
CDP 96-0003 - Page 2

Entrance to the storage and the patrons’ parking area shall be
accessed via a security gate controlled by an entry code or
key.

The hours of operation for patrons of the subject project
shall be from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., seven days a week. Office
hours shall be from 9 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday to Saturday, and
10 a.m. to 3 p.m. Sunday.

A community room for the use of area residents shall be
provided on the ground floor of the subject building.

Prior to any sign-off of plans by the Zoning Administrator,
the applicant shall submit a landscape and irrigation plan
prepared by a licensed landscape architect, licensed architect
or landscape contractor for all open areas of the subject
property not required for buildings, driveways, parking areas
or walks. Said landscape plan shall conform to the provisions
of the Landscape Ordinance and to Appendix A of the Venice
Interim Control Ordinance ( Ordinance No. 170,556), as
applicable. Landscaping shall not be conducive to overnight
camping. Along the Venice Boulevard frontage of the subject
facility, a minimum of eight 36-inch box trees shall be

planted.

a. The property/facility owner shall provide landscaping
(and/or by an in lieu means) to the satisfaction of the
Department of Transportation and the Zoning Adminis-
trator, in consultation with the District Council Office,
on a “to be designated” portion of the City owned area
parallel to Venice Boulevard.

b. All landscaping shall be maintained in a healthy
condition.

Existing trees within the parkway abutting the subject
property shall be protected and preserved during construction
of the subject facility. In the event that in the future, the
City owned land used for the parkway reverts to private
ownership of the abutting property owners along Venice
Boulevard, the existing trees shall be preserved and may only
be relocated or replaced in kind after permission is granted
by the Department of Public Works after a recommendation from
the Council Office and the Venice CPAC has been obtained.

Exh, bt &
Lol
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*CF 97-0357
BZA 5326
ZA 96-0363~-PP A
CDP 96-0003 ) Page 3

16. Parking shall be prohibited along the north side of the City
owned area(s) parallel to Venice Boulevard abutting the
subject property between the two driveways, as determined by
the Department of Transportation. Costs associated with signs
necessary to implement this prohibition shall be paid by the

applicant.

17. The Department of Building and Safety and the Departmenrt of
Transportation shall review and determine that the subject
facility provides an adequate gueuing area so that vehicles,
including any large size vehicles, do not block the City owned
area(s) parallel to Venice Boulevard as drivers wait for the
gate to be opened. Such review may include but not be limited
to a relocation of the gate to a more southerly location, as

appropriate.

18. The Department of Building and Safety shall review and
determine that the subject facility provides an adeguate on-
site turn around area for large size vehicles and adequate
aisle width between the two rows of parking stalls. The
Department of Building and Safety shall alsoc review and

. determine the adequacy of loading areas.

19. Prior to any sign-off of plans by the Zoning Administrator,
the applicant shall have secured the approvals of the
concerned Departments in conjunction with Conditions Nos. 16-
18 noted above and shall indicate any necessary revisions on
revised plans submitted for the Zoning Administrator’s sign-

off.

20. All loading activities shall be conducted on-site and not
along the driveway to the facility nor along the City owned
area(s) parallel to Venice Boulevard.

21. The trash enclosure shall be enclosed by an 8-foot high
concrete block wall with a key operated steel door. The wall
shall be painted in a color that matches the main building.

22. No pole signs, off-site commercial signs, roof signs, flashing
or blinking signs, projecting signs, pennants, banners,
ribbons or streamers shall be permitted. Only one monument
sign, having an area not to exceed 50 square feet per side,
and only one building sign located on the building facade,
having an area not to exceed 75 square feet, shall be

permitted. 5}(“;‘,‘6 F
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CF 97-0357
BZA 5326

ZA 96-0363~PP

23. Prior to any sign-off of plans by the Zoning Administrator,
the applicant shall submit plot plans for the review and
approval of the Fire Department.

24. The following dedications have been required by the Bureau of
Engineering and shall be provided to the satisfaction of the
Bureau prior to the sign-off of plans by the Zoning
Administrator: 1) dedicate 10-foot wide strips of land for
public sewer easement purposes within the subject property
over the existing public sewers satisfactory to the cCity
Engineer; 2) along Venice Boulevard, close unused driveways

along :the property.

25. The project shall comply with all the mitigation measures
listed in the environmental clearance case No. MND 96-0134~-
CDP (PP) (HE) attached to the file and summarized below:

a. Illumination - Shielding of outdoor lighting.

b. Access - Requires submittal of parking and driveway plan
to the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of
Transportation. This shall be done prior to sign-off of
plans by the Zoning Administrator.

c. Fire - Review by Fire Department (Also included in
Condition No. 24)

d. Energy ~ Incorporation of feasible energy conservation
measures.

e. Water - Incorporation of water conservation measures.

£. Landscaping -~ Requires landscape and irrigation plan.
(Also included in Condition No. 14)

g. Landscaping parking - Requires a minimum of one tree for
every four parking spaces.

26. Prior to any sign-off of plans by the Zoning Administrator,
clearance shall be obtained from the Planning Department with
respect to the Venice Area Interim Control Ordinance

(Ordinance No. 170,556).

27. Prior to the issuance of a building permit in conjunction with
the herein authorization, clearance shall be obtained from the
Department of Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering,
with respect to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Sspecific

Plan (Ordinance No. 168,999) _ 5*‘\. 6,“& E- .
o6
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CDP 96-0003 - Page 5

28. The grant clause and all conditions of approval shall be
provided in the "Notes" portion on the building plans
submitted to the Zoning Administrator and the Department of
Building and safety.

29. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter,
an acknowledgment and agreement to comply with all the terms
conditions established herein shall be recorded in the County
Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land and
shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns.
The agreement must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator
for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy
bearing the Recordees number and date shall be provided to the
Zoning Administrator for attachment to the subject case file.

970357.¢con
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FROM @ Parasonic FAX SYSTEM PHONE NO. @ Fug. 21 1997 18:36AM P1

5 DON WILKINS ,_
|'ARCHITECT
o} & ASSOCIATES i
o Au‘gust?‘), 1997 - e e o . ‘

"+ - VIAFAX (562) 590-5084 L I ) - | C o N

. South Coast Area Office ’
»va. 200 Oceangste, Suite 1000
IongBeach,CAOOSOZ -

- Amteation: ..Ixmkyqn P AR

Subject:  Appeal #A-S-VBNme" '
‘ Self Storage Facility '
, 658 Venice Boulevard, Vemce CA. ((ﬁty of Los Angd«)

Dear Mr, Ryan:

Thslctternsmtondcdtoﬁmherdanﬁrﬁwdlspo&mnoﬁheﬁwoﬁ‘-mpvbngms . ot

which will be maintained on the strip of land fronting our proposed project (the frontage Lo

‘roadarcabchwmourﬁozﬁpmpmylmeandthemdewn&alongthemthsxdeof\’mce e L
. - Boulevard).

: Thxspropmy18ownedbytheCntyofLosAngeluandlsthearuwhﬁ:ﬁvew
parking stalls were provided to satisfy Special Condition #1 of ‘Coastal Development
Permit #5-90-664 (regarding improvemeats to Venice Boulevard). The City of Los
AngelesCondmonsoprpmval#lé 19 for our project specify that access, circulation . --.

. .:andparkmgmthisambemewedmdnpprovedbyCrtydepamnemspnonoplanm-' T
. off WemlibeworhngwﬁhCttydepamnmtamdaamemxlouuonsoftheseﬁve T
.oﬁmpmhngmmmmemtﬂwCuymmmnmwywemmmngw o
set back our building in order to accommodate these spaces partly or wholly on site. The

most likely arrangement of these spaces per our earlier conversations with City
Department of Transportation is indicsted on our revised siteplnn;s!:eet#lA.

- L R | R l c-F Z

Malibt&rCabforma 90265 ‘ SRR . SRR R e .
‘nmmsm«z FAX: (310) 3174220 T S AR




FROM @ Panasonic FRX SYSTEM PHONE NO. &

® o~ WlLKINS -
-, ARCHITECT |
L&, ASSOOATES ‘ -

© August 20, 1997 .
- California | Coastnl Commlss:on, Jim Ryan
'Page 2, .

S  We have oousisteatly oommmed 10 mam:axmngthe ﬁve oﬁ'~$tte parkmg spaces and m"h’-" e
77" inlerest of being perfectly clear, T offer the following statement which may-be mnstdmd Ll

by tim Commijssion as a snpplemental oqndmon of appmval

b (y deemed necessary by the Clty Departmmt of MSNMﬁon, the Owner e i A%

‘will offer to dedicate to the City of Los Angeles a portica of the- P"OPW ldjoinmg . )
- the City owner strip of land on tlie southerly side of Venice Boulevard in order to o
~ accommodate any sdditional width required for City specified access road and 7. - oo

Rug. 21 1997 18:36AM P2

. paraliel parking spaces, beyond the width of City property that currently éxists.
© 1 The maxipnm extent of said dedication will be sufficient to accommodate five
.. parallel parking stalis.of § f. by zm. ora tota] mzxjmnm site arca of 8 ﬂ. x1201L .

Ineed to cmphasme ‘that sucha dedtcatoxi mnmberequued The City may determise
. that the existing strip of City land is adequate to accommodate both drive and parking, ad
. therefore no-dedication would be required, or the City mey want a pamal width
dedication. In any event, any new condition of approvai sbould in its wordmg have -

flexibility to accommodate these posmbxlmes. ‘_

- L hope this letter serves to further clwfy this issue. Please call if1 can hdp to prov:de any

addmonnl information.

| Bcstmgards o o

Dcn Wilkins a
DON WILKINS ARCHYI'ECT & ASSOCIA.TES

3065 032 : »

......

22241 quﬁc Coast Hig%rway
Manbu, Cdifbmia 90265 - ; '
Y NT A%6-1447 | FAX: f:nm 3174220
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LR R 2] L

G2 Los Angeles City Board °fDZ°"ing Appeals

%] Room 1340, 221 North Mgueroa Street, Los Angeles, Ca 90012 (215) 380-5527

Aftertior: Jim Ryen
Fom:  CHRIS KEZIOS, CHAIR

~BQBRD OF ZOYNC APPEALS
()- .

M.a b oo o o
City Planner

David
Staff to the Board

REQUEST REGARDING: Commission Appeal No. A5-VEN-87-184/L.ocal Permit No. 98-003

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE NO. 5326 & CP 168
ZONiNG ADMINISTRATION CASE NO. 86-0383-PP & CDP 86-003
SELF-STORAGE FACILITY

858 VENICE BOULEVARD

This memorandum responds to faieptmemquestbhesoatd’sslaﬁm 7, 1997mgihe
dbgedbssdm(10)mm1e!parkmspacasandﬁescardsrelatedwm bsmfmmtpadcmb
& public benefit by requiring mitigating landscaping on a public right of way.

The pupose of the Board's finding s the reference 1o ten informal perking spaces was o provide a clear nesws

for the additional tandscaping required by the Board’s Condition No. 14.a. of its determination ection for the

subject proect. )
There was corflicting before the Board on the number of informal pariing spaoes.'fhaar_:lpd!artbﬁhm
meaoardmmmene loss of ten informal parking spaces. The Ci of

* exdvised the Board that thera were ten informal parking spaces total on the s!npsonhwmdasan

Boulevard and that the subject parallel parking strips are lightly parked and Venice Boulevard In front of the site
is lightly parked.

MMmmmmmmm«wmmmdmmanmm
mdeertoheaoardhwmylm paﬁéngspaceseﬁsbd The alleged teh informal parking spaces was

used as a worst casa for the purpose an unequivocal naxus rationale for the Board's lardscaping
trs'bgahonpuwa‘mohereferamdcm . 14.6.
thi \ contact Staff to the at
(21 quwbovgnmgardto s matter, please David Kuntzman, Board,
¢ L Green ' s(‘t 63'& G~
(%!Zaﬁ;g?se!\lo.sm A
S A SB0EPP S=VvEN-q9 I3y
C.P. 96003 .

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER eomte st b i monson 353 .
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JOFFICE MEMO . DATE: May 19,1982

TO: KREIG S§. LARSON

Environmental Planning Branch PHONE NUMBER
213-897-0675
FROM: ART CORREA
Project Development Branch D PHONE NUMBER
213-897-0127
LOCATION:3-5F

SUBJECT: 07-LA-187 2.4/3.%5
Venice Boulevard from Pacific Avenue to Lincoln Boulevard
Relinquishment Project
‘Parking Spaces Summary
EA 07-062221 '

This is in response to your regquest on May 13, 1992 for an analysis
of the existing and proposed parking conditions along the Venice
Boulevard Corridor and information about the temporary parking lot
in the median between Dell Avenue and Ocean Avenue.

STREET -

Pacific Avenue to
Dell Ave

Dell Avenue to
Ocean Avenue

Ocean Avenue to
Abbott Kinney Blvd

Abbott Kinney Blvd
to Shell Avenue

Shell Avenue to
Lincoln Boulevard

291 526 +235 245 251

NOTES: :
% Illegal Parking Lots - Non Standard Lots
*% Pisani Lot, City Lot No. 613. When completed this lot
~° H“ is expected to have capacity for 78 vehicles. On August
.‘-—"- . 26, 1991 this lot was re-striped to handle 56 cars in
Conr liamee /c(éfr Ex‘n')q'f H
from Caltrans ASSVEN -q7 < ) 74
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FROM : Panasoni i
ic FAX SYSTEM PHONE NO. @ Jl. 38 1597 B1:087m Py

s -

"DON WILKINS | 7
|ARCHITECT | ... . .

& ASSOCIATES,

e e
S g

July30 1997

e CakfommCoastalCamwpn
“Y: .- South Coast Area Office
TR 2000cemgate,smt:1000 ‘

Mon. - J’nnRym,Cuele L . IR ) K | ’ _ - N
" Subject: - Appal#a-s.vmm-m S T,
7" SclfStorageFacility: - - L

e 658 Vmee Bwlmrd. Vemce, CAﬁ (City of‘Los Angeles)
b Delr Sir: , ' ;

; . ¢ Thank you for mectmgvmh us yesterday to d‘smsa tbz convoluted hiszory ofthas pro;eet N

O andnsma.nyappedsbyMr ‘Swepston, Wehavesrartedﬂleprocmofcollecﬂngthe
additional support documents we dlscussed and will deliver them to you as soon a3

,possible .

LR P«yowrequemlmendosmgthepenmemdaarcgnrdmgtheamﬁusdfwﬁmhty'“
. 5. . atFourth Avenue and Ross Avenue (315 S. Fourth Ave).in Venice, As wediscussed, ~ - .. =1 %
.Mt e: .. this projectis larger, has less parking per square foot and is closer to the beachthanisour - &0 .
ST project. IhavecopmofﬁueCﬁyStsﬁ’chort,Pro;mAypmvaLMrddanxmfor RN
* parking as well as the Coastal Commission's Notict oF the appeal period expirationand -~~~ . -
wmsmdﬁwsetoywllonsw;thonroth«mpwndommms : S
,Comparatxvedmmufollows ,

e - 658 VENICE BOULEVARD . 315 s_‘.FOUR'.rHAvENUB' . SRS
wk70..  Bldg Area=34,6008q:Ft. . - - Bldg Area= 126,150 Sq. Ft. Co
o Ne. StoragoUmts 548 . o e No. Storage Units =1,300. | SR S A
- On»SﬂeParkmg=4SSpwes ‘-,msnepmwss:sw o ST
TUtee Parkingper 1,000 8q Pt =56 . .- - Parking per'1,000.8q:Ft. = T
R Puinngperl}ml"OS?- ST j~Parkmgp¢Unn-o45 T

.Ibopetlnsmﬁ)mabonpmvesmeﬁﬂﬁ)ryourmﬂ‘mngtoday Nsﬁ?lulcknowthut h,':.‘_.:._‘*.-'i,.;.f.
B tbeownersmmnnutthmmsappealbchwdnﬂwﬁr&wuhbtedagemdwmﬂd e
e apprec:atcyombelpinmssﬁmwewdlbebwdmwm o ST
’ -Bestregards. ‘ ' ‘
nnorrwmxmsmcmmcr&assocmms 3085029 SRR
'_;,."“ 22347 Pacific Coast Mighway -t . Lo o i ‘
wdibu Callfornia90265 =~ . = e Fx‘n‘u'& -‘I:

(310’)456&1442 FAX: 310)31?—4220 T

5
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August 18, 1997

Mr. Jim Ryan

Coastal Planner

Cailifornia Coastal Commission
200 Ocaangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4416

Dear Mr. Ryan:

I am writing to you at the request of the Board of Directors of the Venice Chamber of
Cammgrso. Wo gro conoornod about the deusinpment of 8 nuhlic stnraga hiilding in
Vetics. At an organization derdicaten tn arrving and prmincting husinARKAR in (L AIRR
H& 88 nar sanave it v prupuuud projun will tuve v oty

We understand that a number of aspects of this proposal are in direct conflict with the
draft Local Coastal Plan for Venice. Of particutar concem is the lack of empioyment
opportunities, a factor which we feel is important to the weli-being of our entire

. community. The project is not pedestrian serving nor is the exterior designed to give
any itlusion of same  The request for a reduction in parking of over 40% would prohibit
any vehicla or boat storage, and it would appear 10 have no form of any coastal related
use.

Woe are proud of our communities and neighborhoods, and all have a vested interest in
making Veniea a bsitsr plaes o live, work, and play. There are co many altornativa
wooo for thio proporty that could bo oncourngod. Many of ut haus experienced the
problems generated by the Public Storage facility on Rose Ave. at the northern edge of
our area. Should we have 10 endure a repeat performance at the heart and gateway to
our community? ,

Tn my knawlietdge. the Venice Ghamher has naver taken a nagativa stand an any
development in our area. We ack that you support this appeal,

Sincerely,

Carol Tantau-Smith
President, Venice Chamber of Commerce 5 o A . 6 I"t J

AS-VEN-19 12y
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August 18, 1997

Mr. Jim Ryan

California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangats, 10th Floor

Long Beach, Ca 90802-4416
(v)562/5980-5071 (F)562/590-5084

Daar Mr. Ryan:

1 am writing you to express my opposition to the development of a public storage
building in Venice. | live and work in the area where this proposed project is located
and | do not feel it will serve our community.

This type of usage on this zoned property is in direct conflict with the first, second and

- third revisions of the draft Local Coastal Plan for Venice. The project is not pedestrian

© serving, it does not employ people, it is requesting a reduction in parking of over 40%
as specified in the LCP and Venice ICO and it does not offer any form of a coastal
related use. To the contrary, it will have no windows or entrances on the street other
than a large iron bar automobile gate, only the caretaker will be employed and the
developer has through virtue of reduced parking prohibited any vehicle or boat or other
coastal reldted storage.

. This project will be setting a precedence by having a public storage of non coastal .
related usage within this near proximity of the beach and the newly refurbished Venice .

. Pier. However, your department requiréd a public boat launch on the recently

" redeveloped Venice Canals just two city blocks from this proposed development site.

The city has ignored the majority of the locat residents, next door neighbors and

community groups' appeals to reject this project. The council office who collected

letters of opposition and heard testimony in local hearings did not bring those )

complaints forward but instead selectively presented the only viewpoints in support of

the project. They chose to ignore the draft LCP claming it is only a draft plan although

the point of non coastal, non employment uses on industrial lots has always been '
. supported in all prior revisions both by the city and the community.

This project stands to bring only negative issues to the beach. Please support this
appeal so we don't all have to live with these problems for another 75 years. :

Si

James . : ‘ .

Venice Resident . FX h t b l't K

. 804 Main $t, Venice Ca 80291-3218 - ‘
310/399-/490 (ﬁ)/ 3ie/399 - /96/ ) AS - VEMN -9 - yy
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Derek Penfield
220 Horizon Ave.
Venica, CA 80281
(310)399-8322

August 20, 1997

Coastal Commission
FAX (862'590-50£4

Attn: Parn Emerson

1 am writing to express concem over the proposed development of the old Hull
Lumber #1te on Venice Bivd. by Public Storage. Their requasted reduction in
parking ty A0% has ma alarmed given the already stressed parking issuas our
community experiences. | would also question the advisability of such a
proposec project given the nature of the surrounding community which is
predomir antly residential. In my personal experience such storage facilities
have become a substitule for those without permanent addresses to call home
and hang out. Unfortunately because these facilities are not inherently
dosigned in® such “hanging out” the overtiow permeates the surrounding
residences with unwanted ioitering.

| urge you to strongly consider rejecting this proposed project and instead
proma*e - rroject which will not adversely affect our community.

Derek Penfisld

FX“O ‘o‘f L
A‘S."VGN*Q')—,“}
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ROBERT SLAYTON
INVESTMENTR
e 3 BOUN 2089y
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August 15, 19887

California Comnatal Commigsion
South Coast Area

P.0. Box 1450

200 Oceangata, 10th Ploor
Long Beach, CA B8080£-44186

Attention: Jim Ryun, Coastsl Planner

RE: Proposed Self Btorage Develspment
658 8. Venice Blvd,; Venice;, CA 90291

Gentlemen: . \
1 s the owner of approximataly 500 feot of frontage on the north side of

Venice Boulevard, opposite the proposed project, and have personally

officed there for thirty-six years. Thercfors, I holiave that I know the

area intimately and am well qualified to express an opinion on the

surrent and future traffic and parking probless pertaining.

Having attended City of lLos Angeles hesrings on this proposed project, 1
am aware that the original prison~like rendering of the project has been
poftened up and that some access modifications have beoen made.

No adequate consideration has been given to ingrass and egress to the
site. There 123 a left turn lane in the westbound roadway, eonstructed
for the Eull Lumber VYard which formerly occupied the site. Then, the
left turn resulted in & straight shot into the lumber storege srea. Now,
the proposed projest has a frontage road-type approach which would
requive vehicles to make a ninety degree right turn from the drivewey
approach, into the "gorvice road”, not s safe mancuver for a heavy truck.

An undetermined number of eéxipting parking spaces have besen eliminated,
thought to be eleven, which can only aggravate the lack of parking in the
[ Y4 I 1Y

Venice is generally recognized as a unigue area. That inasludes unique

problems. A self-gtorage facility built in recent ysara on Roze Avenue
in the coastal zoma has turmed out ta be & magnet for drug peddlers and

&k b & M .
lof 2
AS-VEN 99 ey
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conasumers, workshop ertists, and vagrants, It is a busy place. And yet,
& parking variance has been requested cutting the already low warehouse
parking requirements in half to sbout one car par 2000 square fest on
construction. And this is in a beach arss with an ever growing treflfic
end parking problem. What may seem reasonsble today may well sppaar
short-sighted tomorroew.

To the best of oy knowledge of Venice over the last thirty-saven rvears,
ne hardship parking exemption has aver been granted for a commarcial or
industrisl project. Surely this is hardly the time to atart?

Thrae years age and only two hundred yards from the site of thix propozed
gelf-storage facility, we built a amall complex of industrial studios and
thought wa would have ample parking with tha Coastal Commiszion parking
requirements, Such has not been the case. Owners of byusinesses have
cars; emnployess have cars, clisnts have cars and delivery services such
as the U.B. Post Office, United Parcal, Federal Express and courler
services all need temporary parking. There is never enough,

Ve &are also in the planning stege of en industrial development on a one

acréa site exsctly opposite the proposed self-storage facility. A
hardship exsmption for parking is the furthest thing from our thoughts.
We know from our long experience of the immediate area that we will need
the full Coastal Commigsisn requirements.

For all the above reasons, we objeot firmly to the propesed hardship
exemption, which we balieve would bs detrimental to the immadiate area
and & matter of regret and concern in the future,.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns.,

S8incerely,

Rebert Slayton Exch bt M
2 of 2
AS-VEN- 92 19U

bee: Ron Swapston via fax



A new 85,000 sq. ft. storage building is proposed for 658 Venice Blvd. AUG 15 1937
An application for a zoning variance has been filed by the developer. CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

The Applicant (developer) has filed for a hardship exemption from the parking
requirements; “instead of meeting the requirement for 88 parking spaces, they are
applying for 48",

In addition, DOT determined that the developer’s proposed plans will “eliminate 9
coastal permitted parking spaces” on Venice Blvd.

Therefore the undersigned specifically and directly request the Planning Land Use ‘
Management Committee, the Board of Appeals, Rep. Ruth Gallanter, and all other relevant .-

City Officials to:

1 Prohibit any parking reductions from the currently required 88 on site spaces.

2 Prohibit any loss of public parking spaces on Venice Blvd.

3 Require that no on site parking spaces ever be rented or leased or used other than
short term customer parking.

4. On-site and off-site parking, and landscaping are three separate issues.
Withdrawal, reduction, or change in one issue does not mitigate, or is a basis for
variance of any other(s).

5.

D ereu 'l.\,\,i\[ NCAN

Retain this petition on file with the City so that it will be applicable to any future
requests for variances of on-site or on-street parking within a 500 foot radius of this
site.

Ve e ‘
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DIANE BUSH
3811 OCERN FRONT WALK
UENICE, CALIFORNIR 98292
PHONE 318-578-6555 FAR 318-385-8524

December 13, 1996

Planning & Land Use Management Committee
Of the Los Angeles City Council

200 North Spring Street, Room 340

Los Angeles City Hall

Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Re: Variance - 658 Venice Bivd.
Attention: William J. Speedie
Dear Mr. Speedie:

| am the chair of the Ocean Front Walk Committee, a subcommittee of the
Venice Action Committee. Our group is a representation of residents, property
owners, and the business community. | have made a concerted effort to find
one person or group that feels the “hardship” exemption, requested by Dean M.
Hull, is warranted or shouid be granted. The Venice Boys & Girls Club is 3/4 of
a mile east and was not granted a variance for parking and it is costing this
nonprofit group an additional $986,000 to provide parking for children who do
not drive. It is much farther from the beach. This property is closer to the beach
and on the shuttle route for beach access. Their “hardship” is certainly not for a
“non-profit” and will, indeed, take parking away from beach parking. It will also
remove 10 free parking spaces on Venice Bivd..

We are now in the process of developing an LUP for the Venice community.
This exemption, if granted, will be a slap in the face to the people who live in the
coastal access zone and are told that the beach must be further paved to allow
parking for more and more beach goers. Your positive consideration would be
in direct opposition to the wishes of the property owners and residents alike.

This “hardship” exemption must be denied. Our community is angry.

Diane Bush
for The Venice Action Committee .
5)( Ll ] éot O
cc: The Honorable Mayor Richard J. Riordan
Councilperson Ruth Galanter AS-VEN ~99.- 1% > {



FORM QEN. 160 (Rev. &30} CITY OF LOS ANGELES
- INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

6 - Western
Venice Boulevard
E/O Abbot Kinney Blvd

DATE: October 3, 1996

TO: Lourdes.Green, Associate Zoning Administrator
ywanmcm, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1500

FROM: Patrick Tomcheck, Transportation Engineer
. Department of Transportation

SUBJ'ECT: 658 VENICE BOULEVARD - REVISION OF LETTER DATED 8/26/96

In my letter to you dated August 26, 1996, I made recommendations concerning the access

for the proposed self-storage facility at 658 Venice Boulevard. Subsequent to that date, I -

have been in discussions with Mr. Ron Swepston, the property owner immediately to the

west of the 658 Venice Boulevard property, to address his concerns regarding the proposed
development. Per his request, the proposed access plan and my August 26, 1996 letter to

you were reviewed by my supervisor, Mr. Jack Reynolds, Senior Transportation Engineer.

Mr. Reynolds has inspected the site and has decided to revise my previous recommendations. .

First, a point of clarification. In my August 26, 1996 letter, I referred to the strip of land
between Venice Boulevard and the private property line as a "service road.” Although this
area is paved and used by drivers to access the adjacent properties, Mr. Swepston correctly
reminded me that the intent of these paved areas was for parking. In this letter, 1 will refer
to this piece of land as "the City-owned parking strip parallel to Venice Boulevard."”

In my letter, I recommended that the City owned parking strip parallel to Venice Boulevard

in front of 658 Venice Boulevard be converted to one-way westbound to insure adequate -
maneuvering room for trucks. It is now believed that this one-way conversion will not be
necessary. Per the plan submitted by Mr. Don Wilkins, Don Wilkins Architect and

Associates, the storm drain inlet and pipe barriers in the City owned parking strip parallel to
Venice Boulevard will be replaced with a flush drain inlet with traffic grating. In addition,

Mr. Reynolds recommends prohibiting parking on both sides of the City owned parking strip
parallel to Venice Boulevard between the two driveways in front of 658 Venice Boulevard.

These two changes should provide for the width necessary for two-way travel.

Exhibi€ P
a:green2(59) A S~ ew -Q‘)-grﬁb

cc: Mr. Ron Swepston, P.O. Box 338, Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 ©
Jack Reynolds

If you have any questions, please contact me at (310) 575-8138.
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‘ Ronald J. Lascoe DMD

Real! Estate investments
3470 Danielia Court
Calabasas, CA 91302

{818) 2220286 fax (818)222-7870
Enclosure

December 10, 1996

‘The Board of Zoning Appeals
City of Los Angeles

Room 350, City Hall

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

BZA Case No. 5326
ZA Case No. 96-0363-PP/CDP 96-003

Plan: Venice

Dear Board,
. 1am a parmer in the ownership of the property located at $83 Venice Blvd. This letter is

10 express my opinions regarding the granting of a hardship exemption to the parking
requirernent gt the proposed self storage facility to be focated at 658 Venice Bivd. First
of afl, the board need to remember that the entire City of Los Angeles and especially the
beach area is constantly suffering from a lack of parking. Also | wonder why without so
much as 2 traffic or parking study this bardship is even being considered. 1 think allowing
a decrease in the existing public parking spaces for this project without adding addition
parking spaces is very unwise.

Please accept this letter as my opinion that this hardship should definitely not be grasnted.

Sincerely,
Bt ] Lo

Ronald J. Lascoe DMD

EXAQ Ln"& Q
AS-VEN <19 -1 gy
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RUTH GALANTER .
COUNCILWOMAN 8poL2

 Nov 26,96 12:33 P.02

200 M. SPRING ST
ROOM 239, CITY HAL

@ity Corncil L8 AgLLER. €A 920

FAX (213) 2370849

of the
. DISTRICT OFFICE
City of Los Angeles 7186 w. waNCHESTER avE
: LS ANGELES, €A BQ012
@itg 33&[1 T : T 1310) 8241180

| FaX(213) 237.0583

BxyH DIBTRICT

September 27, 1996

Diane Bush
3811 Ocean Front Walk
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Dear Ms. Bush:

You recently contacted my chief of staff, Adi Liberman, regarding the Boys and Girls Club of

Venice, the proposcd storage facility at 658 Venice Blvd. and parking variances for both. 1 have .
been involved with the Boys and Girls Club for many, many years and have helped the Club in

many various ways. T am at a loss to understand how anytone could interpret our involvement as

anything but helpful and supporting the best intcrests of the community in this mattcr.

If you remember, the 13oys and Girls Club had difficulty gathering community support for the
project that was proposed in 1993 for a 3-story, 30,000 square foot facility with undergound
parking that would need parking and height variances. I submitted a Jetter supporting the
proposed project and the requested variances 10 the Zoning Administrator. The hearing was on
February 3, 1994 and was taken under adviscment without rendering a decision. The request for
variances was dismissed on September 22, 1994 at the request of Wayne Smith of Psomas and
Associatcs on behalf of the Boys and Girls Club., According to Boys and Girls Club staff, there
was an overwhelming opposition by the arca residents concerning the size of the building, the
extent of the proposcd aclivities and the substantial reduction of parking. The Club was not able
10 get (he needed support from the community and decided to withdraw the application.

With regard to the hardship cxemption for the proposed facility at 658 Venice Blvd,, it has not
been granted nor has it been scheduled. This facility meets and exceeds parking required by the
City Code in that they will provide 48 spaces and the Code requires 36 spaces; however, the
Venice Interim Control Ordinance docsn’t distinguish mini-storage facilities from normal storage
facilities, as docs the Code, which was probably an oversight in the 1CO.

€XAU6;'(. ﬁ .
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Diane Bush
September 27, 1996
Page 2

I hopc this clarifies your understanding of the situations concerning both the Boys and Girls Club
facility and thc mini-storage facility. IfI can be of assistance in the future, please don’t hesitate

to call Niki Tennant at (310) 524-1150,
Sincercly,

%QQQM\LR

RUTH GALANTER
Councilmember, Sixth District

RGmlt




HUDSON-ESSEX-TERRAPLANE | E£*2 [CLUB, .. ®

Dedicated to Preserving through Service the Great Cars Buiit by HUDSON

KEITH CHAMBERLING SERVICE STATION iy . coxsommo
W Boulevard  Venice,Calif. 90291 e FOR Moms YEARS Tk
T R U

December 15. 1996
Venice, Ca

RUTE ZALLANTEG
CITY COUNCILWOMAN

I have been in obusiness at 600 and 604 Venice Blvd., Venice,
Ca for 38 years.

I feel as a business man that reducing parking spaces is
not apvpropriate.

The Local Coastal Commission nhas s5%ciz” that Venice has
inadequate on and off street parking. Therefore I thinkit .
wrong to compound it further by rranting a 40 per cent
reduction in parking to a developer who is provosing to build

a mini-storage project at 658 Venice Blvd., Venice, Ca.

Yours Truly.

f%CMM«

Exh b€
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STRUCTURES AND USES OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIRED
MANUFACTURING AND RELATED USES:

. Warehouse or Storage Building 1 sgace for each 1000 sq. fr. of gross {
——————— oor a . ot less than N

1 space for each employee.

Public Urility Facilities, 1 space for each employee, but not less
Including Electric, Gas, Water, than g
Telephone, and Telegraph, 2 spaces for each such facilicy.

Facilities Not Having Business
Offices on the Premises

-

General:
'H « s a

1. 'Pﬁrking Space, 9 fr. by 19 fc.

2. Aisle width 90° parkimg = 25 fr. (reduce proportionally Zsr ang.e.
3. Residential parking should be on-sire.
4

Commercial parking may be within 300 fc. of site when on-sicze ;:r%-
ing is infeasible.

5. Generally parking should take access from alleys or secondary
streets.

6. Parking management districts which provide adequate parking for
existing and proposed uses shall be acceptable.

7. Tandem parking shall be considered on a case by case basis.
. 8. Compact spaces will be considered on a case by case basis.

HABITAT PROTECTION:®

"Development in "significant ecological areas" should be permitted only
when it can be demonstrated that no significant and cumulacive diszup-

tion of habitat value or environmental damage will occur. 272
30230, 30231, 30250)

Permitted development in or near "significant ecological areas" should
minimize the amount of land vegetation altered to avoid unnecessary
impact on life resources with particular regard to the cumulacive impact
of potenctial buildoutr. (30240, 30230, 30231, 30250) .

A minimm 50-foot buffer strip (measured from the outer limit of riparian
_vegetation; or if the waters are estuarian, a minimum of 100 feet from

the cuter limit of the estuarian vegetacion) shall ‘be required in new ----. —
development to protect nabirat value of riparian areas where the crror-
tunity exiszs. (30251, 30240, 30230, 30231)

New development shoulé restore the life resource value of the parcei if
the opportunity exiscs. (30001.5) ’ _

Development that disturbs oxr destroys shoreline or intertidal habitacs
or dune vegetation should not be allowed. (30230, 30231, 30240) .

continued. ..
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