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STAFF REPORT: REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
Application Number:  5-14-1479-R 
 
Applicant: City of Los Angeles (Dept. of Rec. and Parks) 
 
Project Location: 1800 Ocean Front Walk, Windward Plaza Park, Venice, 

City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County 
 
Project Description: Install seasonal ice skating venue in Windward Plaza Park 

between Ocean Front Walk and Venice Beach. Venue will 
be comprised of ice rink, boards, two equipment tents, two 
modular skate rental and office units, and two temporary 
16-foot high light and sound towers, all atop a temporary 
subfloor and deck structure approximately three-feet above 
grade, 160-feet wide, and 68-feet deep. Venue is proposed 
to be installed, operated, and removed between November 
17th and January 27th annually. Install permanent 
approximately seven-foot high electric switchboard rated at 
1,200 amps in the vicinity of the seasonal ice skating 
venue. Install up to seventeen 26-foot high permanent 
security lighting poles throughout Windward Plaza Park. 

 
Commission Action: On September 11, 2014, the Commission denied Coastal 

Development Permit Application 5-14-1479. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Grant the request for reconsideration 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
On September 11, 2014, following the public hearing on the matter, the Commission denied Coastal 
Development Permit Application 5-14-1479, the City of Los Angeles’s proposal to install a 
temporary ice skating venue and permanent security lighting in Windward Plaza Park in Venice, City 
of Los Angeles. 
 
On September 17, 2014, the applicant submitted to the Commission’s South Coast District office a 
letter requesting that the Commission reconsider its September 11, 2014 decision to deny Coastal 
Development Permit Application 5-14-1479. On September 22, 2014, the applicant submitted to the 
Commission’s South Coast District office a letter providing supplemental information for the request 
for reconsideration. The applicant asserts that erroneous statements related to four issues were 
presented by a member of the public at the September 11, 2014 hearing and taken as fact by several 
Commissioners, which the applicant argues was the primary basis for denying the application. 
 
Section 30627(b)(4) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission has the discretion to grant or deny 
a request for reconsideration of a coastal development permit application. Commission staff 
concludes that the applicant has provided relevant new evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable 
due diligence, could not have been presented at the hearing on the matter and that there were errors in 
fact presented at the September 11, 2014 hearing which have the potential of altering the 
Commission’s initial decision. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission grant the 
applicant’s request for reconsideration. 
 
Procedural Note: 
 
The Commission’s regulations provide that at any time within thirty (30) days following a final vote 
upon an application for a coastal development permit, the applicant of record may request that the 
Commission grant a reconsideration of the denial of the application, or of any term or condition of a 
coastal development permit which has been granted. [Title 14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 
13109.2.] The regulations also state (id. at § 13109.4) that the grounds for reconsideration of a permit 
action shall be as provided in Coastal Act Section 30627, which states, inter alia: 
 

The basis of the request for reconsideration shall be either that there is relevant 
new evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, could not have been 
presented at the hearing on the matter or that an error of fact or law has occurred 
which has the potential of altering the Commission’s initial decision. 
[Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30627(b)(3)] 

 
Section 30627(b)(4) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission “shall have the discretion to grant 
or deny requests for reconsideration.” 
 
The applicant submitted a request for reconsideration of the Commission’s September 11, 2014 
decision on September 17, 2014, stating the alleged grounds within the 30-day period following the 
final vote, as required by Section 13109.2 of the regulations. If a majority of the Commissioners 
present vote to grant reconsideration, the permit application will be scheduled for a future public 
hearing, at which the Commission will consider it as a new application. [Title 14, Cal. Code of Regs., 
Section 13109.5(c).] 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION 
 
Motion: 
 

“I move that the Commission grant reconsideration of Coastal Development 
Permit Application 5-14-1479.” 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote of the foregoing motion. Passage of this motion will result in a 
grant of the applicant’s request for reconsideration and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
Resolution: 
 

The Commission hereby grants the request for reconsideration of the 
Commission’s decision on Coastal Development Permit Application 5-14-1479 on 
the grounds that were errors in fact which have the potential of altering the 
Commission’s initial decision. 

 
 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks proposed to install a seasonal ice 
skating venue, a permanent 1,200 amp electric switchboard, and permanent security lighting in 
Windward Plaza Park between Ocean Front Walk and Venice Beach (between the first public road 
and the sea). The subject area is a public park composed of grass, hundreds of palm trees, and 
concrete walkways and plazas atop the native sandy beach. Further seaward and north of the 
proposed development are a lighted graffiti wall and associated structures (approved by Coastal 
Development Permit 5-11-256), as well as the Venice Skate Park. To the south of the proposed 
development are Muscle Beach, four basketball courts, eleven tennis courts, and a 352-space parking 
lot (Exhibit 1). The applicant proposed to illuminate the entire grass and concrete park, 
approximately 1,200 feet wide and 300 feet deep, with up to 2.0 foot candles of light in Coastal 
Development Permit Application 5-14-1479. The seasonal 160-feet by 68-feet park seasonal ice 
skating venue was proposed to be sited in the center of the park (Exhibit 2).    
 
The ice skating venue was proposed be comprised of a 50-foot by 100-foot ice rink, boards, two 
equipment tents, two modular skate rental and office units, and two temporary 16-foot high light and 
sound towers, all atop a temporary subfloor and deck structure approximately three-feet above grade. 
The ice surface was proposed to be maintained by a nearby chiller/refrigeration unit housed in a 
trailer (40-feet by 10-feet) that conveys propylene glycol through 70-foot long, 4-inch diameter 
supply and return lines, insulated and protected by a plywood box cover. A permanent seven-foot 
high 1,200 amp electric switchboard was proposed in the area of the ice skating venue, which would 
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be used to power other temporary events in the park not subject to Coastal Development Permit 
Application 5-14-1479 (Exhibit 2).   
 
The applicant initially proposed seventeen 26-foot high light poles each featuring four aluminum 
dome-shaped LED fixtures rated at 135 watts each, producing an average light intensity of 2.0 foot 
candles at ground level. (Exhibits 2 and 3). The furthest seaward light poles were proposed 
approximately 350 feet inland of the mean high tide line, slightly further away than the most seaward 
light poles approved by Coastal Development Permit No. 5-11-256. The five light poles approved by 
that permit are each approximately 20-feet high and produce a light intensity no greater than 0.6 foot 
candles, and less light intensity in the majority of the area around the graffiti wall. Comparatively, the 
existing light poles on Ocean Front Walk, a wide pedestrian-oriented commercial street landward of 
the proposed development, are 22-feet high and produce a light intensity of up to 4.0 foot candles and 
an average light intensity of approximately 2.0 foot candles1. After consultation with Commission 
staff, the applicant proposed to reduce the number of light poles, the number of fixtures on each pole, 
and the intensity of each fixture in order to produce an average light intensity no greater than 1.0 foot 
candles within the park. The purpose of the proposed security lighting was to increase public safety 
by lighting the park. The City of Los Angeles Police Department submitted a letter in support of the 
proposed security lighting (Exhibit 4).  
 
Following a local appeal, the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works approved Coastal 
Development Permit No. 14-02 for the proposed development. Although the City issued CDP was 
appealable to the Coastal Commission no appeal to the Commission was filed. 
 
B. PROJECT HISTORY 

 
Prior to the public hearing on Coastal Development Permit Application 5-14-1479, Commission staff 
was not aware of any public opposition to the project and the City was in agreement with staff’s 
suggested conditions of approval.  
 
At the September 11, 2014 public hearing on Coastal Development Permit Application 5-14-
1479, three members of the public submitted paper requests to speak, but only one member of 
the public was present when the item was called. That member of the public declared that the 
public restrooms within Windward Plaza Park (Exhibit 1) “should be declared a health hazard” 
and that the City “does not purchase any cleaning equipment or resources or materials” and does 
not adequately clean the restrooms. The member of the public asserted that the zipline approved 
by the Commission (CDP 5-12-176; Exhibit 6) in the vicinity of the project and operational in 
Spring/Summer 2013 “was $17 for a 30 second ride and it didn’t really generate anything for the 
City.” Finally, the public speaker argued that the Commission should deny the proposal because 
of the drought in California, and proclaimed it “a ridiculous idea” to site “an ice skating rink by 
the park, by the beach, especially when Santa Monica already has one.” 
 
Several Commissioners directed questions towards Commission staff (the applicant was not 
present at the hearing), most substantially related to the City’s maintenance of the public 
restrooms in Windward Plaza Park adjacent to the proposed site of the ice skating venue. Senior 
                                                 
1 Measurements by City of Los Angeles engineer during Commission staff site visit 8/19/2014 
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Deputy Director Jack Ainsworth stated that it was the City’s intent to use funds generated from 
the zipline project to pay for restroom and trash maintenance at the park and that the City had the 
same intent for funds generated from the proposed ice skating venue. Mr. Ainsworth stated, “I 
don’t know how much money was raised [from the zipline project], but I can find out.” 
 
The most declarative statement made by a Commissioner before the Commission voted to deny 
the permit was: “I am not going to support this motion primarily because of what I would 
probably consider a violation of the permit from the zipline – when they didn’t come in and 
clean up the bathrooms.” Three Commissioners mentioned the public restrooms in their 
comments. Additionally, one Commissioner raised concerns about the water and electricity 
resources which would be devoted to the project (as well as the lack of electric vehicle chargers 
in the area of the project) and one Commissioner raised concerns about the appropriateness of a 
non-coastal recreational facility in a coastal area.  
 
Following Commission deliberation, the Commission voted 6-3 to deny Coastal Development 
Permit Application 5-14-1479. The applicant requests that the Commission reconsider its 
decision (Exhibit 5).      
 
C. APPLICANT’S GROUNDS FOR REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 
 
The applicant’s letters (Exhibit 5) focus on four issues which the applicant asserts were subject to 
“erroneous statements and misperceptions presented by one public speaker and a few Commissioners 
at the hearing – particularly with regards to the City’s servicing of the restrooms at Venice Beach and 
last year’s zipline pilot project – that clearly were the primary basis for denying the application.” 
 

1. “How much water and electricity would operation of the ice skating rink require?” 
 
“Response: The ice skating rink would be a winter (seasonal) venue, a period 
when the City’s peak demand for water and electricity is generally at its lowest. 
For the approximate 56 days of the rink's operation, it is estimated that 39,000 
gallons of water and 616 kilowatt (kW) of electricity will be consumed. The use 
of these resources is short term and not excessive and is consistent with the 
resource conservation principles expressed in the California Coastal Act.” 

 
2. “The City does not adequately maintain the restrooms at Venice Beach nor 

allocates sufficient funding for their maintenance as well as other facilities at 
Venice Beach.” 
 
“Response: There are 6 restroom buildings at Venice Beach, stretching from Rose 
Avenue to Washington Blvd., with a total of 55 stalls. RAP maintenance staff 
services all the restrooms up to 6 times a day, 7 days a week during a 6 a.m. to 11 
p.m. work shift. In comparison, most restrooms at other City recreational facilities 
are generally serviced once a day. In addition, during the peak visitation periods, a 
supplemental contract for cleaning services is utilized to augment the efforts of 
the maintenance staff. Because of the enormous recreational popularity of Venice 
Beach, coupled with the significantly large and seemingly intractable homeless 
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population, RAP and the Office of Councilman Bonin (Council District 11) are 
continually working to identify partnerships and other creative approaches-like 
the ice skating rink- to generate critically needed revenues to meet the 
overwhelming maintenance demands. In the last five years, approximately 
$99,150 has been expended to refurbish 5 restroom buildings. The annual 
operations and maintenance budget for Venice Beach is an estimated $1.7 million. 
RAP, based on its experience with the seasonal ice skating rink at Pershing 
Square, anticipates the Venice Beach venue to generate upwards of $100,000 
annually after a few years of operation.” 

 
3. “Recreation and Parks violated its permit for the zipline pilot project by not using 

the revenues generated for needed maintenance of the restrooms and other 
facilities at Venice Beach.” 
 
“Response: This erroneous assertion made during a discussion among the 
Commissioners was taken as fact and undoubtedly was the primary reason the 
application was denied on a 6-3 vote. This pilot program was implemented for a 
three month period, from July through September, 2013, under COP No. 5-12-
176-A 1. There were no conditions stipulated in this permit that required the 
project revenues to be committed to maintenance of the rest rooms or other 
facilities. Nonetheless, the zip line generated $50,036 in revenue for RAP (based 
on 15% of the total gross revenue), $45,536 of which was placed directly into the 
Venice Beach Maintenance account to be used for maintaining the facilities at 
Venice Beach, including the restrooms (see the enclosed table for more details on 
revenue breakdown). The thing to remember is that the zip line was a pilot project 
for the purpose of determining whether the seasonal event would be economically 
feasible for the vendor. RAP feels that connecting the fate of the permit approval 
for the ice skating rink to the zip line project was not a fair and equitable 
approach, and that Application No. 5-14-1479 should have been evaluated on its 
own merits with respect to the California Coastal Act.” 

 
4. “An ice skating rink is a coastal zone anomaly and, therefore, would not be 

appropriate for the Venice Beach area.” 
 
“Response: The placement of ice skating rinks within the southern California 
coastal zone is certainly not without precedent. Currently, there are rinks in San 
Diego (Coronado Hotel) and Long Beach (Queen Mary). There is no better place 
to site an ice skating rink than an eclectic area like Venice Beach with its great 
diversity of recreational resources and cultural vibrancy. Venice Beach has long 
been a major attraction in the City. It is one of the most popular tourist 
destinations in the area. What makes Venice Beach so interesting and attractive to 
visitors is the beauty of Venice Beach as the back drop for unique recreational 
(and cultural) experiences that exist at Windward Plaza and along the Boardwalk. 
Windward Plaza has historically provided access to the coast in a way that few 
other places do. The mix of recreational opportunities-from Muscle Beach to 
game courts and street performers-provide an opportunity for experiences that are 
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uniquely southern Californian and attract people to the beach and the coastal areas 
for a larger number of reasons that might otherwise bring someone to the coast. 
The ice skating rink will create yet another opportunity for visitors and residents 
to experience Venice Beach and the surrounding coastal area.” 

 
D. ANALYSIS OF RECONSIDERATION REQUEST 
 
As stated on page two of this report, the Commission’s decision whether to accept or deny the 
applicant’s reconsideration request hinges on whether it determines that there is relevant new 
evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable due diligence, could not have been presented at the 
hearing on the matter, or an error of fact or law has occurred which has the potential of altering the 
Commission’s initial decision. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30627(b)(3)]. 
 
The following analysis addresses separately each of the four issues which the applicant asserts were 
subject to erroneous statements, as a basis for reconsideration, as set forth in the previous section and 
the applicant’s letters dated September 17, 2014 and September 22, 2014 (Exhibit 5). 
 
Issue 1 
 
The applicant does not prove definitively whether or not the proposed resource usage is consistent 
with the resource preservation principles of the Coastal Act, specifically those regarding water 
quality and energy consumption [30231 and 30253(d)]. The applicant provides new estimations for 
water and electricity usage of the proposed ice skating venue, but this is not new evidence which in 
the exercise of reasonable due diligence, could not have been presented at the hearing on the matter. 
Because this information is directly related to the development proposed by the permit application, 
the applicant could have presented staff with this information prior to the hearing or the applicant 
could have attended the hearing and presented this information. Finally, this information does not 
prove that statements made at the hearing by members of the public or members of the Commission 
were erroneous. No member of the public or the Commission made a claim regarding a specific 
amount of water or electricity usage which was judged to be wasteful or excessive; statements made 
at the hearing were focused on the fundamental issue of the potentially negative messages and 
perceptions associated with an outdoor ice skating venue on a Southern California beach. 
 
Issue 2 
 
The applicant does not prove definitively that the City adequately maintains the restrooms at Venice 
Beach nor does it prove that the City allocates sufficient funding for their maintenance. These are 
judgments based on individual experiences and perceptions.  
 
However, the detailed Venice Beach restroom maintenance schedule and budget information 
provided in the applicant’s letter in request of reconsideration dated September 22, 2014 provides 
relevant new evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable due diligence, could not have been 
presented at the hearing on the matter. Because Coastal Development Permit Application 5-14-1479 
proposed development consisting of a temporary ice skating venue and permanent security lighting, 
and because neither Commission staff nor any member of the public raised any questions related to 
the maintenance of the nearby public restrooms, the applicant could not have presented the 
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information at the hearing on the matter. Even if the applicant had attended the hearing on the ice 
skating venue and security lighting proposal, the applicant could not have been expected to be 
prepared to present detailed information on its maintenance or funding of the restrooms.  
 
The evidence presented by the City proves that errors of fact occurred at the hearing which has the 
potential of altering the Commission’s initial decision. A member of the public and several members 
of the Commission alleged that the City was not cleaning the restrooms because it did not have 
funding to do so; however, the evidence provided in the request for reconsideration clearly 
demonstrates that the City funds regular maintenance and cleaning of the restrooms. According to the 
Department of Recreation and Parks, maintenance staff services the restrooms at Venice Beach six 
times per day between 6 a.m. and 11 p.m. seven days per week, while most restrooms at other City 
facilities are serviced just once per day. Additionally, the City augments the level of restroom 
maintenance through supplemental contract cleaning services during peak use periods. In its letter, 
the City provided additional evidence that it has spent $99,150 over the last five years refurbishing 
five restroom buildings.  
 
Issue 3 
  
The applicant proves definitively that Recreation and Parks did not violate its permit for the 
zipline pilot project. Coastal Development Permit No. 5-12-176, as amended (Exhibit 6), did not 
require revenues from the zipline project to be allocated to maintenance of the restrooms in 
Windward Plaza Park or to any specific operation or fund. Neither the staff report nor the coastal 
development permit conditions contain the word “restroom” or “bathroom.” 
 
Thus, an error of fact occurred at the hearing on September 11, 2014 which has the potential of 
altering the Commission’s initial decision. The Commission based its decision, at least in part, 
on erroneous assertions regarding the zipline permit by a member of the public which were 
accepted as fact by several Commissioners. The statement that the zipline project “didn’t really 
generate anything for the City” is proven to be erroneous by the evidence presented by the 
applicant with its supporting information for request for reconsideration. The evidence includes a 
table displaying the zipline revenue over three months, totaling $50,036, of which $45,536 went 
directly to the Venice Beach maintenance account.  
 
Issue 4 
 
With regard to whether an ice skating rink is an appropriate use in a coastal area, the applicant 
does not present relevant new evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable due diligence, could 
not have been presented at the hearing on the matter, nor does the applicant specify an error of 
fact or law has occurred which has the potential of altering the Commission’s initial decision. In 
fact, the appropriateness of a non-coastal recreational facility in a coastal area was discussed 
during the Commission’s deliberation. One Commissioner questioned staff over potential 
concerns about a focus on non-coastal recreation, to which Senior Deputy Director Jack 
Ainsworth responded that the issue is context specific and that an ice skating venue might be 
appropriate in the winter months in an urbanized area, but might not be appropriate in other 
contexts. The member of the public who spoke in opposition to the proposed project noted that 
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an ice skating venue already exists in Santa Monica, without stating whether or how that would 
affect a potential ice skating venue in Venice. 
 
As with Issue 1, the applicant has provided additional information with its reconsideration 
request submittal letters, but because this information is directly related to the development 
proposed by the permit application, the applicant could have exercised due diligence and 
presented staff with this information prior to the hearing or the applicant could have attended the 
hearing and presented this information. Finally, this information does not prove that statements 
made at the heating by members of the public or members of the Commission were erroneous.  
 
E. CONCLUSION 
 
In its request for reconsideration, the applicant has provided relevant new evidence which, in the 
exercise of reasonable due diligence, could not have been presented at the hearing on the matter – 
that being the information on the maintenance schedule and budgeted funds for maintaining the 
public restrooms in Venice Beach, one of which is the public restroom in Windward Plaza Park. 
Additionally, the applicant has proven that an error of fact has occurred which has the potential of 
altering the Commission’s initial decision – that being the erroneous statements that funds from the 
zip line were not used toward the maintenance the public beach restrooms made by a member of the 
public which were accepted as fact by several Commissioners. Consequently, there is a basis for 
reconsideration, and the Commission grants applicant’s request for reconsideration pursuant to 
Section 30627(b)(4) of the Coastal Act. 
 
     
 
EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit 1 – Vicinity Map 
Exhibit 2 – Ice Skating Venue Site Plan 
Exhibit 3 – Proposed Lighting Spec Sheets 
Exhibit 4 – Letter of Support from the Los Angeles Police Department  
Exhibit 5 – Letters Requesting Reconsideration of Denial of Coastal Development 
Permit Application 5-14-1479   
Exhibit 6 – Coastal Development Permit 5-12-176, as Amended (City of Los 
Angeles) 


































