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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial 
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following 
reasons: the development, as approved by the City of Los Angeles, is consistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act, and therefore does not negatively impact coastal resources. Pursuant to 
Section 30625, the grounds of appeal are limited to whether or not a substantial issue exists as to 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act when there is an appeal pursuant to section 30602. 
 
Important Hearing Procedure Note: This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be 
taken only on the question of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally, and at the 
discretion of the Chair, testimony is limited to 3 minutes total per side. Please plan your testimony 
accordingly. Only the applicants, persons who opposed the application before the local government 
(or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify. Others may submit 
comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the appeal does raise a substantial issue, 
the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting, during which it will 
take public testimony. 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE  
 
Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0056 raises NO 

Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act. 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial 
Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial 
Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will become final 
and effective.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners 
present. 
 
Resolution: 

 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0056 presents NO 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. 
 

II. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS 
On April 20, 2016, the Commission received a valid notice of final local action for Local Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) No. ZA 2015-1473, which approves the conversion of two attached 
single family residences (duplex) into two condominiums; no physical change to the existing 
structure or change in density is proposed. 
 
On May 18, 2016, within 20 working days of receipt of notice of final local decision, Robin 
Rudisill, Lydia Ponce, et al., filed an appeal of the local CDP alleging that the proposed project 
poses potentially adverse impacts to the neighborhood character of Venice and affordable housing 
(“Mello Act”), and that the City violated its procedures for issuing the permit (Exhibit 3). The 
appellants contend that without the proper procedures, the City-approved development could 
prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
 
The appellants’ appeal lists the following issues (Exhibit 3): 
 

1. The project does not comply with the lot consolidation policies of the Venice Community 
Plan and the Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) 

2. Angled roofline may not be adequately setback 
3. A new CDP is required for the construction of the building along with the change in type of 

ownership 
4. The De Minimis Waiver was intended for two single-family dwellings and not a duplex 

spanning two lots 
5. Existing wall height too high and out of character; not per code 
6. Access: Commission-approved project contained 3 parking spaces for each unit, for a total 

of 6 parking spaces. The property only contains 5 parking spaces 
7. Exhibit “A” was not included 
8. Mello Determination is invalid 
9. VNC recommendation was ignored by City Planning 
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10. A copy of the permit granting authority’s action on a CDP is not being mailed to persons 
requesting a copy such as the VNC 

11. SPP compliance should be prepared for the project 
12. Parcel Map Determination “timed out” at the West L.A. Area Planning Commission level 

which prejudices the ability of citizens to have a fair hearing 
 

No other appeals were received prior to the end of the appeal period on May 18, 2016.  
 
III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 
On April 21, 2015 the applicant submitted to the City of Los Angeles Planning Department a 
Master Land Use Permit Application for the conversion of a duplex into condominiums; no physical 
change to the existing structure or change in density is proposed. The coastal development permit 
(CDP) application was assigned Case No. 2015-1473 and was filed concurrently with the Tentative 
Parcel Map (AA-2013-3873-PMLA). 

On June 6, 2015, the City issued the project a CEQA Negative Declaration (ENV 2013-3872-ND). 
On October 21, 2015, the Zoning Administrator (ZA) approved with conditions the Local CDP No. 
2015-1473 and Parcel Map No. AA-2013-3873-PMLA.  The project description of the Local CDP 
No. 2015-1473 as approved by the ZA reads as follows: 

“…a Coastal Development Permit to allow a two-unit residential condominium, in 
conjunction with Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2013-3873-PMLA, located within the 
single permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone” 

On November 2, 2015, the ZA’s determination was appealed to the West Los Angeles Area 
Planning Commission (WLAAPC) by the appellants, Robin Rudisill, et al. Subsequent to a public 
hearing held on March 16, 2016, the WLAAPC approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 
ZA 2015-1473 and the Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2013-3873-PMLA on March 31, 2016 for 
the proposed conversion of two attached residential units (duplex) into two condominiums; the 
WLAAPC made no changes to the proposed project or the Local CDP.  
 
On April 1, 2016, Coastal Commission received a Notice of Final Local Action for the Local CDP. 
However, City’s Notice had the incorrect hearing date and did not include Exhibit “A” showing the 
final approved Parcel Map No. AA-2013-3873-PMLA. Therefore, the notice of final local action 
received by the Commission on April 1, 2016 was rendered invalid. On April 7, 2016, the 
Commission issued a Notification of Deficient Notice for the City’s Final CDP Action. On April 20, 
2016, Coastal Commission received a valid Notice of Final Local Action from for Local CDP No. 
ZA 2015-1473 from the Department of City Planning. The Commission issued a Notification of 
Appeal Period on April 21, 2016.  
 
IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES 
Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program 
(LCP), a local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of jurisdiction in 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 1978 to exercise its option to issue local coastal development permits.  Sections 13301-
13325 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for issuance and 
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appeals of locally issued coastal development permits.  Section 30602 of the Coastal Act allows any 
action by a local government on a coastal development permit application evaluated under Section 
30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission.  The standard of review for such an appeal is the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200 and 30604.]  
 
After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, 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.  [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30602.]  As provided 
under section 13318 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the appellant must conform 
to the procedures for filing an appeal as required under section 13111 of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations, including the specific grounds for appeal and a summary of the significant 
question raised by the appeal. 
 
The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a “substantial issue” or “no 
substantial issue” raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project. Sections 30621 
and 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal. 
 
Commission staff recommends a finding of no substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the 
appellants’ contentions raise no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, 
the action of the local government becomes final. Alternatively, if the Commission finds that a 
substantial issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the local coastal development permit is voided and the 
Commission typically continues the public hearing to a later date in order to review the coastal 
development permit as a de novo matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.]  Section 
13321 of the Coastal Commission regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according 
to the procedures outlined in Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations. 
 
If there is no motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, it will be presumed that the 
appeal raises a substantial issue and the Commission will schedule the de novo phase of the public 
hearing on the merits of the application at a subsequent Commission hearing.  A de novo public 
hearing on the merits of the application uses the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Venice 
Land Use Plan (LUP), certified on June 14, 2001, is used as guidance. Sections 13110-13120 of 
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process. 
 
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, those who 
are qualified to testify at the hearing, as provided by Section 13117 of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations, will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a 
substantial issue.  The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial 
issue portion of the appeal process are the applicants, persons who opposed the application before 
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government.  Testimony from other 
persons must be submitted in writing.  The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue 
matter.  It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that the grounds for the appeal raise no 
substantial issue. 
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V. DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION AREA 
Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit 
program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that any development which 
receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a second (or “dual”) coastal development 
permit from the Coastal Commission.  The Commission's standard of review for the proposed 
development in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  For 
projects located inland of the areas identified in Section 30601 (i.e., projects in the Single Permit 
Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal 
development permit required. The proposed project site is not located within the Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction Area.  
 

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

The applicant is proposing to convert an existing three-story duplex consisting of two attached 
single-family residences into two condominiums. The existing structure will not be physically 
modified or altered, and no change in density (number of residential units) is proposed. The only 
change being proposed is the type of ownership. 
 
The project site has a lot area of 4,950 net square feet located at 1217 & 1219 Cabrillo Avenue, 
approximately 0.44 miles inland of the beach and within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area of the 
coastal zone (Exhibit 1). The subject site is situated in a highly urbanized, residentially developed 
area along Cabrillo Avenue within the North Venice Subarea. In addition, the lot is zoned RD1.5-1 
(Multiple Dwelling) and designated for Low Medium II Residential by the certified Venice Land 
Use Plan (LUP). The front property line fronts Cabrillo Avenue and rear property line adjoins the 
alley, Alhambra Court. The subject site is surrounded by one- to three- story single-family and 
multi-family residences.  
 
B.  FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local 
government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no substantial issue 
exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is not 
defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s 
regulation simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal 
raises no significant question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission had been guided 
by the following factors: 
 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act; 

  
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; 
 
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
   
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of its 

LCP; and, 
 
5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. 
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Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of 
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5. 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with respect to 
whether the local government action conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for 
the reasons set forth below. 
 
C.  SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS  
As stated in Section IV of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a Coastal Development Permit 
issued by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Any local government Coastal Development Permit issued 
prior to certification of its LCP may be appealed to the Commission. 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. 
 
The issues of this appeal relate primarily to the City’s procedural process for the permit and to the 
proposed project’s potential impacts to the community character of Venice, public access, and to 
affordable housing (“Mello Act”).  
 
The Commission’s standard of review for determining whether to hear the appeal is only whether 
the appeal raises a substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Cal. Pub. 
Res. Code § 30625(b)(1); 14 C.C.R. § 13321.  The Commission’s decision will be guided by the 
factors listed in the previous section of this report (B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue 
Analysis). 
 
The Notice of Decision on Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA 2015-1473 issued by the 
City of Los Angeles indicates that the City applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
concluded that the development, as proposed, would be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies, 
particularly Section 30250, 30251, 30252, and 30253(a) & (b) of the Coastal Act, and would not 
prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice Coastal Zone.  
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this 
division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed 
areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other 
areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources 

 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states:  
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect 
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural 
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development 
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in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

 
 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to 
the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing 
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will 
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the 
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of 
serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public 
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans 
with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.  
 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part:  
 
 New development shall do all of the following: 

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area… 

 
In order for no substantial issue to be found, the proposed project must conform to the requirements 
of the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200-30265.5). 
 
Community Character & Public Access 
The appellants contend that the 2013 Commission-approved duplex (De Minimis Waiver CDP No. 
5-13-0661-W) is not consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and the standards of 
the Venice LUP because it does not conform to the established community character, and it is out of 
scale with the surrounding residences within the North Venice subarea. They argue that the 
Commission’s original intent under CDP No. 5-13-0661-W was for the approval of two single-
family dwellings and not the three-story duplex spanning two lots as built. In addition, they 
maintain that the decision to convert the duplex into two condominiums during construction of the 
structure requires a new CDP for not only the change in type of ownership but also the construction 
of the duplex building and its accessory structures (i.e. wall).   

The 2013 Commission-approved project, however, was for the construction of a three-story duplex 
spanning two lots; see Exhibit 6 for the final approved project plans for CDP No. 5-13-0661-W.  
The project description of the CDP No. 5-13-0661-W as approved by Commission reads as follows, 
in part: 

“…(Lot Nos. 7&8; tied), and construction of two attached three-story, 35-foot high, 2,741 
square foot single-family residences, each with an attached two-car garage.” 

 
Two attached residences are by definition a duplex. In addition, on November 30, 2015, 
Commission staff reviewed the as-built three-story structure on the project site for conformance 
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with the project approved by the Commission and confirmed no discrepancy between the existing 
structures and the Commission-approved structures; see Exhibit 7 for staff’s permit compliance 
letter dated November 30, 2015. Therefore, there are no changed circumstances with regards to this 
duplex’s consistency with the relevant policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and the certified 
Venice Land Use Plan, including the two-lot consolidation which is allowable under the certified 
Venice Land Use Plan and the site’s RD1.5 zoning designation. Furthermore, there is no action 
related to the physical structures to appeal at this time. The mass and scale and density of the project 
are not issues before the Commission as part of this appeal, and do not raise a substantial issue.  
 
A new permit would only be necessary if substantial deviation to the approved structural plans or 
change in the number of units were being proposed. However, the construction of the duplex and 
perimeter wall, which have already been constructed, are not the development at issue. The new 
development at issue, subject to this appeal of Local CDP No. ZA 2015-1473, is the change in the 
type of ownership of the duplex from two attached single-family residential units (duplex) into two 
condominiums. Such conversions are not uncommon and are routinely approved because there are 
no adverse impacts to the surrounding environment since there will be no physical alteration to the 
structure, or change in the density (number of residential units) are proposed. Consequently, the 
appellants’ contentions #1-5 enumerated above in Section II of this staff report (see Page 3) that 
pertain to the 2013 Commission-approved duplex structure are irrelevant and do not raise any 
grounds relative to this appeal of the Local CDP.  
 
The appellants also argue that the applicants are only providing five on-site parking spaces, albeit 
the 2013 Commission-approved plans show six on-site parking spaces. The appellants are correct, 
the applicant proposed six parking spaces in 2013. They are not required, however, to maintain six 
on-site parking spaces based on the Venice Land Use Plan policies. The certified Venice LUP is not 
the standard of review for finding substantial issue, but it provides guidance from which the 
Commission can evaluate a project. In this case, the Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) only requires two 
on-site parking spaces per unit plus one guest parking space, for a total of five required on-site 
parking spaces. According to the applicant, the proposed project provides space on-site for six 
vehicles, but the sixth space falls four inches short of “official” city standard. In any case, the City 
(and the LUP) parking requirement for the two subject residential units is five spaces.  Therefore, 
the parking issue does not raise a substantial issue. 
 
Other Contentions 
The appellants also maintain that Exhibit “A” must be included when issuing a CDP Determination. 
While this contention does not constitute a substantial issue, Commission staff does agree that 
Exhibit “A” must be included at least in the Commission’s public record. As previously stated in 
Section III of this report, the City’s Notice of Final Action submitted to the Commission on April 1, 
2016 did not include Exhibit “A”, or the final City-approved plans. On April 7, 2016, the 
Commission issued a Notification of Deficient Notice for the City’s Final CDP Action to rectify for 
mistakes or missing material.  
 
The contentions relating to the City’s Mello Act (affordable housing) determinations do not raise any 
Coastal Act issues. The Commission has no authority to review and invalidate a lead agency’s CEQA 
determination or its Mello Act determination and thus, the appellants’ contention does not constitute a 
substantial issue.   
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The appellants’ remaining allegations (#8-11) enumerated in Section II of this staff report (see Page 3-4), 
relate to local procedural issues and other issues that are not related to conformance with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. For instance, the appellants argue that the project should be reviewed for compliance with 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP). The VCZSP has not been certified by the Coastal 
Commission, so the SPP is a local authorization and, therefore, does not raise a substantial issue 
regarding the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.   
 
In addition, the appellants’ allegation relating to the City’s consideration of the Venice 
Neighborhood Council’s recommendation does not raise a substantial issue with conformance to the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The VNC is an advisory board that offers the public an 
additional forum for public participation to assist in local procedures. How the City considers the 
VNC’s recommendation does not relate to whether or not the project complies with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, and therefore, does not raise a substantial issue regarding the project’s conformity with 
Chapter 3.  
 
In any case, all pertinent issues have been thoroughly addressed, and due process was provided as this 
project had hearings conducted by the City’s Zoning Administrator, West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission, and now the Coastal Commission. 
 
Conclusion 
Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises “no substantial 
issue” with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does not meet the substantiality 
standard of Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the proposed project and the local 
government action are consistent with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. The City’s 
conclusion was supported by sufficient evidence and findings. In its analysis, the City discussed 
consistency with the policies of the Coastal Act and concluded that the development, as proposed, 
would be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies, particularly Section 30250, 30251, 30252, and 
30253, and would not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice Coastal 
Zone. Furthermore, the proposed project was subject to review by multiple responsible City 
Agencies and went through the City’s local public hearing process. The local coastal development 
permit for the proposed conversion of the duplex into two condominiums was approved by the 
City’s Zoning Administrator and the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission. Therefore, the 
Coastal Commission finds that the City provided an adequate degree of support for its decision. 
 
The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government. The scope of the approved development involves only a change of the type of 
ownership of the structure. This type of development is consistent with the policies of the Coastal 
Act and does not intensify the use of the site. Therefore, the scope of the approved development 
supports a finding that the appeal raises “no substantial” issues. 
 
The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The 
significance is minimal as there are no coastal resources affected. The proposed project does not 
involve any physical change or change in density. 
 
The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP. The City does not currently have a certified LCP, but it does have a 
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certified Land Use Plan (LUP). The proposed conversion is consistent with the policies of the 
certified Venice LUP. The City’s decision will not set an adverse precedent or prejudice the LCP. A 
change in the type of ownership of residential units is not uncommon. This project, as proposed and 
conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
 
The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. Impacts to coastal resources, including community character, are important statewide 
issues, but this appeal raises mostly local issues. While there are several local issues that the City 
addressed, the City’s approvals do not raise issues of statewide significance. 
 
In conclusion, the issues of this appeal relate primarily to the City’s procedural process for the 
permit and to the proposed project’s potential impacts to the community character of Venice, public 
access, and to affordable housing. The Commission has jurisdiction to review local government’s 
actions for consistency with the policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, the proposed project is in 
conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, Commission staff 
recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises no substantial issue as to conformity 
with Chapter 3 policies. 
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Appendix A - Substantive File Documents 
 

- Appeal No. A-VEN-16-0056 
- City of Venice certified Land Use Plan 
- WLAAPC Local CDP No. 2015-1473-CDP/Report 
- WLAAPC Appeal Recommendation Report 
- ZA Local CDP No. ZA 2015-1473-CDP/Report 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
PLANN:NG DEPARTMENT

Cty Ha‖ o200 N Sprn9 Street.Room 624 o Los Angeles,CA 90012
PLANNINC
O〔 Pス R,M[RT

NEIGHBORH00D PLAN IMPLEMENTAT10N DlVIS10N
DIRECTOR OF PLANNINC SIGN‐ OFF

venice coasta:S c Plan(ordinance 175.693

Case Number: DIR 2013‐ 1784‐VSO‐MEL Date: 06′
`4/43

Aoolicant Neme: Sholdoh Aonol`∩ ′ヽC I∩ hn SIЯ

“

raヽ  r31o、 477_053F

Appllcant Address: 2148 Federal Ave― Ste C

City. Los Angeles State: CA I Zip 90025

Project Location: 1217‐ 1219 S Cabri‖ o Avenue
Zoning: RD1 5‐ 1‐0 Subareai North Venice

Existing use: 1 SFA @ 1217 duplex@1219 I Proposed Use: loi tie & new 3-story duplex

Project Description: Demo (E) st(rctures on both lots
Constr!ct new 3-story duplex on both lots (lot tie) & attached 2-car garage + T

uncovered pkg space for each unit, all accessed from alley

cビ lan rrolea re「m:ヽψorr pllance ls noI「 eq ul「 eo:o「 【ne「easons De10VV

ln the Oual」 ur sdict on

An improvement lo an ex stino sinqle- or m!lUplejamjly structure that is not on a Walk Street

In the SrnaLe Jur sdictron

An imorovement to an existinq sinqle- or rnultrplejamiiY structure that Ls not on Walk Slreet

X New construction of one sinqlejamilY !nit. and not more than two condominlum !nits, not Wa k Street

New construction of four or fewer rental units, not located on a Walk Street

X Demolition offour or fewer units

l\,4ello Determlnation: LAHD s'no affordable units exist letter issued 06/05-13.

Anvwhere ln the CoastalZone

An y m prove ment to an existing com mercral or ind u stna I structu re that increases the total occu pant load ,

required parking or cuslomer area by less than 10 percent ('10%).

Any Venice Coasta Development project that has been Categorically Excluded pursuant io a
Categoncal Excl!sion oder issued by the Coastal coml.nission.

AS Plan P ct Pe「mR Co

This appllcation has been reviewed by
project complies with the provisions

irements contained in Section LA

Community Planning Bureau,
Coastal Specific Plan and

beltheioOt

the staff of the
of the Venice

and the proposed
all development

10 F and 13

The proposed project shall comply with all other regllations ol its subject zone and all other provisions of the

L.A.l,4.C This Director of Planning Slgn-Off s based on the lnformation provided by the applicant lf at a later

dale. this infomation is found to be ifcorrect oT incomplete, this sign-otf will become invalid, and any development
occlrrr nq at that time must cease unlil approprlate entitlements are obtained.

u re

SECT10N STANDARD REQUIRED PROPOSED PROJECT

,OF2 Densitv 2 units max New 3-story duplex.

`OF3
Height Flat Ro01-30 Feet 35 var ed(>225112S10pe)

Provided any pOrtion ofthe roofthat exceeds 30'is

set back frOm 「eq'd front yarc atleast`footln depth

for everv foolin heiOht above 30'

34.92' varled/s oped roof

40F4 Front Yard
Setback

5' mrn for residential prolects or per LAMC.

Fences 6 max may encroach into th s setback,
provided they observe a selback of 1

Front yard is 15't fence is 6'
max & s sel baok 1'fiom
property line

10F5 A‖ev From alley Alhambra Ct

13 Parking SF ' 2'3 spaces per unit depending on lotwidth
l{F - 2 spaces plus 1 guest depending on lot width

attached 2-car garage + 1

uncovered sp for each !nit

socldrro Smlth-Yumul
Ven ce unl｀ 乏13‐ 9731208
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STATE OF CAtiFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUNO G BROWN」R Co"‐ ●7

CAL:FORN:A COASTALCOMM:SS:ON  ・   ′

souTH coAST DISTRICT

200 0coangate 10th FI∞ r

しONG BEACH CA 90802● 418
(582)●●90 6074 FAX(562)5905004
w― coastal ca● ov

NOTICE OF PERMIT WAIVER EFFECTiVENESS

DATE| OctoLer 18,2013
TO; E & E Trust Of 1975 (Attn: Sheldon Appel)
FROM: Charles Lester, Executive Director

SUBJECT: Waiver De ilinimis Number 5-13.0661-W

Please be advised that Waiver Number 5-13-0661-W, which was reported to the Commission
on October 9, 20 1 3, became effective as of that date. Any deviation from the application and
plans on file in the Commission olfice may require a coastal development permit for the entire
project.

applrcANri L & E Trust Of 1975 (Attn: Sheldon Appel)

LocaroN: 1217 & 1219 Cabrillo Avsnue, Venice (Los Angeles County)

DEscRrproN: Oemolition of a duplex and single-family rgsidence on two ebutting 2,550
sluare foot lots (Lot Nos. 7&8: tied), and construction of two attached three-
$ory, 3s-foot high,2,741 square foot single-family residences, each with sn
attached two-car garage.

Should you have any questions, please contact our office.

Sincerely.

CHARLES LESTER
Ex:ク

サゥ′′iン]:
By CHARLES POSNER
Coastal Program Analyst

cc: Local Planning Dept.

G cALtFoRNtA coAsTAL coMMtsstoN
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STA'EOド CALirORNlA― NATURAし RESOじ    S ACENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISS10N
EDMt,NDO BROWN JR C`,/″ RIVり R

So●●Coast Arca O価 c.

200 0cempte Sui!● 1000

1Ю。8 BCa●:i CA'0802●302

(562)59050,1

John Staff, Architect
2148-C Federal Avenue
I-os Angcles, CA 90025

SUBJECT: Waiver ofCoastal Development Permit Requirement/De Minimis Developments
Section 30624.? ofthe Coastal Act

Based on your project plans and infomation provided in your permit application lbr the development
dcscribed below, the Executive Director ofthe Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a
coastal developrnent pemit pursuant to Section 13238.1, Titte 14, Califomia Code ofRegulations. lf,at
a later date, this inlbrmation is lbund to be inco[ect or the plans revised, this deoision will becomc
invalid; and, arry dcvelopment occlrrring must ceasc uotil a coasia.l developrnent permit is obtained or
any discrepancy is resolved in witing.

WAIVER: 5130661 APPLICANT:E&E Trust oF1975(Attni Shcldon Appcl)

LOCATION: l2l7 & 1219 CallrillLo Avenue, Venice, City oflos Angeles, lns Angeles County.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: Demolition of a duplex and single-l'amily residenc€ on two abutting
2,550 square foot lots (Lot Nos. 7&8: ried), and construction oftwo attached three-story, 35-foot high,
2,741 squarc foot single-family residences, each with an attached two-car garage.

RATIONALE: The proposed project, which is located one-halfmile inland ofthe beach, has received
approval from the City of Los Angeles Planning Depadment (Case #DIR-2013-1784, 6/14/13) and is
consistent with the RD l.5- l zoning designation and the suffounding land uses. The City oflos Angeles
Housing Departrnent determincd that thcre are no allordable housing units on the site (6/5/13). The
proposed project confoms with thc Commission's 30-to-35-lbot height limit lbr structures in North
Venice, and the two single-family residences conform to the Commission's deNity limit for the site.
Adequate on-site parking is provided (three spaces for each residence). Vehicular access is provided
only from Alhambra Court, the reax alley. The proposed ptoject incorporates best management practices
(BMPS) to improvc water quality in ihe watershed, including the minimization of impervior.rs surl'aces on
the project site (910 square feet of permeable landscaped area will be maintained on the 5,100 square
foot project site). Thc proposed project is consistent with community charactcr, and will have no
negative effects on visual resources or coastal access. The project is consistent with chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act and previous Commission approvals, and will not prejudice the Ciry,s ability to
prepare an LCP.

be required.

This waiver will not becomc effective until reported to the Commission at its eclqLer 9.2013 meetins
in San Dieeo and the site of the proposed d€velopment has been appropriately noticed, p.r."u t to
13054(b) ofthe califomia code of Regulations. The enclosed Notice card shall remain posred at the
site until the waiver has becn validated and no less than seven days prior to the commission hearing. If
four (4) Commissioners object to this waiv$ ofpermit requirements, a coastal development permit will

September 20, 20 I 3

CHARLES R POSNER
Coastal ProgI.atl Analyst

CHARLES LESTER
Exccutivc DircctOr

cc Co,■ lhissiones/Fic
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From: Posner, Chuck@Coastal 

To: Alvarado, Marlene@Coastal 

Cc: Padilla, Al@Coastal 

Subject: FW: Item Th11b, 1217 and 1219 S. Cabrillo Avenue in Venice 90291 

Date: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:00:52 PM 

 
 

 
From: Manny-Cheri [mailto:uskatz@aol.com] 

Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2016 1:11 PM 

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal 

Cc: john@jstaffarchitect.com 

Subject: Re: Item Th11b, 1217 and 1219 S. Cabrillo Avenue in Venice 90291 

 
Mr. Chuck Posner, Supervisor of Planning 

California Coastal Commission 

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

 
Re:   Item Th11b, 1217 and 1219 S. Cabrillo Avenue in Venice 90291 

 
My name is Manuel Katz. My wife and I own and reside at 1221 Cabrillo Ave, next door to the above 

project. 

We have not been happy with the size and character of the project and how it dominates our street. I 

have been listed 

as an appellant on matters related to the Mello Act. However, since the project is completed and can't 

be undone, we 

have been considering the potential ownership status of the two units (ie, duplex vs condominiums). 

On this issue, 

my wife and I and our neighbors strongly feel that the units should be separately owned condominiums. 

We feel that 

it is in our best interest that there should be owner residents in each unit. That would ensure that the 

integrity of each 

unit would be maintained and greatly reduce the chance that one or both of the units are used for short 

term rentals. 

Sincerely, 

Manuel Katz 

uskatz@aol.com 

mailto:Marlene.Alvarado@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Al.Padilla@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:uskatz@aol.com
mailto:john@jstaffarchitect.com
mailto:uskatz@aol.com
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