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STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 5-00-351 APPEAL NUMBER: A-5-VEN-01-272 

APPLICANT: Don Elster 

AGENT: David Neish & David Neish, Jr. 

PROJECT LOCATION: 3511 Via Dolce, Venice, City of Los Angeles. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a three-level, 33-foot high (with a 40-foot 
high, fourth level roof access, washer/drier, and storage room), above Via Dolce, 4,167 
square foot single family home and 499 square foot garage, with a 1 0-foot canal fronting 
setback on a vacant 2,908 square foot, canal fronting lot. The first and second floor 
building fayade is setback 14.5' from the canal facing property line and the third floor is 
setback 12.5' from the canal facing property line. The second and third floors contain an 
overhanging balcony, setback 10 feet from the canal facing property line. 

Lot Area 
Building Coverage 
Pavement Coverage/ 
Landscape Coverage 
Zoning 
Plan Designation 
Max Ht. 
Parking Spaces 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: April10, 2002 

2,908 square feet 
1 ,347 square feet 

1,561 square feet 
RW2-1 
Low-Medium Density Residential 
40' above frontage road (Via Dolce) 
2 in attached garage 

.;OMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SIDE: Commissioners Desser, Dettloff, Estolano, Hart, 
McClain-Hill, McCoy, Potter, Reilly & Woolley 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of 
the Commission's action of April 10, 2002 approving Coastal Development Permit No. 5-
00-351 and A-5-VEN-01-272 for a three-level, 33-foot high (with a 40-foot high, fourth level 
roof access, washer/drier, and storage room), above Via Dolce, 4,167 square foot single 
family home and 499 square foot garage, with a 10-foot canal fronting setback on a vacant 
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2,908 square foot, canal fronting lot. Staff had recommended approval of the proposed 
project with six (6) special conditions. The special conditions on this project were required 
to protect water quality, marine resources, coastal access, public views, community 
character, and sensitive habitat. 

At the April 10, 2002, hearing, the Commission deleted portions of special condition #2A. 
Originally, staff had recommended Special Condition #2, which required (in 2A} the 
applicant to submit revised plans for review and approval of the Executive Director. The 
plans were to be revised to incorporate an uncovered and permeable yard area totaling no 
less than 525 square feet between the structure and the front (canal) property line. The 
area within the required front yard setback (fifteen-foot average setback with ten-foot 
minimum setback} was to be maintained as the required permeable yard area. In addition, 
Special Condition #2 would have required the applicant to revise the height of the 
proposed single family home. The height of the structure within sixty horizontal feet of the 
inland side of the Esplanade (City right-of-way) could not exceed thirty (30') feet above the 
centerline of the frontage road (Via Dolce). Beyond 60 horizontal feet, one foot in 
additional height would have been permitted for each two additional horizontal feet to a 
maximum h_eight of 38 feet above the centerline of the frontage road (Via Dolce). Finally, 
Special condition #2C required the applicant to execute and record a deed restriction 
incorporating all of the terms and conditions of Special Condition #2. 

At the Commission's April 10, 2002 hearing, the Commission found that the height and 

• 

setback proposed by the applicant were consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the • 
Coastal Act (See pages 13-15 of this staff report). They found that the proposed project 
was consistent with the character of the surrounding community. The Commission also 
found that approval of the project, as proposed, would not prejudice the City's ability to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. 

The Commission, however, did retain portions of Special Condition #2A for the protection 
of water quality entering Grand Canal (Page 6 of this staff report). The amended 
Special Condition #2A requires that no impermeable coverings be placed on the ground 
level between the building fac;ade and the rear (canal facing} property line. Special 
Condition #28 and #2C remained unchanged. 

I. MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION, AND RESOLUTION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion and resolution: 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends two YES votes on the following motions. Passage of these motions will 
result in the adoption of revised findings for Coastal Development Permits 5-00-351 and A- • 
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5-VEN-01-272 as set forth in this staff report. The motions require a majority vote of the 
members from the prevailing side present at the Apri/10, 2002 hearing, with at least three 
of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side of the 
Commission's action are eligible to vote on the revised findings. 

FIRST MOTION: 

"I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of the 
Commission's action on April 10, 2002 in approving coastal development 
permit application 5-00-351 with conditions." 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Coastal 
Development Permit application 5-00-351 on the ground that the findings support 
the Commission's decision made on Apri/10, 2002 and accurately reflect the 
reasons for it. 

SECOND MOTION: 

"I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of the 
Commission's action on Apri/10, 2002 in approving coastal development 
permit application A-5-VEN-01-272 with conditions." 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Coastal 
Development Permit application A-5-VEN-01-272 on the ground that the findings 
support the Commission's decision made on Apri/10, 2002 and accurately reflect 
the reasons for it. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

City of Los Angeles Certified Land Use Plan for Venice, 11/14/01. 
Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-VEN-01-280 & 5-01-289 (Grand Canal 
Rehabilitation Project). 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-01-377 (Loo) 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-01-118 thru 123 (Lee Group). 
Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-VEN-01-392 & 5-01-349 (King). 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-98-220 (Zagross). 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-98-193 (Frye). 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-95-019-A 1 thru A5 . 
Coastal Development Permit No. 5-87-965 (Laughlin} & 5-87-966 (Kirkoff). 
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10. Coastal Development Permit No. 5-87-967 thru 969 (Strand Associates). • 
11. Coastal Development Permit No. 5-87-657 thru 659 (Schaffel). 
12. Coastal Development Permit No. P-7-23-76-8463 (Lumbleau} 
13. Biota of the Ballona Region, Los Angeles County Natural History Museum 

Foundation, Edited by Ralph W. Schreiber, 1981. 

STAFF NOTE: 

Section 30601 of the Coastal Act states: 

Prior to certification of the Local Coastal Program and, where applicable, in addition 
to a permit from local government pursuant to subdivision (b) or (d) of Section 30600, 
a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the Commission for any of the 
following: 

(1) Developments between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or 
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of 
the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance. 

(2) Development not included within paragraph (1) located on tidelands, submerged 
lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream or within 
300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

(3) Any development which constitutes a major public works project or a major 
energy facility. 

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 the 
development which receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a "dual" 
coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission. For projects located inland of 
the areas identified in Section 30601 (Single Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles' 
local coastal development permit is the only coastal development permit required. 

The proposed project is located within 300 feet of the mean high tide line (Exhibit #1 ). 
Therefore, it is within the coastal zone area of the City of Los Angeles that has been 
designated in the City's permit program as the "Dual Permit Jurisdiction" area. Pursuant to 
Coastal Act section 30601 (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30601) and Section 13307 of Title 14 of 
the California Code of Regulations, any development located in the Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction that receives a local coastal development permit from the City must also obtain 
a permit from the Coastal Commission. The City-approved local coastal development 
permit for the proposed project was appealed to the Commission on July 16, 2001 (Appeal 
No. A-5-VEN-01-272}. On October 8, 2001, the Commission found that a Substantial 
Issue exists with the City's approval of the proposed project, thus nullifying the local coastal 
development permit approval. 

• 

• 
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The Commission's standard of review for the proposed development is the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. The City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice is 
advisory in nature and may provide guidance. 

In order to minimize duplication, the Commission combined the de novo appeal permit (A-
5-VEN-01-272) and coastal development permit application (5-00-351) into one staff report 
and one Commission hearing. However, the Commission's approval, modification or 
disapproval of the proposed project will require two separate Commission actions: one 
action for the de novo appeal permit and one action for the coastal development permit 
application. 

II. 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. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Ill. 

1. 

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. 

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

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. 

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 

City Esplanade 

Through the acceptance of this coastal development permit, the applicant 
acknowledges and agrees that the City Grand Canal Esplanarle, the walkway 
situated between the site of the proposed development and the waters of Grand 
Canal. is a public sidewalk. Both during and subsequent to construction of the 
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proposed project, the permittee and all successors in interest to the applicant shall • 
avoid encroaching onto or over the Grand Canal Esplanade right-of-way (as shown 
on Exhibit #3 of the March 19, 2002 staff report) or otherwise interfering with the 
public's use of the Grand Canal Esplanade. 

2. Building Setback/Permeable Yard Area 

A. In order to maintain an open and visible access corridor, enhance visual quality, 
preserve the water quality, and to protect the biological productivity of Grand Canal, 
no impermeable coverings shall be constructed on the ground floor of the rear yard 
area between the rear building fac;ade (not including balconies) and the canal­
facing property line. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final plans 
approved by the Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final 
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit or a new coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment or new coastal development permit is required. 

C. Prior to Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall 
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the 
Executive Director incorporating all of the above terms of this condition. The deed • 
restriction shall include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. The 
deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and 
shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may 
affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without a Commission approved amendment to this coastal 
development permit. 

3. Residential Density 

The permitted use of the approved structure is a single-family residence. Any 
proposed change in the number of units or change in use shall be submitted to the 
Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this permit is necessary 
pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of 
Regulations. 

4. Parking 

A minimum of two parking spaces shall be provided and maintained on site. 
Vehicular access to the two on-site parking spaces shall be taken only from Via 
Dolce. 

• 
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Drainage - Water Quality 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, 
for the review and approval of the Executive Director, drainage plans which provide 
for the following: 

a) During construction of the proposed project, no runoff, site drainage or 
dewatering shall be directed from the site into Grand Canal. 

b) A one hundred cubic foot French drain shall be installed on the project site to 
collect and reduce the amount of runoff that leaves the site. 

c) A drainage plan for the proposed single family residence which directs all runoff 
leaving the site away from Grand Canal and into the City storm drain system. 

The permittee and all successors in interest shall construct and maintain the 
approved development consistent with the drainage plans approved by the 
Executive Director. 

Permit 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, no matter how minor, must be submitted for 
review by the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this 
coastal development permit is required. 

Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description 

The proposed project is the construction of a three-level, 33-foot high (with a 40-foot high, 
fourth level roof access, washer/drier, and storage room), above Via Dolce, 4,167 square 
foot single family home and 499 square foot garage, with a 14.5-foot first and second floor 
and 12.5-foot third floor canal fronting setback (See Exhibits). The project includes a 
second and third floor balcony that encroaches into the canal-fronting yard 10 feet from 
the canal-side property line (Exhibit #5). The project site is a 2,908 square foot lot situated 
on the east bank of Grand Canal in the Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East residential 
area of Venice (Exhibit #2}. The lot is approximately 81 feet long and is approximately 35 
feet wide. The neighborhood is comprised of mostly new two and three-story single- and 
multi-family residences. The subject property is one of the last two privately owned vacant 
lots in this section of the east bank of Grand Canal. A City of Los Angeles owned, vacant 
lot borders the north side of the subject property and an existing single family home 
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(Coastal Development Permit No. 5-98-193) is located to the south of the subject property. • 
A City owned right-of-way (Esplanade) is located between the privately owned lots and 
Grand Canal (Exhibit #3). This Esplanade was first paved in the early 1900's. The 
Esplanade provides public access along both banks of this section of Grand Canal. The 
Esplanade fronting the subject property is buried under earth from years of erosion and 
tidal flooding. While the actual paved sidewalk currently lies under a few feet of loose, 
deposited material, the City retains ownership and public access remains unimpeded. 

B. Grand Canal 

The Venice Canals are a unique cultural, historic and scenic resource of Southern 
California. The canals, which were created as part of the "Venice of America" subdivision 
in 1905, provide a sense of character and history for the Venice community. They also 
provide public access, recreation, and wildlife habitat. The canals, along with adjacent 
Ballona Lagoon, support some of the last remaining pockets of coastal wetland habitat in 
Los Angeles County. 

The canal system fell into disrepair in the 1920's, and the City filled many of the original 
canals in 1927. The residents in the area have been attempting to restore the remaining 
canals since the 1960's. The Venice Canals located north of Washington Boulevard have 
already been rehabilitated (see Coastal Development Permit 5-91-584 & amendments). 
On November 13, 2001, the Commission approved the rehabilitation of the Grand Canal 
banks, public walkways, and waterways between Washington Blvd. and Ballona Lagoon • 
(A-5-VEN-01-280 and 5-01-289). 

The Grand Canal neighborhood located south of Washington Boulevard is a residential 
community consisting of multi-family and single family homes located along the open 
waterway. The neighborhood is located approximately four blocks from Venice Beach, 
one of the most popular visitor destinations in Los Angeles (Exhibit #2). Most of the 
residences front the canals and are accessed from the rear alleys or, in this case, Via 
Dolce. Public walkways, which are currently severely damaged or completely 
deteriorated, run along both sides of the canal and separate the private residences from 
the canal. The Esplanade fronting the subject property is buried under earth material from 
years of erosion and tidal flooding. 

Grand Canal and the rest of the Venice Canals are part of the Ballona Lagoon sea water 
system. Ballona Lagoon connects to the south end of Grand Canal (Exhibit #1 & #2). The 
northern Venice Canals are connected to the project site (Grand Canal) by five three-foot 
diameter pipes, which pass beneath the Washington Boulevard bridge. All five pipes have 
slide gates on the north side of Washington Boulevard, which are operated by the City of 
Los Angeles to allow flushing of the Venice Canals. The water in the Venice Canals 
includes both discharges from stormdrains and urban runoff sources, as well as seawater 
from the Marina del Rey entrance channel, which must pass through Ballona Lagoon and 
Grand Canal before it reaches the furthest reaches of the canals system. The water is 
discharged from the canals through the tide gates during regular tidal intervals. This • 
portion of Grand Canal is located on the site of a historic tidal channel. 
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The Commission has imposed various building standards in the Venice Canals area to 
address the Coastal Act issues of public access, habitat protection, water quality, 
preservation of community character, and scale of development. In order to mitigate the 
identified impacts, the appropriate special conditions also are applied to this permit 

C. Land Use Plan for Venice 

On October 29, 1999, the Los Angeles City Council adopted a proposed Land Use Plan 
(LUP) for Venice and submitted it for Commission certification as part of the City's effort to 
develop a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) for Venice. On November 14, 2000, the 
Commission approved the City's proposed LUP for Venice with suggested modifications. 
On March 28, 2001, the Los Angeles City Council accepted the Commission's suggested 
modifications and adopted the Venice LUP as it was approved by the Commission on 
November 14, 2000. 

The Commission-certified LUP for Venice contains updated and revised building 
standards for the various Venice neighborhoods, including the Ballona Lagoon (Grand 
Canal) East Bank neighborhood where the proposed project is located. The policies and 
building standards contained in the Venice LUP reflect the Commission's most recent 
actions in the area, the Commission's 1980 Interpretive Guidelines, and the existing 
unique character of the area . 

Although the standard of review for the proposed development is the Chapter 3 policies of 
the Coastal Act, the Commission-certified LUP for Venice now provides specific guidance 
for the Commission's interpretation of the relevant Chapter 3 policies. Special conditions 
are imposed on coastal development permits to ensure that proposed developments are . 
found consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to mitigate the identified impacts, the · 
appropriate special conditions have also been applied to this coastal development permit. 

D. Prior Commission Actions in this Section of Grand Canal 

There are 19 privately owned lots along this stretch of the eastern side of Grand Canal 
and approximately 191ots (either owned privately or by the City) along this stretch of the 
west bank of Grand Canal, between approximately Driftwood Street and Hurricane Street. 
The certified LUP for Venice designates the eastern section as Ballona Lagoon (Grand 
Canal) East Bank and the western section as Ballona Lagoon and Grand Canal West 
Bank Property North of Ironside (Exhibit #2). As shown on Exhibit #2 of this staff report, 
both the east and west sides of Grand Canal between Driftwood Street and Hurricane 
Street represent the pattern of single family homes in the Grand Canal section of Ballona 
Lagoon- "Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East and West Banks". 
Cf the 19 privately owned lots along the eastern section, 17 lots have been developed with 
residences. The Commission has approved all17 single-family homes (see Substantive 
File Documents above). Of the seventeen (17) approved developments, eleven (11) were 
conditioned to restrict the height limit to 36 feet, five (5) were proposed at 35 feet and no 
conditions were required on the permit, and one (1) was proposed at 30 feet and 
conditioned to allow a maximum of 38 feet for a roof access structure. In addition, six (6) 
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homes were conditioned to provide a 10-foot setback from the City Esplanade, ten (10) • 
were not conditioned to provide canal-facing setbacks, and one (1 ), most recently, was 
required to provide a 17.5-foot canal-fronting setback. The ten (1 0) projects that were not 
conditioned to provide a setback had proposed a ten-foot canal-fronting setback. 

In the most recent actions, the Commission began using the building standards that were 
certified in the Land Use Plan for Venice. On June 14, 2001, the Commission approved 
Coastal Development Permit 5-01-118 thru 5-01-123 for six single-family homes on the 
west bank of Grand Canal, across Grand Canal from the subject property. In each of the 
six coastal development permits, the Commission conditioned the project to require, 
among other things, a 15-foot canal-fronting setback with no fill or building extensions in or 
over the setback area and a maximum height limit of 30 feet above the Grand Canal 
Esplanade sidewalk. The conditions required on Coastal Development Permits 5-01-118 
thru 5-01-123 are consistent with those certified within the Land Use Plan for Venice. 

On January 8, 2002, the Commission denied a request to allow an applicant, Patrick Loo 
(COP application 5-01-377) to construct a roof access structure four feet above an existing 
30-foot high, two-unit residence. This residence is located across Grand Canal from the 
subject property. Policy I.A.1.a in the Venice Land Use Plan requires that all roof access 
structures be set back at least 60 horizontal feet from the mean high tide line of Ballona 
Lagoon, Venice Canals, Grand Canal, and the inland side of the Esplanade (City right-of­
way). The proposed roof access structure was located 20 feet inland from the Es~lanade, 
within the restricted 60 horizontal feet limit. The standard in the Land Use Plan for Venice • 
to set back roof access structures that are proposed above the 30-foot maximum height 
limit was required in this situation to lessen the visual impacts on the City Esplanade 
public sidewalk and public recreational areas; and the project was denied. 

The Commission found that Coastal Development Permit application 5-01-377 (Loo) was 
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act because the project was not 
consistent with the character of the surrounding community. In this case (the Loo project), 
the pattern of development consists of predominantly 30-foot high single-family homes. 
The proposed project, 5-00-351 and A-5-VEN-01-272, is located on the opposite bank of 
Grand Canal from the Loo residence. On this side of Grand Canal (the east bank), the 
pattern of development consists single-family homes that were approved at or near 36 
feet. As discussed further in this staff report, the proposed project is consistent with the 
character of the surrounding community in this specific location. 

While the Commission, prior to the certification of the Venice LUP, has allowed higher 
building heights and smaller building setbacks, the Commission's most recent action (as in 
the case of Coastal Development Permits 5-01-118 thru 5-01-123 and the denial of 
Coastal Development Permit application 5-01-377), in its certification of the Venice Land 
Use Plan, recognizes more stringent building standards as consistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act as it relates to the protection of community character, visual 
resources, public access, and water quality of Grand Canal and Ballona Lagoon. 

• 
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Community Character I Visual 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/and forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas .... 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 

New development shall: 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, 
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses. 

In order to protect the existing scale and character of the Venice Canals neighborhood, 
and to protect the visual corridor along the Grand Canal public walkway, the Commission, 
in past permit decisions has conditioned projects to limit residential density and structural 
height, and to require the provision of yard areas and structural setbacks from the canal. 
On November 14, 2000, the Commission approved the following policies as part of the 
Venice LUP in order to regulate residential development in the Grand Canal 
neighborhood. 

Venice Land Use Plan Policy I.A.4.a states: 

Policy I. E. 2. Scale: New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall 
respect the scale and character of community develof)ment. Buildings which are of 
a scale compatible with the community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer, and 
setback) shall be encouraged. All new development and renovations should 
respect the scale, massing, and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods. 
Lot consolidation shall be restricted to protect the scale of existing neighborhoods. 
Roof access structures shall be limited to the minimum size necessary to reduce 
visual impacts while providing access for fire safety. In visually sensitive areas, roof 
access structures shall be set back from public recreation areas, public walkways, 
and all water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a visible 
increase in bulk or height of the roof fine as seen from a public recreation area, 
public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed the height 
limit by more than ten (10? feet. Roof deck enclosures (e.g. railings, and parapet 
walls) shall not exceed the height limit by more than 42 inches and shall be 
constructed of railings or transparent materials. Notwithstanding other policies of 
this LUP, chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts, and other similar devices 
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essential for building function may exceed the specified height limit in a residential • 
zone by five feet. 

Policy I. A. 7. a. Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East Bank: 
Use: Two units per lot including duplexes 

Density: One unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area 

Grand Canal Buffer/Setback: In order to provide a setback for public access, visual 
quality, and to protect the biological productivity of the canals, an average of 15 
feet, but not less than 10 feet, shall be maintained in the front yard adjacent to the 
canal properly line. 

Yards: Minimum side yard of 3>1 feet. An open, permeable yard of at least 450 
square feet for a 30-foot wide lot, and at least 600 square feet for a 40-foot wide lot, 
shall be maintained between the canal property line and the front of any structure. 
A minimum 1 0-foot front yard setback, with a required 15-foot setback average, 
shall provide the required permeable front yard area. No building extensions, 
including stairs and balconies, shall be placed in or over the required permeable 
front yard area with the exception of permeable decks. The total combined height 
of any deck, deck railings, garden walls, and/or fences situated within the required 
permeable front yard area shall not exceed 6 feet above the elevation of the 
adjacent public sidewalk. 

Height: Not to exceed 30 feet within 60 horizontal feet of the inland side of the 
Esplanade (City right-of-way). Beyond the 60 horizontal feet, one foot in additional 
height is permitted for each two additional horizontal feet to a maximum height of 38 
feet. No portion of any structure (including roof access structures, roof deck 
railings, and architectural features) shall exceed the 30-foot height limit within 60 
horizontal feet of the inland side of the Esplanade (City right-of-way). 
Notwithstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation 
shafts, and other similar devices essential for building function may exceed the 
specified height limit in a residential zone by five feet. 
Fill: No fill shall be permitted in Grand Canal 

Policy I.A. 1.a. Roof Access Structures: 

Building heights and bulks shall be controlled to preserve the nature and character 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Residential structures may have an enclosed 
stairway (roof access structure) to provide access to a roof provided that: 

i. The roof access structure shall not exceed the specified flat roof height limit by 
more than 10 feet; 
ii. The roof access structure shall be designed and oriented so as to reduce its 
visibility from adjacent public walkways and recreation areas; 

• 

• 
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iii. The area within the outside walls of the roof access structure shall be minimized 
and shall not exceed 100 square feet in area as measured from the outside walls; 
and, 
iv. All roof access structures shall be set back at least 60 horizontal feet from the 
mean high tide line of Ballona Lagoon, Venice Canals, Grand Canal and the inland 
side of the Esplanade (City right-of-way). 

Residential Density 

In order to protect public access to the shoreline and to preserve the character of the 
Grand Canal East neighborhood south of Washington Blvd., the Commission, in past 
permit actions, has conditioned projects to limit residential density to one unit per 1 ,500 
square feet of lot area. The Venice LUP also limits residential density in the project area 
to one unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area. The applicant has proposed a single-family 
home on the subject 2,908 square foot lot. The proposed project conforms to the 
Commission's density limit for the site, the density limit of the Venice LUP, and is 
consistent with the provisions of Section 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. To ensure 
the continued consistency with the Coastal Act, as well as the Certified LUP for Venice, 
the Commission requires, in Special Condition #3, that any proposed change in the 
number of units or change in use shall be submitted to the Executive Director to determine 
whether an amendment to this permit is necessary pursuant to the requirements of the 
Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, only as conditioned is the 
proposed project consistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and will not 
prejudice the City's ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program consistent with the policies 
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as required by Section 30604(a). 

Building Height 

Building height and bulk can also affect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas. In 
this area the City Grand Canal Esplanade, located on either side of Grand Canal, 
connects the Venice canals area to the Ballona Lagoon west and east banks. The public 
sidewalks and trails along the canals and Ballona Lagoon are used by a variety of both 
residents and visitors to walk, jog, bird watch and sight see. Increased building heights 
along these narrow canals could create a canyon-like effect that detracts from the visual 
quality and character of the community, and could reduce the public enjoyment of this 
unique neighborhood. In prior actions, the Commission has limited the height of structures 
and required adequate building setbacks from Grand Canal in order to preserve the 
character of the Venice area (see COP Nos. 5-98-193 (Frye), 5-01-118 thru 5-01-123 (Lee 
Group), and 5-01-377 (Loo)). 

The applicant has proposed a three-level, 33-foot high (with a 40-foot high, fourth level 
roof access, washer/drier, and storage room) (as measured above the frontage road, Via 
Dolce) single family home (Exhibit #4 & #5). While the City's certified Land Use Plan for 
Venice requires a 30-foot height limit within 60 horizontal feet of the inland side of the 
Esplanade (increasing to 38 feet beyond 60 horizontal feet), there are specific 
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circumstances in this particular location that would allow a home to be built to the • 
requested 33 feet high (with a 40-foot high, fourth level roof access, washer/drier, and 
storage room) above Via Dolce feet, consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act. The applicant's lot is one of the last two lots of the 19 lots in this location that have 
not been built. Therefore, allowing a 33-foot high single family home with a 40-foot high 
roof access structure would not create the canyon-like effect that the Commission wishes 
to avoid, and would protect views, including the scenic and visual qualities of this coastal 
area. In addition, application 5-00-351 was submitted on August 30, 2000, prior to the 
Commission's certification of the land Use Plan for Venice, and the applicant was 
unaware of the revised building standards found in the certified Land Use Plan for Venice. 

The standard of review is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. As discussed in the 
previous paragraph, the applicant has proposed a single-family home consistent with 
Section 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

As stated, this height is inconsistent with the certified land Use Plan for Venice. Approval 
of the proposed project would not, however, prejudice the City's ability to prepare a local 
coastal Program consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act because 1) the 
Commission finds the proposed project consistent with all applicable policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act and 2) there are specific circumstances and factors related to this 
particular project (as mentioned above) that set this development apart from other 
developments in the Venice area. 

Building Setback 

As mentioned previously, the small lot sizes as well as the small scale of the canals 
contributes to the unique character of the Venice Canals community. Allowing structures 
in close proximity to the canal facing property lines could create a canyon-like effect, a 
massing of structures on opposite sides of a small-scale canal. To alleviate such impacts 
to the scale and character of the community the Commission finds that projects along the 
canals should provide a setback from waterways in order to enhance visual quality and 
public recreation. The front yard setback will also protect marine resources and provide 
an area on the site for water percolation as discussed further in section G. below. 
Buildings in Venice have been required to be setback from waterways in order to enhance 
visual quality and public recreation, protect marine resources, and to provide an area on 
the site for water percolation. In addition, as discussed in Section G. below, building 
setbacks reduce the massing of development that creates a canyon-like effect, that 
impacts bird flight and habitat patterns. 

The applicant has proposed a single family home with a 14.5-foot first and second floor 
setback and a 12.5-foot third floor setback from the canal property line (Exhibit#3 & #5). 
The applicant has also proposed second and third floor, overhanging balconies that are 
located within 10 feet of the canal property line. This setback is consistent with previous 
approvals in this area, is consistent with the pattern of the surrounding development, and 
would not impact the visual quality and character of this unique community. 

• 

• 
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As in the case with the analysis of building height (in the previous section), the proposed 
1 0-foot canal-fronting setback is not consistent with the policies in the certified Land Use 
Plan for Venice. However, because of the unique circumstances in this particular project 
(as discussed above) and the project's consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act, approval of the proposed project does not prejudice the City's ability to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project conforms to Sections 30251 
and 30253 of the Coastal Act. The scenic and visual qualities of the area will not be 
negatively impacted by the proposed project. 

F. Coastal Access 

One of the fundamental goals established in the Coastal Act is the maximization of public 
access and recreation along the coast. The proposed project is conditioned to conform to 
the following Coastal Act policies that protect and encourage public access and 
recreational use of coastal areas. 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Public pedestrian access currently exists along Grand Canal between the subject property 
and the water (Exhibit #3). As previously mentioned, this public access way is the Grand 
Canal Esplanade (City owned right-of-way). The Esplanade exists along the entire length 
of Grand Canal and Ballona Lagoon. The access way was built in the early 1900's and, in 
some areas, is damaged and in need of repair. The Esplanade fronting the applicant's 
property is buried beneath a layer of earth due to erosion and possible flooding from storm 
events. However, the earth over the Esplanade is not permanently submerged (during 
high tide events portions of the Esplanade are inundated with water), and public access is 
unimpeded and still exists in front of the subject property. 

The dilapidated sidewalk discussed above is located adjacent to the subject property. 
Sometime in the late 1970's or 1980's unpermitted fill and landscaping was placed across 
the Esplanade in front of a row of five home (two lots south of the subject property), which 
blocked public access across the City owned right-of-way. The Commission's South 
Coast district staff discovered the unpermitted development in 1993 and required the 
submittal of coastal development permit amendments for the five properties 
(5-95-019- A 1 thru A5). The amended permits required, among other things, that the 
applicants remove all fences, fill, and vegetation from the City Grand Canal Esplanade 
located between the applicants' lot and the Grand Canal. The applicants are still in the 
process of removing the unpermitted development. Until they do so through an 
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amendment, the applicants have restored access along Grand Canal by paving a portion • 
of their property, which connects the two sides of the City Grand Canal Esplanade. 

In order to protect the continued use of the public access way on the Grand Canal 
Esplanade right-of-way and ensure that development does not encroach onto the City 
Grand Canal Esplanade, Special Condition #1 is required. This condition requires the 
applicant to acknowledge and agree that the City Grand Canal Esplanade, the walkway 
situated between the site of the proposed development and the waters of Grand Canal, is 
a public sidewalk. Neither the permittee nor any successor in interest to the applicant 
shall encroach onto or over the Grand Canal Esplanade right-of-way (as shown on Exhibit 
#3 of the February 14, 2002 staff report) or otherwise interfere with the public's use of the 
Grand Canal Esplanade. This restriction applies equally during and subsequent to 
construction of the proposed project. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that, only as conditioned to protect public access along 
the Grand Canal Esplanade, is the proposed project consistent with the access policy of 
the Coastal Act. 

G. Marine Resources and Water Quality 

The Commission has found that Ballona Lagoon and the Venice Canals are sensitive 
habitat areas that must be protected from negative impacts associated with development. 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will 
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long­
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground 
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect 
riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

• 

• 
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(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade such areas, and shalf be compatible with the 
continuance of such habitat areas. ~ 

The Venice LUP contains the following policies: 

Policy IV. C. 1. Stormwater Runoff. All new public and private development, 
substantial rehabilitation, redevelopment or related activity, which discharges 
stormwater runoff into the Ocean, Ballona Lagoon, Grand Canal south of 
Washington Boulevard or the Venice Canals shall be designed and conducted in 
compliance with the County-wide Municipal National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit, issued by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the RWQCB approved Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan, and the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, issued by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), where applicable. Methods to improve water 
quality, such as the mitigation of the first-flush stormwater runoff entering coa,r 
waterways, shall be imposed as conditions of development by the City of Los 
Angeles in accordance with SWRCB and RWQCB recommendations and 
regulations, and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project Action Plan in order to 
protect, restore, and where feasible, enhance the water quality and habitat of thef<r­
waterways. 

' .. 
Policy IV. C. 2. Water Quality. The methods to improve water qualily, 
recommended in California's Plan for the Control of Non-Point Source Pollution 
(January 2000), such as watershed planning and management programs, and 
habitat restoration projects, shall be considered and implemented by the City of Lc : 
Angeles where feasible opportunities exist. Selected Best Management PractiC\" .. 
(BMPs) or suites of BMPs shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter the 
stormwater runoff from each runoff event up to and including the 851

h percentile, 24-
hour runoff event for volume based BMPs and/or the 851

h percentile, 1 hour event, 
with an appropriate safety factor, for flow-based BMPs. 

The Venice Canals are located up stream from Ballona Lagoon, and are part of the 
Ballona Wetlands system (Exhibit #2). Seawater enters the wetlands system through tidal 
gates which control the flow from the Marina del Rey entrance channel into Ballona 
Lagoon. Grand Canal is located directly north of Ballona Lagoon and separates the 
lagoon from the Venice Canals north of Washington Blvd. Ballona Lagoon is a wetland 
and an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) protected by the above-stated 
Coastal Act policies. Grand Canal flows directly into Ballona Lagoon. Unfortunately, the 
wetland and upland habitat in and adjacent to Ballona Lagoon (i.e., salt marsh, 
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sidebanks, mudflats, and marine habitat) is negatively affected by the lagoon's proximity • 
to human activity and urban runoff. Despite this, Ballona Lagoon provides habitat for a 
variety of benthic invertebrates, fish and shorebirds [See Biota of the Ballona Region, Los 
Angeles County Natural History Museum Foundation, Edited by Ralph W. Schreiber, 
1981] 

Polycheates, mulluscs and other invertebrates live in the mud bottom of the lagoon. 
Several species of fish have been documented and are known to inhabit the lagoon and 
canals, including: Topsmelt, California killifish, bay pipefish, longjaw mudsuckers, halibut, 
arrow goby, and diamond turbot. Fish eating birds such as egrets and green herons are 
often seen foraging at the water's edge. Willets, dowitchers and dabbling ducks also 
forage on the mud banks, while domesticated ducks are attracted by food and water left 
by nearby human residents. Ballona Lagoon is a critical habitat area for the California 
least tem, Sterna antillarum browni. Both the least terns and Brown pelicans can be seen 
foraging in the lagoon. Ballona Lagoon and Grand Canal are located approximately% 
mile east of the Venice Beach California least tern colony, one of the largest and most 
productive colonies of California least terns remaining in the state. 

A highly urbanized area of single and multiple-family residential development surrounds 
the Venice Canals. The introduction of urban runoff, including pesticides, garden 
fertilizers, and other runoff from impervious surfaces can reduce the water quality of the 
canals which directly impacts the biological productivity of the system. 

In order to protect the biological productivity of the Grand Canal and Ballona Lagoon, • 
Special Conditions #2 and #5 require that no impervious coverings be constructed in the 
rear yard area (between the rear building fa9ade and the canal-facing property line) and 
that the applicant provide drainage devices to absorb and filter rainwater and site drainage 
before it enters the canals, or to prevent it from entering the canal at all. The 
Commission's requirements are consistent with the recommendations of the Santa Monica 
Bay Restoration Project Action Plan (a plan completed in August 1994 by a coalition of 
government officials, scientists, industries, and environmentalists that targets critical 
problems associated with water pollution in the Santa Monica Bay) to reduce non-point 
source pollutants. 

The applicant has proposed a single-family home with a ten-foot setback from the canal 
facing property line. The Commission has found in past approvals that adequate 
permeable yard area to filter storm water runoff prior to entering the canals is essential for 
the ongoing viability of the Ballona Lagoon Wetlands system. A permeable front yard 
area allows rain and irrigation water to seep into the ground, minimizing run-off directly into 
the canals. An impervious or reduced front yard could facilitate a "rush" of water run-off 
that would increase the amount of sediments and pollutants that are drained into the 
adjacent canal. 

Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition #2, which requires that no 
impermeable coverings be placed on the ground level of the rear yard (between the canal 
facing building fac;ade and the canal facing property line. In addition, Special Condition • 
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#2 requires the applicant to record a deed restriction requiring the "no impermeable 
coverings" condition on the property to ensure continuous and ongoing protection of 
coastal resources and compliance with the requirement. 

As stated on page 12 and 15 of this staff report, the City's certified Land Use Plan for 
Venice requires a permeable yard area of no less than 525 square feet (with a 15-foot 
setback average). The applicant has proposed a 1 0-foot canal-fronting setback. 
However, the standard of review is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. While the 
proposed 1 0-foot canal-fronting setback is not consistent with the policies in the certified 
Land Use Plan for Venice, the unique circumstances in this particular project (as 
discussed above) and the project's consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act distinguish this project from others in the Venice area. Therefore, approval of the 
proposed project does not prejudice the City's ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act 

In order to further mitigate the impacts on canal habitat caused by surface drainage, 
drainage from residential areas, and construction related water runoff, the Commission 
requires the provision of a one hundred cubic foot French drain on canal-fronting lots. The 
French drain reduces the amount of runoff that leaves the site and filters urban runoff 
before it enters the canals. The Commission also requires the implementation of a 
permanent drainage control plan that directs runoff water away from the canals and into 
the storm drain system. The applicant shall not direct construction runoff or drainage into 
the canals. 

Therefore, in order to protect marine resources and water quality, Special Condition #5 
requires the applicant to submit drainage plans which provide for the following: 

a) During construction of the proposed project, no runoff, site drainage or 
dewatering shall be directed from the site into any canal. 

b) A one hundred cubic foot French drain shall be installed on the project site to 
collect and reduce the amount of runoff that leaves the site. 

c) A drainage plan for the proposed single family residence which directs all runoff 
leaving the site away from the canal and into the City storm drain system. 

Although runoff water from the neighborhood where the proposed development is located 
eventually drains into canals via the City storm drain system, the City plans to install filters 
in its existing catch basins that lead into the canal. 

The Commission finds that, only as conditioned to provide a French drain, no 
impermeable surfaces in the rear (canal-facing) yard area, and a drainage plan to mitigate 
impacts on biological productivity caused by surface runoff into the canals, is the proposed 
project consistent with the marine resource and water quality provisions of the Coastal Act. 
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As described above, the Venice Canals are a public recreational resource. The walkways 
provide an urban recreational experience popular throughout the Los Angeles area. The 
Commission has imposed Special Condition #4 to protect the quality of that recreational 
experience. The Commission has found that a direct relationship exists between 
residential density, the provision of adequate parking, and the availability of public access 
to the coast. 

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 by ... (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing 
substitute means of serving the development with public transportation .... 

Many of the older developments in the Grand Canal neighborhoods do not provide 
adequate on-site parking. The project site is located approximately five blocks from the 
beach and adjacent to public walkways along Grand Canal. Visitors to this recreation 
area use the surrounding public streets for parking. Residents of the area and their 
guests are using the small amount of parking that may be available for the general public 
on the surrounding streets as well. 

• 

To mitigate this problem, Special Condition #4 is imposed to provide for a minimum of two • 
onsite parking spaces. The parking policies contained in the certified Venice LUP include 
this requirement. 

In this case, the proposed project provides a two-car garage and a driveway apron that 
can accommodate two additional spaces (Exhibit #3). Therefore, the proposed project 
provides an adequate parking supply for the proposed single-family residence. The 
proposed project is consistent with prior Commission decisions for the Grand Canal East 
area that required two parking spaces per residential unit. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act also requires the provision of substitute means of 
serving developments with public transportation. Public transportation provides access to 
the coastline by bringing those who cannot reach the beaches on their own and by 
lessening the burden on public beach parking facilities and access routes to the beach. 
The proposed project is the construction of a single-family home on Grand Canal. Public 
transit currently exists throughout the Venice area. The construction of the proposed 
project will not jeopardize the existing transit opportunities that serve the Venice coastal 
area and does not warrant substitute means of public transportation to serve the proposed 
project. Therefore, the commission finds the proposed project consistent with Section 
30252 of ttie Coastal Act. 

In addition, the Commission requires special condition #3. Special Condition #3 states 
that the permitted use of the approved structure is a single-family residence. Any • 
proposed change in the number of units or change in use shall be submitted to the 
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Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this permit is necessary 
pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. 
This condition is placed on this project to ensure that an adequate parking supply is 
provided for. Changing the number of units or changing the use of the permitted single 
family home would require a change in parking supply consistent with the access policies 
of the Coastal Act and the policies found in the Land Use Plan for Venice. 

The Commission also places Special Condition #6 on the project to ensure compliance 
with the approved final plans. Special Condition #6 requires that 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, 
no matter how minor, must be submitted for review by the Executive Director to determine 
whether an amendment to this coastal development permit is required. 

These conditions regarding compliance with the proposed project as conditioned and 
acknowledging that a change in the number of units or a change in use of the permitted 
structure would require an amendment to this permit are necessary to ensure that a 
parking deficiency does not occur as a result of creating additional residential units without 
commensurate parking spaces. A parking deficiency could lead to more residents parking 
on the public streets, which would reduce the availability of on-street parking for visitors, 
and as a result, reduce the ability of the public to access the coast. 

The Commission finds that, only as conditioned to ensure the continued provision of 
adequate on-site parking, is the proposed project consistent with the public access 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

I. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal 
development permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government 
having jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act: 

(a) 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). A denial of a Coastal Development Permit on grounds it 
would 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) shall be accompanied by a specific finding which sets forth the 
basis for such conclusion . 
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The City of Los Angeles does not have a certified Local Coastal Program for the Venice • 
area. The los Angeles City Council adopted a proposed Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice 
on October 29, 1999. On November 29, 1999, the City submitted the draft Venice LUP for 
Commission certification. On November 14, 2000, the Commission approved the City of 
los Angeles Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice with suggested modifications. On March 28, 
2001, the Los Angeles City Council accepted the Commission's suggested modifications 
and adopted the Venice LUP as it was approved by the Commission on November 14, 
2000. 

The proposed project, as conditioned, conforms with the Commission-certified Venice 
lUP. The proposed project, as conditioned, is also consistent with the Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed 
development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the City's ability to prepare a Local Coastal 
Program consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as required by 
Section 30604(a). 

J. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission 
approval of a coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing 
the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any 
applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
21 080.5(d}(2)(A) 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 effect which the activity may have on the 
environment. 

The proposed project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. All adverse impacts have been minimized by the 
recommended conditions of approval and there are no feasible alternatives or additional 
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. 

End/am 
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February 26. 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
State of California 
-+5 Fremont Street. Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 91045 

([ i ty ([on nril 

\[ itl_! tl f 1.lLls A u~td rs 

\Litl_! I-Ltll 

Re: J511 Via Dolce, Marina Del Rev 
Coastal Commission Case l\o. )-00-351 
Support for Application 

Dear Honorable Commissioners: 

I am writing in support of the proposed development of a single family home at 3511 Via Dolce. 
As you are well aware, my office has worked tirelessly to develop the Venice Coastal Specific 
Plan, and most recently the Venice Coastal Zone Land L'se Plan. which you certified in May of 
2001. In developing those plans we worked hard to find an appropriate balance of environmental 
protection and coastal zone preservation while allowing for appropriate development in certain 
areas. This subject property was not intended to he encumbered by the new regulations. 

The subject property is located in the Silver Strand area of :vtarina Del Rey and 1s more 
appropriately associated with the Marina Del Rey Area than it is with the Venice Beach Area. 
Via Dolce, the street that the property is located on. is the extreme easterly boundary of Venice. • 
In addition, the area of Venice south of Washington Bl\'d. has been predominately developed 
with three-story homes rather than th~ smaller two-story unns which arc the predominant size of 
units in the Venice Canal Area located on the northern s1dc nf Washington Bini. 

The applicant applied for a Coastal Dcn.·lopmcnt Pem1it in August of .2()00. The application was 
deemed incomplete by the CCC until the appl1cam had rccciH'!d all necessary permits from the 
City of L\. On June 15. ~00 1 the City Council nr l.os Angeles' ,)ted unanimously to appro\·e the 
CDP for the development of a single l~tmily home nn the appiJcants property. On .July 1 (), .2001 
the Executive Director. due to the noncompli~Hh:c '' llh the new \'cmcc u_·p regulations, 
-.hallcngcd that ruling. With all due n::_;;pect. I utHkrstand the pnsltion of the Exccuti\e Director in 
''antinl!. to maimain the intcuritv of the nC\\ U ·p. hO\\C\ cr. I! should be noted that th1s is a 
unillue -case in that the processitig hegan hcforc the Lt P ''as e' cr approved or certi lied by the 
CCC. l'nfortunatcly the Implementation .\ctton Pbn that needs to acc,)mpany the Ll P to fom1 
the certilied Local Coastal Plan (or the ar>.:a has lhH h~.·cn \l..'l tinalti.CtL :\sa result a case hke this 
has no grounds to claun any s~.m l1t' ~.,'xcmpt1<1ll •'f' 1..'\L'I.']Hl;)n that 11 dcscn es. 

Because the project\\ as alrcad~ prn...:l..'ss,:d h\ thc ~ ·,!\ 11( I.\ .md h~.·c1usc 11 has the broad support 
<li-the surrounding rrnpcrty 0'' ncrs. I respcctl'ulh ,hk th.tt \ill! C<1lhhkr th1s application l1Utside 
the sc,)pc <1fthc nc\\ly formed \'>.:ntcc Ll P .llld .1ppnnc .lppltc;liH111 .:;_"''--~;; l. 

Stnccrch. 

'· ' 

IH Til <;.\L\:\TER 
I ·'/(/!• z!!ll<'!lll',·r . . \nih fJ:,!r!, · 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
A., r-- lfiAJ·OI-"217.. 
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State of California The Resources Agency · 

~Memorandum 

• 
From 

Subject: 

• 

• 

Ms. Stephanie Hoppe, Legal Counsel 
California Coastal Commission 
1540 ~4rket Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Date: January 26, 1978 

ill r;c.; Ji RWl]l JID 
~~~N .1 0 i970 

t' uU·ORNIA 
Department of Fish and Game - Wildlife Management - Reg~~ . ..:.L :LivlMISSIOC\f 

Ballona Lagoon - Appeals No. 281-77 (Cashin) and 373-77 (Graner) 

In response to your letter of December 16, 1977 requesting additional review 
of the above projects on Ballona Lagoon, I met on site with Steve Cashin and 
Chris Graner Didlake on December 27, 1977. 

The Cashin site (Appeal 281-77) is located on the west side of the lagoon at 
the inlet from the main channel of the marina. 

The ground is disturbed and the edge of the shear bank shows some erosion. The 
top of the bank is approximately 16.0 feet and the mean higher high water tide 
line is 5.6 feet. At this site, the west bank is much higher than the east , 
bank of the lagoon. Public access to the lagoon's clam beds would occur from 
the east bank. 

A minimal buffer strip JQ-40 feet measured fro~ the M.H.H.W. line would protect 
this area of the lagoon as adequately as the strip.required by the Coastal 
Commission along the east side of the lagoon. The east side require:ne.r:t ~et 
and in-part, exceeded the Departcent's recomcended cinimum 30-40 feet measured 
from the M.H.H.W. line, 

Due to the steep vertical separation of the top of the bank in relation to the 
bottom of the lagoon and M.H.H.W. line, :he esplanade path placed at least five 
feet froc the edge of the top of the bank would be acceptable. The exact 
location could be determined when a landsc3pe design is planned for the whole 
west side of the lagoon. 

The Graner site (Ap?e~l 373-77) presents a di:ierent design proble~. It is 
located on a cur:e and the exact dista~ce ~ro~ the es;::lanade path to the ~!.H.H.W. 
line is unknown. Xs. Didlake :!.s to prc·:i~e :1 ::.:po;:;ra;::hic survey before I ::1ake 
any recommendations on this site. 

i 
_·- r, .I ;,, ,:-.,.J.r-rr..-<.. 
Earl !1. Lauppe 
Associate ~ildli:e ~~n3ger-3:J:~~ist 
Regicn 5 
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