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PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS AND LOCATIONS: 

A-5-VEN-04-008: Appeals from decision of the City of Los Angeles approving Local 
Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2526 and Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53773 
for a 35-foot high six-unit joint living and working condominium, one 1 ,500 square foot 
commercial condominium, and a 66-stall parking garage at 701 Ocean Front Walk, 
Venice, City of Los Angeles. 

A-5-VEN-04-009: Appeals from decision of the City of Los Angeles approving Local 
Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2546 and Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53772 
for a 35-foot high four-unit joint living and working condominium, one 900 square foot 
commercial condominium, and a 37-stall parking garage at 619 Ocean Front Walk. 
Venice, City of Los Angeles. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a substantial 
issue exists with respect to the proposed projects' conformance the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act for the following reason: 

The local coastal development permits approve development that exceeds the 28-
foot height limit for development along walk streets in the North Venice area as set 
forth in the City's certified Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice. The displacement of 
parking on the project sites and the proposed projects' height, land use, setbacks 
and design raise substantial issues with regards to the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act, specifically Sections 30222, 30251 and 30253. 

The motions to carry out the staff recommendation are at the Top of Page Seven. 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice, 6/14/01. 
2. City of Los Angeles Specific Plan for Venice, Ordinance No. 172,897, 12/22/99. 
3. City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2546 (619 OFW). 
4. City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2526 (701 OFW). 
5. City of Los Angeles Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2002-2547 MND (619 OFW). 
6. City of Los Angeles Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2002-2527 MND (701 OFW). 
7. Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-04-028 (619 OFW). 
8. Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-04-027 (701 OFW). 

I. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS 

The City of Los Angeles West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission's actions to approve 
Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. 2002-2526 and 2002-2526 for the proposed projects 
located at 619 and 701 Ocean Front Walk in North Venice have been appealed by the 
Executive Director, Joyce Haskell, Hortense Breitman and Steve Schlein (See Exhibits). 

The grounds for the appeals by the Executive Director are: 

1 . The local coastal development permit approves a primarily residential project on a 
site designated as "Community Commercial" by the certified Land Use Plan (LUP) 
for Venice. The Community Commercial land use designation calls for a mix of 
residential dwelling units and visitor-serving commercial uses and services, with the 
commercial uses on the ground floor and the residential uses above. The fact that 
the City has approved a project at 619 Ocean Front Walk with four residential units 
and only one commercial unit, and at 701 OFW with six residential units and only 
one commercial unit, is a substantial issue that merits closer scrutiny by the 
Commission in order to determine whether the mix of uses is appropriate for the 
site. [Coastal Act Section 30222.] 

2. The certified Venice LUP sets forth a 28-foot height limit and other special building 
standards (e.g., setbacks & design) for projects along walk streets. The 35-foot high 
projects are situated on the corners of Ocean Front Walk and Thornton Avenue 
(Exhibit #2). The certified Venice LUP designates Thornton Avenue as a walk 
street. Therefore, the project height raises a substantial issue as to conformity with 
the LUP standards that protect community character. [Coastal Act Sections 30251, 
30252 and 30253.] 

3. The project sites are currently being used as parking lots for beach goers, 
customers of commercial uses and local residents. The loss of this local parking 
supply may have adverse impacts on coastal access. This is an issue that merits 
closer scrutiny by the Commission in order to determine whether such impacts can 
be mitigated. [Coastal Act Section 30211.] 

The grounds for the appeals by Joyce Haskell are that the 35-foot height of the proposed 
projects and the reduced setbacks from the Thornton Avenue walk street would adversely 
affect visual quality and community character in violation of the certified Venice Land Use Plan 

• 
.. 
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(LUP) and Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act (See Exhibit #8). The projects do not 
conform with the certified Venice LUP 28-foot height limit for projects situated along North 
Venice walk streets (Exhibit #2). 

The grounds for the appeals by Hortense Breitman are related to the proposed building 
heights and the proposed setbacks from Speedway, the rear alley that provides vehicular 
access to the sites (See Exhibit #9). 

The grounds for the appeals by Steve Schlein are that the proposed projects would adversely 
affect coastal access by displacing approximately 70 parking spaces that serve local residents 
and beach goers (See Exhibit #1 0). Steve Schlein is requesting that the City provide 
temporary nighttime preferential parking for residents along Pacific Avenue in order to mitigate 
the effects of the proposed projects on the local parking supply. 

II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

The applicants submitted the applications for the proposed development to the City of Los 
Angeles Planning Department in May 2002. The proposed projects required the City's 
approval of the following discretionary actions for each site: 

619 Ocean Front Walk 

1. Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2546. 
2. Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53772. 
3. Venice Specific Plan Project Permit. 
4. Conditional Use Permit (for minor deviations from Commercial Corner 

Development provisions of the zoning ordinance). 
5. Mello Act Compliance Determination. 
6. Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2002-2547 MND. 

701 Ocean Front Walk 

1. Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2002-2526. 
2. Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53773. 
3. Venice Specific Plan Project Permit. 
4. Conditional Use Permit (for minor deviations from Commercial Corner 

Development provisions of the zoning ordinance). 
5. Mello Act Compliance Determination. 
6. Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2002-2527 MND. 

City records state that the City Planning Department held public hearings for the proposed 
projects on February 19, 2003 and June 11, 2003. The City of Los Angeles Advisory Agency 
issued its decision to approve all of the above items on June 18, 2003. The current appellants 
(Joyce Haskell, Hortense Breitman and Steve Schlein) appealed the Advisory Agency's 
approval to the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission. 

At its meeting of September 17, 2003, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
denied the appeals and approved the local coastal development permits, vesting tentative 
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tracts, project permits, conditional use permits and mitigated negative declarations for the 
proposed projects located at 619 and 701 Ocean front Walk (Exhibits #11&12). 

At least one of the appellants, Joyce Haskell, appealed the West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission's decisions to the Los Angeles City Council. The City Council Planning and Land 
Use Committee (PLUM) conducted a public hearing for the appeal on November 12, 2003. 
The PLUM voted to recommend that the City Council deny the appeals and approve the 
proposed project. The City Council, on December 2, 2003, adopted a motion to "receive and 
file" a report by the City Council Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUM) relating to the 
appeal of the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission decisions. 

A City letter dated January 13, 2004 states "the City Council did not have an opportunity to act 
on the appeals until December 2, 2003, after the deadline ... " (Exhibit #13). The letter further 
states that, although the Tentative Tract Map was appealable to the City Council, the West 
los Angeles Area Planning Commission's decision to approve the local coastal development 
permits was only appealable to the Coastal Commission (see also Exhibit #11, p.2). 

The Commission's South Coast District Office in Long Beach received the City's Notice of 
Final Action for the local coastal development permits on January 7, 2004, and the 
Commission's required twenty working-day appeal period commenced. Apparently, a 
substantial delay occurred between the date of final action and the City's sending of the Notice 
of Final Action because the City Clerk was not aware of the Coastal Act's requirements for the 
contents of the Notice of Final Action. 

Joyce Haskell filed her appeals of the local coastal development permits at the Commission's 
South Coast District Office in Long Beach on November 17, 2003, prior to the Commission's 
receipt of the City's Notice of Final Action. Hortense Breitman, on November 18, 2003, and 
Steve Schlein, on December 26, 2003, also filed their appeals prior to the Commission's 
receipt of the City's Notice of Final Action. The Executive Director's appeal was file January 
28, 2004. The last day of the Commission's twenty working-day appeal period for Local 
Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2002-2526 and ZA-2002-2546 is February 5, 2004. 

Because the proposed projects are located in the City's and Commission's "Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction" area, the applicant is also required to submit coastal development permit 
applications to the Commission for the proposed development (See Section IV on Page 5). 
The applicant submitted to the Commission, on January 28, 2004, Coastal Development 
Permit Application Nos. 5-04-027 and 5-04-028. The filing and processing of the applicant's 
"dual permit" applications will occur after the final outcome of the local coastal development 
permits that are the subject of these appeals. The public hearings and actions for the de novo 
portion of these appeals and the necessary "dual permit" applications will be combined and 
scheduled for concurrent action at a future Commission meeting. 

Ill. 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 

•• 



A-5-VEN-04-008 & A-5-VEN-04-009 
619-701 Ocean Front Walk 

Page 5 

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 13302-13319 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for 
issuance and appeals of locally issued coastal development permits. Section 30602 of the 
Coastal Act allows any action by local 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. 

After a final local action on a local coastal development permit, the Coastal Commission must 
be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains all the 
required information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during which any person, 
including the applicant, the Executive Director, or any two members of the Commission, may 
appeal the local decision to the Coastal Commission (Coastal Act Section 30602). 

The appeal and local action are then analyzed to determine if a substantial issue exists as to 
the conformity of the project to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act [Section 30625(b)(1 )]. If the 
Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue, the Commission then holds a 
public hearing in which it reviews the coastal development permit as a de novo matter. 

At this point, the Commission may decide that the appellants' contentions raise no substantial 
issue of conformity with the Coastal Act, in which case the action of the local government 
stands. Or, the Commission may find that a substantial issue exists with respect to the 
conformity of the action of the local government with the Coastal Act if it finds that the appeal 
raises a significant question regarding consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act. If the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists, then the hearing will be continued 
as a de novo permit request. Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission regulations specifies 
that de novo actions will be heard according to the procedures outlined in Section 13114. 

IV. DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION 

The proposed project is located on the Venice Boardwalk (Ocean Front Walk) within three 
hundred feet of the beach (Exhibit #2). Therefore, it is within the coastal zone area of the City 
of Los Angeles which has been designated in the City's permit program as the "Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction" area. Pursuant to Section 30601 of the Coastal Act 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. 

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: 
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(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 City has approved Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2002-2526 and ZA-2002-
2546 for the proposed projects located at 619 and 701 Ocean front Walk. The City's actions 
to approve the local coastal development permits are the subject of these appeals. On 
January 28, 2004, the applicants submitted the dual permit applications for Commission action 
(Coastal Development Permit Application Nos. 5-04-027 & 5-04-028). The processing of the 
applicant's "dual permit" applications will occur concurrently with the processing of the de novo 
portion of these appeals, if the Commission makes a finding of substantial issue. Then the 
public hearings and actions for the de novo portions of these appeals and the necessary "dual 
permit" applications will be combined and scheduled for concurrent action at a future 
Commission meeting. 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. The certified 
Venice LUP is advisory in nature and may provide guidance. 

.. 
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V. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to whether the approvals of the projects are consistent with the provisions of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act (commencing with Section 30200), pursuant to PRC Section 30625(b)(1 ). 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motions: 

MOTION I: "I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-04-008 
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed." 

MOTION II: "I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-04-009 
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed." 

Failure of the motions will result in a de novo hearing on the application and adoption of the 
following resolutions and findings. A majority of the Commissioners present is required to 
pass the motions. 

Resolutions to Find Substantial Issue for Appeal A-5-VEN-04-008 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-04-008 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

Resolutions to Find Substantial Issue for Appeal A-5-VEN-04-009 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-04-009 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Descriptions 

The proposed projects are two mixed-use buildings proposed at the corner of Ocean Front 
Walk and Thornton Avenue in North Venice (Exhibit #3). The project proposed on the north 
side of Thornton Avenue (619 Ocean Front Walk) is a 35-foot high building with four joint living 
and working condominium units, one 900 square foot commercial space facing the boardwalk, 
and a two-level, 37-stall parking garage (Exhibits #4-7). The project proposed on the south 
side of Thornton Avenue (701 Ocean Front Walk) is a 35-foot high building with six-joint living 
and working condominium units, one 1 ,500 square foot commercial space, and a two-level, 
66-stall parking garage (Exhibits #4-7). The project sites are currently used as surface parking 
lots. 
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Thornton Avenue is a walk street (closed to vehicular use) that provides direct pedestrian 
access from the inlying residential neighborhood to the Venice boardwalk (Ocean Front Walk) 
and the open sandy public beach (Exhibit #3). Ocean Front Walk is a paved public walkway 
situated between the private lots the beach and the private commercial and residential 
properties situated immediately inland of the boardwalk. Speedway Alley provides vehicular 
access to the proposed developments and the other properties along the boardwalk. 

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 regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an 
appeal unless it "finds that the appellant raises no significant questions". In previous decisions 
on appeals, the Commission has 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 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. 

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 a substantial issue does exist with 
respect to whether the approvals of the projects are consistent with the provisions of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons set forth below. 

C. Substantial Issue Analysis 

As stated in Section Ill 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 such local government coastal 
development permit 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. In this case, staff has recommended that a substantial issue does 
exist in regards to the appeals. 
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The appeals assert that the proposed projects are higher than the certified LUP allows and 
thus raise substantial issues with regards to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, 
specifically Sections 30251 and 30253. Issues of land use, setback requirements and 
replacement parking are also raised by the appeals. 

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 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 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. 
(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in ·any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 
(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or 
the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 
(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 
(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, 
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses. 

The above-stated policies of the Coastal Act require that development protect visual 
resources, community character and special communities. The Commission, on June 14, 
2001, certified the Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) which contains specific policies to carry-out 
the requirements of the Coastal Act, especially along walk streets including Thornton Avenue. 
The Venice LUP limits the height of buildings as a way of protecting public access, community 
character and the visual resources of the beach and boardwalk. The proposed 35-foot high 
buildings do not conform to the 28-foot height limit for development along walk streets in the 
North Venice area as set forth in the City's certified Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice (Exhibit 
#2). Therefore, the proposed projects' heights raise substantial issues with regards to the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, specifically Sections 30251 and 30253. 

The Commission recognizes that the City imposed the Ocean Front Walk height limits (30-35 
feet) on the projects rather than the walk street standards because the sites have frontage on 
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the boardwalk. Also, the standard of review is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act; the 
LUP only provides guidance, and is not the final standard for approval. Therefore, the height 
limit question is a significant issue that must be reviewed and considered by the Commission 
pursuant to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

The certified the Venice LUP also includes the following additional policies to protect the 
Venice walk streets and the character of the North Venice community. The following LUP 
policies carry out requirements of Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 to protect the scenic 
and visual qualities of the Marina Peninsula coastal area, a popular visitor destination. 

• Policy II. C. 7. Walk Streets. Designated walk streets shall be preserved and 
maintained at their present widths for public pedestrian access to the shoreline and 
other areas of interest and to preserve views along and from the public right-of-way. 
Vehicular access on walk streets shall be restricted to emergency vehicles. The 
minimum width of the pedestrian path shall be 10-12 feet in the North Venice and 
Peninsula areas and 4~ feet in the Milwood area. The remaining public right-of-way 
shall be limited to grade level uses including landscaping, patios, gardens and decks. 

(Staff note: The following list, which includes Thornton Avenue, is only part of the list 
of Venice walk streets contained in LUP Policy II.C.7). 

The following North Venice streets are designated as walk streets (See LUP Exhibit 19): 

West of Main Street and east of Speedway: 

a. Dudley A venue 
b. Breeze Avenue 
c. Wave Crest Avenue 

West of Main Street and east of Ocean Front Walk: 

a. Paloma Avenue 
b. Thornton Avenue 

West of Main Street and east of Pacific Avenue: 

a. Park Place 
b. Vista Place 

• Policy II. C. 10. Walk Streets-- Residential Development Standards. New 
residential development along walk streets shall enhance both public access and 
neighborhood character. Building materials, colors, massing and scale of new 
structures shall complement those of existing structures in the neighborhood. 
Building facades shall be varied and articulated to provide visual interest to 
pedestrians. Primary ground floor residential building entrances and frequent 
windows shall face the walk streets. Front porches, bays, and balconies shall be 
encouraged. In case of duplexes and low density multiple-family buildings, entries 
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shall be located in the exterior building facade for each residential unit, shall face 
walk streets, and be well-defined and separate. 

• Policy II. C. 11. Encroachments into Walk Street Right-of-Way. 
Encroachments into City right-of-way shall be limited to grade level uses including 
gardens, patios, landscaping, ground level decks and fences. The gardens/patios in 
the right-of-way, between the fences and the buildings, shall be permitted to provide 
a transitional zone between the public path ways and private dwellings. To create a 
defensible space, the planting along the walk streets shall not impede the view of 
walkways by the residents and the view of the gardens by the pedestrian. Creative 
use and arrangement of permeable paving materials shall be encouraged. Any 
fence, wall or hedge erected in the public right-of-way shall not exceed 42 inches in 
height as measured from the existing grade of the public right-of-way. The use of 
decorative fence patterns such as split rail, picket and rustic is encouraged. New 
fences shall be located in line with existing fences on the same side of the street. 

Secondly, the above-stated LUP policies protect the character of the walk streets by regulating 
the building setbacks and building designs. The proposed projects are set back less than eight 
feet from the Thornton Avenue right-of-way (Exhibit #4 ). The City-approved setbacks may not 
be adequate to protect public views toward the shoreline. The setbacks from Speedway Alley 
are also important, for the reasons described in the appeals by Hortense Breitman (Exhibit #9). 

Third, the City has approved a project at 619 Ocean Front Walk with four residential units and 
only one commercial unit, and at 701 OFW with six residential units and only one commercial 
unit, is a substantial issue that merits closer scrutiny by the Commission in order to determine 
whether the mix of uses is appropriate for the beachfront site. The site designated as 
"Community Commercial" by the certified Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice, which calls for a 
mix of residential dwelling units and visitor-serving commercial uses and services, with the 
commercial uses on the ground floor and the residential uses above. Section 30222 of the 
Coastal Act gives priority to visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities over private 
residences. 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but 
not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Fourth, the appellants also raise parking impacts as an issue because the project sites are 
currently being used as parking lots for beach goers, customers of commercial uses and local 
residents. The temporary or permanent loss of this local parking supply during and after 
construction of the proposed development may adversely affect coastal access opportunities 
by increasing demand for the limited public parking provided by the public streets and beach 
parking lots. In addition, some of the parking provided on the sites may already be 
encumbered or leased by nearby commercial uses pursuant to Coastal Commission issued 
permits. This needs to be researched prior to the issuance of any coastal development 
permits for the proposed projects. Therefore, the parking issues merit closer scrutiny by the 
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Commission in order to determine to what extent the impacts to public access can be 
mitigated. 

Because of the importance of the Coastal Act issues raised to by the appellants, the proposed 
projects must be reviewed and considered by the Commission pursuant to the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect 
to the proposed projects' conformance the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and with the 
City's approval of the projects. The Commission will have the opportunity to review and act on 
the proposed projects at the subsequent de novo hearing and the public hearing for Coastal 
Development Permit Application Nos. 5-04-027 and 5-04-028. The de novo and dual permit 
application hearings will be scheduled for concurrent hearing at a future Commission meeting. 
The Commission's actions on the de novo permit and dual permit applications will ensure that 
the proposed development is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies as guided by the specific 
building standards of the certified Venice LUP. 

End/cp 



VENICE,CA 

DOCICWEILEif 
STATE •EACH 

S.'i-e.·. '19·7ol 0 FW ,.. ;:i:......::.... 

Oc..e.•V\, F'ronrWa.lk 
G -r-h·~ 1-."- Ave.,tA...._ 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A.S·tf~· oV..,ooa 
As· vDJ· oi./-QQ 9 
EXHIBIT # __ I __ _ 

PAGE I Of__,_/_ 



VENICE LUP POLICIES (approved by Coastal Commission November 14. 2000) Page 2-12 

Maximum Building Height 

E 22'-30' 

F 30 'with a flat roof 

Notes: 

Main 

35 'with varied or stepped back roofline 
28 'along walk streets 

*All building heights shall be measured from the elevation 
of the fronting right-of-way, except in the Venice Canal Subarea (E) 
where all building heights shall be measured from the elevation 
of the adjacent alley. 

*Roof access structures shall be set back at least 60 horizontal feet 
from the mean h1gh tide line of the fronting canal. 

*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. 

*See Policy I.A.l for policy limiting roof access structures. 

*See Policy 1.8.7 for commercial and mixed-use develop· 
ment standards. 

LUP Certified 
Walkstreets 

LUP 
Exhibit 14a 
Height 

Subarea: North Venice • Venice Canals 

~ 

1 .. 

Project Sites: 

619 & 701 OFW 

~ ~ 

! ~ 
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3: 6 

Walk 

A-5VEN-04-009 

A-5VEN-04-008 

Not to Scale 
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APPEAL FROM QOASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF UDCAL GOVERNMENT <Page 3> 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies a~d requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

_Lv Vio/lffi"o~ ~ ~ . 
If . .Skc-izo/V A/o, :3t2:LS/ tHUd Sec.icvu 3o:zs 3 

() Co s 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to deten~ine that the appeal is . 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, naay 
sublit additional information to the staff and/or eo..tsston to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
my/our Knowledge. 

,., 
71

· natur of Appellant(.s) or 
c/. ·~d Agent 

Date ~£M_. a 6/_0tJ _3 
NOTE: If signed by agent. appellantCs> 

must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

A-SVEN-04-008 
A-SVEN-04-"09 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Venice Community Association REeEiVED 

Friday, 
November 14, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 

~. (:: ~-~ 1 •• :: n 

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 VENICE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

Attention: Charles Posner 

Re: City of Los Angeles Case No. ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP-MEL 
Vesting Tract Map 53772 - MND No. 2002-2547 
Project Location: 619 Ocean Front Walk, and 7, 9, and 11 Thornton Avenue 
Applicant: Venice Park Associates I N.S.B. Associates, Inc. 

M 1\~ t( I"\\ f\/e 12, l-\A 1\ "'F o R.e~ AIJ ..DL-c.. • 
Project Description: 
A four unit, joint living/work condominium, and one unit commercial condominium and 
retail stores. There will be ground level day-to-day parking, and one floor of 
subterranean parking for residential, retail and guests. 

Decisions Being Appealed: 
1. Venice Specific Plan Exception for a height of 35-feet in lieu of the maximum 28-feet 

height limit allowed along a designated Venice Walk Street. 
2. A 22-feet, 8-inch setback on Thornton Avenue in lieu of the existing 26-feet Walk 

Street setback. 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Venice Community Association (VCA) is an umbrella association of community 
groups and concerned individuals consisting of two hundred sixty nine members. A list of 
the individuals supporting this appeal is attached. 

The Association is appealing the determination of the City of Los Angeles Tract Map 
Hearings, conducted by Emily Gable-Luddy, Deputy Advisor Agency, February 19 and 
June 18, 2003, and the determination of the West Los Angeles Planning Commission's 
hearing on September 17, 2003. 

Background 

Members of the VCA appeared at each of the three hearings. Over twenty-five 
members spoke in opposition to granting a building height that exceeds the Venice 
Specific Plan (VSP) and a reduced setback on Thornton Ave. A petition wit~~fii. 
signatures in opposition to the height and setback were presented. In additftM!iitTAL, COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 8 
~-----R~GE A -OF IQ 



telephone calls, and e-mails were sent to Ms. Gable-Luddy, the 'M.A Planning 
Commission and the Councilwoman for our Council District 11, Cindy Miscikowski. 

Our appeal to the Los Angeles Planning Department is attached. 

Summary of Concerns 

1. Venice Walk Streets Community Character and Height 

a. The Walk Streets are a unique and vital part of our community. These streets 
provide access to the beach. They exist along the coast from the southern 
boundary of Santa Monica to the entrance of Marina del Rey, a distance of 
approximately three miles. 

b. If the City of Los Angeles issues an Exception to the Venice Specific Plan, it 
will adversely affects this community. Such an Exception would be in conflict 
with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act, which requires the 
protection of the community's character and visual quality. In part the Act 
states, "The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a public importance" and permitted developments shall " ... be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas .... " 

c. The 28-foot height limit mandated in the Venice Specific Plan was put in place 
to protect the Walk Streets and remaining unique character of the community. 
The Venice Specific Plan, Section 8.G.3c is clear and unambiguous on the 
required height of 28-feet on all designated Walk Streets. An Exception 
circumvents a critical part of the Venice Specific Plan. 

2. Building Setback on Thornton Avenue 

a. The applicant has proposed a setback of 22-feet, 8-inches. The existing 
setback along Thornton Avenue is 26-feet 

b. The granting of an additional Exception further jeopardizes the protection of 
visual quality and scenic character of the walk streets. 

3. Additional negative impacts on visual quality 
The height and bulk of the building will be increased with the addition of solar 
panels, elevator rooftop structure, and a stair well for rooftop access. All of this 
would be placed on top of a 35-feet high building, whose height is not permitted. 
The project can also include architectural design elements that would further 
increase the height and bulk. 

The height and bulk of this project limits the scenic vistas of the beach area and 
walk streets and does not respect the unique character of the Venice North 
Beach community area. 

Previous Action by the Coastal Commission Regarding Walk Streets Covered by the 
Venice Specific Plan 

The following summary is excerpted from Coastal Commission Case No. 5-01-349, 
Appeal No. A-5-VEN-01-349, pages 5-7. In this appeal by the Executive Director, the 
Commission recognized the importance of maintaining the integrity of the Wall< Sjreets 
and affirmed the maintenance of the 28-feet height limit: liOASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #::--B __ _ 
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a. "New development shall: Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
destination points for recreation uses. 

b. Venice walk streets are a unique scenic resource of Southern California. Walk 
Streets add to the character that maintains the Venice "Special Coastal 
Community. They provide pedestrian public access to the shoreline and other 
areas of interest and they preserve views along and from public right-of way. 

c. The Certified Venice Land Use Plan recognizes the importance of protecting 
public resources such as pedestrian access to the beach and to Ocean Front 
Walk. 

d. Building height and bulk can affect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal 
areas. In prior actions, the Commission and the City have both consistently 
limited the height of structures in order to preserve the character of the Venice 
area. 

e. The Venice Specific Plan contains a more stringent height limit (28 feet) for 
development along all walk streets in Venice. The City included the 28-foot 
height limit for development along the Venice walk streets in its 1999 submittal 
of the Venice LUP to the Commission. 

f. The 28-feet height limit for development on walk streets carries out the 
requirement of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act to protect the scenic and 
visual qualities of the walk streets by limiting the height and bulk of 
development along the walk streets. 

g. A 35-foot building along a walk street is inconsistent with the City's Certified 
LUP and the development policies of the Coastal Act (Section 30251 and 
30253). 

h. The City has adopted a Land Use Plan and a Specific Plan where certain 
regulations are specified including maximum building heights for the Venice 
Community. The City recommended the 28-foot height limit for walk streets in 
its certified LUPC but is now allowing individual exceptions that are not 
consistent with the LUP. By allowing these exceptions, the City may be 
creating a pattern of disregarding limits found in the Land Use Plan. This 
practice may jeopardize its ability to develop an implementation ordinance 
consistent with the standards of the land use plan, which was adopted by the 
City in full knowledge of the variety of heights prevalent in Venice 
neighborhoods. The Commission finds\hat approval of the proposed 
development would prejudice the City's ability to prepare a Local Coastal 
Program consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and is not 
consistent with Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act." 

Rebuttal to the City of Los Angeles Assertions that the Walk Street Criteria Contained in 
the Venice Specific Plan Should Not be Followed 

The applicant has made every effort to shift the fact that this is a Thornton A venue 
Project and is located on Thornton Avenue; a Venice Specific Plan designated Walk 
Street. The Project is being presented as an Ocean Front Walk project in order to gain 
undeserved benefits. Ocean Front Walk is NOT a designated Walk Street under the 
Venice Specific Plan. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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The following facts contradict the applicant's efforts: 

• Thornton Avenue is a Walk Street that extends to the corner of Ocean Front 
Walk. It does not stop at Speedway to the rear of the subject property. See 
attached Coastal Commission map. 

• The Project: 
1. Has its residential access on Thornton A venue 
2. Is named Thornton Lofts 
3. Has three lots located on Thornton Avenue. They are numbered 7, 9, 

and 11 on the City Plot Map. Tl)e single adjacent lot fronts on Ocean 
Front Walk (see n.-t\-Ach~~ Plct- m~p _) 

4. Lots on Thornton Ave have separate tax bills from the Los Angeles 
County Assessor: The Tax Numbers are: 4286-28-4, 4286-28-5, and 
4286-28-6. See attached plot map. 

5. Lots on Thornton Avenue have a combined square footage greater 
than the single adjacent Ocean Front Walk lot. 

Conclusion 

If this project were built as proposed by the developer, it would set a very dangerous 
precedent for the future of the unique and scenic walk streets in the Venice beach area. 
The Venice Community Association members and I felt very disappointed with the 
actions of the City of Los Angeles towards the concerns of the Venice community. Not 
only were our concerns ignored but they saw fit to set aside the Venice Specific Plan, 
which they themselves had crafted. 

Please support our appeal to protect the scenic and unique character on Thornton 
Avenue Walk Street and the North Venice Beach area. 

Sincerely, 

.'l~J~· 
a:~e Haskell, Board Member 

For the Board of Directors of the Venice Community Association 
32 Thornton Avenue, Apt. No.3 
Venice, CA 90291 
(31 0) 392-4413 

cc: Venice Park Associates I N.S.B. Associates 
Mark Miner, Hall & Foreman, Inc. 
Los Angeles Planning Department 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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December '}
1
2003 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

VENICE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

.REC~IVtO 

Attention: Charles Posner 

SUPPLEMENT TO APPEAL 

DATED NOVEMBER 14,2003 

City of Los Angeles Case No. ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP-MEL 
Vesting Track Map: 53772- MND No. 2002-2547 
Project Location: 619 Ocean Front Walk and 7, 9, and 11 Thornton Avenue 
Applicant: Venice Park Associates/N.S.B. Associates, Inc. 

Mark Miner, Hall & Foreman Inc. 

Project Description: 

Sr::A' ':-:ns' ~·~OI0r' 

' '"·"' 1"'"' _, 
·' L. ·- .J :. J-..: 

CALIFORNIA 
::c -\::TAL COMt\\IS.S~ON 

A four unit, joint living/work condominium, and one unit commercial condominium and retail 
stores ("Project"). There will be ground level day-to-day parking, and one floor of subterranean 
parking for residential, retail and guests. 

Decisions Being Appealed: 

1. Venice Specific Plan Exception for a height of 35-feet in lieu of the maximum 28-feet 
height limit allowed along a designated Venice Walk Street. 

2. A 22-feet, 8-inch setback on Thornton Avenue in lieu of the existing 26-feet Walk Street 
setback, oN 11-.c... Norat.\ s i d.A... crf Tho ~+o~ Av.e • 

Dear Commissioners: 

This supplement to the Appeal is to alert you as to how these proposed projects would affect 
our Thornton Avenue Walk Street and our unique scenic and historical North Venice Beach 
community, as well as to make known the opposition of the Venice Community Association to 
the proposed Plan Exceptions. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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SETBACK on Thornton Avenue Walk Street: 

A The two proposed Projects (on the North and South sides of the walk street of 
Thornton Avenue would cause a negative double impact on the unique, scenic character of our 
community. 

B. The applicant's Project is a step which would detrimentally change the historic 
character of North Venice Beach. 

C. The Project would greatly affect the view of the beach, decrease the ocean 
breezes and alter the wind patterns for the residents of Thornton Avenue Walk Street. 

D. The Project would greatly reduce the view of the Thornton Avenue Walk Street 
and the histqrical Thornton Tow~r ,building to visitors on Ocean Front Walk. 

"{.S.o&. 1\-t\-Ad\~ Ph'to ) . 
E. The Project would greatly affect the visually unique quality of the North Venice 

Beach area and cause a damaging effect on the character of our community. 

F. The Project would create a very dangerous precedent for North Venice Beach 
Ocean Front Walk, and the unique Walk Streets in the North Venice Beach area. 

The developers propose a setback on Thornton Avenue Walk Street of 22-feet, 8-inches on the 
north and south sides of Thornton Avenue on both Projects. Instead, the setbacks should be in 
exact line with the existing buildings {homes and residences) on Thornton Avenue Walk Street 
which are: 

North side: 26 feet 
South side: 29 feet 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Height on Thornton Avenue Walk Street: 

The applicant has made every effort to shift the fact that the Project includes lots that are on 
Thornton Avenue Walk Street to present the proposal that the lots are on Ocean Front Walk, in 
order to gain undeserved benefits. Under the Venice Specific Plan, the height for buildings on 
the walk streets is limited to 28 feet, while the Project plans have a height of 35 feet (see Appeal 
dated November 14, 2003 for details). 

A. The two Projects on the North and South sides of Thornton Avenue Walk Street 
cause a double negative impact on the unique, scenic character of our community. 

B. The applicant's Project is another step in detrimentally changing the historic 
character of North Venice Beach. 

C. The Project would greatly reduce the view of the sky and of sunsets to residents 
of the Walk Street. 

D. The Project would greatly reduce sunlight, wind and the sea air from reaching the 
rest of the Walk Street. 

E. The Project would greatly reduce the view both for the residents of Thornton 
Avenue Walk Street and the visitors on Ocean Front Walk viewing the historical Walk Street. 

F. The height and bulk of the building would be out of character with the unique 
scenic Thornton Avenue Walk Street and the North Venice Beach area of Ocean Front Walk. 

G. The proposed huge glass structures would not fit in with the other buildings on 
Thornton Avenue Walk Street or Ocean Front Walk in the unique North Venice Beach area. 

H. 151 Ocean Front Walk is the newly constructed Adda and Paul Safran Senior 
Housing Building that occupies the entire block of Rose Avenue on the South and Ozone 
Avenue, a walk street, on the North. The building maintains the existing set back of all the 
homes on these two avenues. Also, the Senior Housing building, in order to preserve the visual 
vistas of the homes on the avenues, was constructed one story high at each avenue and then 
rose to four stories high in the center of the building (photo attached), in this way keeping the 
character of the North Venice Beach area. 

I. Additional negative impacts on visual quality by the Project plan are as follows: 

i. The height and bulk of the building would be further increased with the addition 
of proposed solar panels, an elevator rooftop structure, and a stairwell for rooftop 
access. These structures would be placed on top of an already 35-feet high 
building, whose height is not permitted. 

ii. The proposed Project would also include architectural design elements that 
would further increase the height and bulk. 

The height and bulk of this project limits the scenic vistas of the beach area and walk streets, 
and does not respect the unique character of the Venice North Beach community area, creating 
a very dangerous precedent for North Venice Beach walk streets and Ocean Front Walk. 

3 
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Setback on Speedway: 

The applicant's request for a 0-foot setback on Speedway would create a dangerous condition 
for the Los Angeles Fire Department and potential hazard for the community. 

A. The Fire Department requires a minimum of a 28-foot wide roadway with No 
Parking for a 35-foot high building (Section 57.09.03- Fire Department Access Requirement). 
To reduce the Speedway access further by granting a 0-foot setback is unacceptable (see 
attached). 

B. Speedway, not Ocean Front Walk, is the official roadway for Fire Department 
access. The fire hydrant is located on the Project property at the comer of Thornton Avenue 
and Speedway. A reduction in the width of access due to a 0-foot setback would adversely 
affect the ability of the Fire Department to react in an efficient manner and would affect the 
safety of our community. 

Ocean Front Walk is heavily used as a walkway by pedestrian, so that during the weekends, 
holidays and peaktimes, police often walk or use bicycles rather than police cars. The Venice 
Use Plan (pages 3-28) (Policy II C.5) specifies "It is the policy of the city to complete a 
continuous public pedestrian walkway" (emphasis added) that extends from the boundary of the 
City of Santa Monica to the Marina del Rey. This suggests that this is a walkway and not for 
vehicles. 

4 
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Conclusion: 

Thornton Avenue is a Walk Street that extends to the comer of Ocean Front Walk. It does not 
stop at Speedway to the rear of the subject property. See attached Coastal Commission map 
(See attached map). 

If this project were built as proposed by the developer, it would set a very dangerous precedent 
for the future of the unique and scenic walk streets in the Venice beach area. 

Please support our appeal to protect the scenic and unique character on Thornton Avenue Walk 
Street and the North Venice Beach area. 

oy Haskell, Board Member 
For the Board of Directors of the Venice Community Association 
32 Thornton Avenue, Apt. No.3 
Venice, CA 90291 
(310) 392-4413 

cc: Venice Park Associates/N.S.B. Associates 
Mark Miner, Hall & Foreman, Inc. 
Los Angeles Planning Department 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
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CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

1) Whereas the Venice Specifrc Ptan limited the overall height of buildi~ to 28 feet 
adjoining walk streets (lhomton Ave. is a walk street), the height was increased to 35 
feet, which will accommodate thiS newly proposed new two-building constructiOn 
project with greater height of 35 feet. The increased height will impact all of the 
adjoining properties as well as people walking down Thornton by denying their view of 
the ocean and beach. 

2) The proposed buildings back to Speedway which Is approximately 20 feet wide 
and the only vehicular access to the proposed buildings. The loading space provided 
in the plans is woefully inadeQuate for sizeable trucks that must service the 
commercial uses in the buildi~ as well as the residential unitS in the buildings.· 
Trucks blocking or partially blocking Speedway will impact access to the ramp to the 
45 car subterranean parking garage immediately across Speedway from the one at 
the proposed buildl~ Mitigating measures were offered. A) A sign would be 
posted stating •no Parking'". Speedway is currently posted at dose intervals with 
signs stating: "'Tow Away, no parking at any time'". The Signs are ignored because 
there is no other way to make deliveries along Speedway. B) Deliveries by truck 
would be limited to small trucks that could fit in the small loading space provided. 
The Size of such trucks iS uncontrollable for the commercial uses as will as the 
residential unitS. These are unrealistic answers to the problem. 

As stated, trucks park and are permitted to make deliveries along Speedway to older 
buildings that have no loading space in spite of the ~ow away-no parking'" signs. 
Since these two buildin~ are only proposed, they should be set back 10 feet from 
Speedway for their entire length along Speedway for any Size and height trucks 
loading parallet to Speedway. 

t} -~,-(· .. +<--- ~~) ' ) l '(,,?-l ,;-' 1-1 ' . (I /- ..I- // LA I< <· '-
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Steve Schlein 
615 Ocean Front Walk 
Venice, CA 90291 

December 23, 2003 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite I 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: 

Appeal of Coastal Development Permits 2002-2546 and 2002-2526 

Thornton Lofts Project 
619 and 701 Ocean Front Walk, Venice 
Los Angeles City Council District 11 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

RECEPIED 
South Coc.Jst Region 

DEC 2 6 2003 

CAUfC;(NlA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

This coastal access appeal arises out of the City's refusal to provide temporary preferential 
parking for residents whose parking will be lost during the construction phase of the Thornton 
Lofts project. 

The site of the Thornton Lofts project is a parking lot which has been used for the past 50 years or 
so by residents who live in the immediate neighborhood. These residents live in old apartment 
buildings which do not have onsite parking. The City apparently allowed these buildings to 
continue without dedicated parking in spite of subsequent changes in zoning code parking . 
requirements. 

During the construction phase of the Thornton Lofts project, all parking on the parking lot will 
disappear. After the project is completed, however, approximately 70 ground-level parking spaces 
will again be available to the residents and the public. 

I, and the owners of the building I manage, proposed to the City that nearby Pacific Avenue be 
made available to the residents with temporary preferential parking until the Thornton Lofts 
project is completed. Since public parking is currently prohibited on Pacific Avenue during the 
day, temporary preferential parking will not eliminate parking spaces for people who are going to 
the beach. No other suitable parking is available in this area. 

On the other hand, if Pacific Avenue is not used for temporary preferential parking, residents 
displaced by construction of the Thornton Lofts projects will be forced to find parking on streets 
which are used by the public for beach parking. 

The City refused, without explanation, to provide temporary preferential parking on Pacific 
A verue. This decision creates an impact on coastal access parking with a loss of approximately 
70 parking spaces (the approximate number of residents who currently use the parking lot). 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A-SVEN-04-008 
A-SVEN-04-009 
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I would like to give the Commission a record of the City's response to efforts to help the residents 
find parking during the construction of the Thornton Lofts project and to avoid impacts on coastal 
access. 

In January 2003 I sent a fax to Councilwoman Cindy Miscikowski about the parking impacts 
resulting from the Thornton Lofts project and suggested preferential parking for the residents on 
Pacific A venue. Councilwoman Miscikowski did not respond to my fax. 

In February 2003 I submitted a detailed letter to the City's Planning Department as part of the 
public hearing process for the Thornton Lofts project. I urged the Planning Department to use 
Pacific A venue for preferential parking to help the residents and to avoid the obvious impact on 
coastal access. 

The first public hearing on the Thornton Lofts project took place on February 19, 2003. The 
City's Mitigated Negative Declaration does not address the parking impact on coastal access. In 
its approval of the Coastal Development permits for the Thornton Lofts project, the City declared 
that "The project will neither interfere with nor reduce access to the shoreline." 

In March, I sent an e-mail to Mr. Aaron Gross, the District Director for Councilwoman Cindy 
Miscikowski's West Los Angeles Office. I explained that Pacific Avenue is a logical location for 
temporary preferential parking because of its proximity to the parking lot. In addition, if Pacific 
A venue is not used for temporary preferential parking, "the residents will be using spaces which 
might otherwise be available for beach parking. This impact has the potential for raising coastal 
access problems with the Coastal Commission." 

Mr. Gross replied that he would forward my e-mail to Sandy Kievman, Senior Field Deputy, to 
"let her know what you have found and request that she look into it by discussing such a 
possibility with the Department ofTransportation, the Coastal Commission and the 
Councilwoman." I did not hear from Ms. Kievman. 

In April, Morris Sands, the owner of the apartment building I manage, wrote to Councilwoman 
Miscikowski about temporary preferential parking for his tenants on Pacific A venue while the 
Thornton Lofts project is under construction. He stated that the Coastal Commission would be 
concerned about coastal access issues if residents were forced to park on streets which are used 
by the public for beach parking. He emphasized the fact that no parking is allowed on Pacific 
A venue during the day and, therefore, the use of Pacific A venue for temporary preferential 
parking will not displace any beach parking. 

In July, Councilwoman Miscikowski replied to Mr.Sands. In her reply, Councilwoman 
Miscikowski ignored the fact that replacement parking is not needed under this proposal for 
temporary preferential parking. She wrote, " ... the Coastal Commission will not allow 
Preferential Parking in Venice, even temporarily, until the city can demonstrate that we have 
created more parking spaces in the community.'' Councilwoman Misikowski concluded with her 
opinion that there is no "immediate fix" for the residents who will temporarily lose their parking. 
(I am attaching the letter from Councilwoman Miscikowski) 

I called Chuck Posner, Coastal Program Analyst for the Coastal Commission, and read 
Councilwoman Miscikowski's letter to him. I pointed out that temporary preferential parking on 
Pacific Avenue would not displace any public parking for beach access and that replac£ment 
parking would therefore not be needed. However, if the residents are forced to find paJiilliSTAL COMMISSION 
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elsewhere, they will leave their cars on the street and remove those parking spaces from the 
public's use for beach access. 

Mr. Posner told me that "there may be circumstances where the Coastal Commission would not 
have grounds to deny a preferential parking district pennit. There is a possibility that a 
preferential parking district, especially a temporary one, could receive a pennit from the Coastal 
Commission." 

I spoke to Mr.Sands about my conversation with Mr. Posner. As a result, Mr. Sands wrote a 
second letter to the council office, addressed to Field Deputy Sandy Kievman. Mr. Sands pointed 
out that Councilwoman Miscikowski's characterization ofthe Coastal Commission's position 
appeared to be in conflict with Mr.Posner's reaction to a temporary preferential parking district 
under the unique circumstances of this case. (I am attaching a copy of Mr. Sands' July 31, 2003 
letter) 

In October, Ms.Kievman informed Mr.Sands that the City's Department of Transportation would 
not approve temporary preferential parking on Pacific A venue. On October 23, 2003 I sent the 
following e-mail to Brian Gallagher, Senior Transportation Engineer, On-Street Parking Division 
for the Department of Transportation: 

Dear Mr. Gallagher, 

I spoke to Ms. Emilie Baradi about a temporary preferential parking solution to a serious, 
but temporary parking problem which will soon occur in my neighborhood in Venice. Ms. 
Baradi suggested that I contact you. I would like to know whether the Department of 
Transportation sees any problem with a temporary preferential parking district under the 
following circumstances: 

I live in a neighborhood which has several old apartment buildings that do not have onsite 
parking. The City apparently allowed these buildings to continue without dedicated parking 
in spite of changes in zoning code parking requirements. 

For the past 50 years or so, the residents of these apartment buildings- and perhaps a few 
other residential buildings in the neighborhood- have used a neighborhood parking lot 
located at Thornton Avenue and Ocean Front Walk. The parking lot is managed by 
Standard Parking and the residents pay a monthly parking fee. The parking lot is open to 
the public. No other suitable parking is available for the residents who live in this 
neighborhood. 

This year, the owner of the parking lot submitted plans to the City to construct a building 
on the parking lot. The project will go to the Coastal Commission after approval by the City 
Council and I imagine construction will start early next year. 

During the construction phase, all parking on the Thornton Avenue parking lot will 
disappear. After the building is finished, however, approximately 70 ground-level parking 
spaces will again be available to the residents and the public. The challenge is to find 
adequate parking for the residents while the building is under construction. 

I believe that temporary preferential parking on nearby Pacific Avenue is the only solution 
for this parking problem. Pacific A venue is less than a block away from the Thornton COASTAL COMMISSIQI 
A venue parking lot. 
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Pacific Avenue is a north-south thoroughfare with two lanes of traffic in each direction, 
near the parking lot. Daytime parking is prohibited seven days a week. (Parking is allowed 
from 8 pm to 8 am). Less than a mile south ofthe intersection ofThornton Avenue and 
Pacific A venue, daytime parking is allowed on both sides of Pacific A venue and traffic is 
therefore limited to a single lane in each direction. Parking on both sides of Pacific Avenue 
begins just south of the intersection of 18th Avenue and Pacific Avenue. 

Preferential parking on the section of Pacific A venue near the parking lot will remove one 
lane of traffic from each direction; but this would only be a temporary change and it would 
be no different than Pacific Avenue south of 18th A venue where daytime parking is 
permanently allowed on both sides of the street. 

There is another important reason which recommends Pacific Avenue for preferential 
parking as a solution to this temporary parking problem: preferential parking on Pacific 
Avenue will not interfere with the Coastal Commission's policy of preserving street parking 
for beach access. Since daytime parking is currently prohibited on Pacific A venue, 
temporary preferential parking will not eliminate street parking spaces for people who are 
going to the beach. On the other hand, if Pacific A venue is not used for temporary 
preferential parking, residents displaced by construction on the Thornton A venue parking 
lot will be forced to find parking on streets which are already overimpacted. Residents will 
use parking spaces which would otherwise be available to the public for beach parking. 

Several months ago, I spoke at length with Charles Posner, the Coastal Commission's staff 
person for Venice, about the benefits of temporary preferential parking on Pacific Avenue 
under the unique facts of this case: since no public parking will be eliminated, there will be 
no impact on coastal access mandated by the California Coastal Act, and preferential 
parking on Pacific Avenue will be temporary. Mr.Posner told me that this may be a 
circumstance where the Coastal Commission would not have grounds to deny a preferential 
parking district permit. He said that there is a possibility that a preferential parking district, 
especially a temporary one, could receive a permit from the Coastal Commission. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code section 80.58 (d) provides for temporary preferential parking 
for a period of one year in situations which impact fewer than six blocks and which 
"deserve immediate relief until a permanent solution can be found." This is an accurate 
description of our problem. 

Pacific Avenue is the only street available for temporary preferential parking. The residents 
certainly deserve immediate relief as soon as construction begins. 

Would you please let me know if the Department of Transportation sees any problems with 
this proposal for temporary preferential parking. 

Mr. Gallagher responded at the end of October and wrote that he would meet with Sandy 
Kievman, Field Deputy for Councilwoman Miscikowski, in the second week of November and 
would discuss this proposal with her. He thanked me "for doing such a good job of describing the 
situation and checking with Mr.Posner in advance on the feasibility of such a request. Once I 
have a chance to investigate your request more carefully, I will get back to you." 

The Thornton Lofts project went before the Los Angeles City Council on December 2~~1.-Al COMMISSION 
sent many follow-up e-mails to Mr.Gallagher, but he did not get back to me. But I lea~~M' 
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another source that Mr. Gallagher commented that "His issues are much bigger than a request for 
preferential parking." 

In summary, the City Planning Department ignored this project's impact on coastal access. The 
Planning Department incorrectly stated that "the project will neither interfere with nor reduce 
access to the shoreline" 

Even though Councilwoman Miscikowski was informed that replacement parking would not be 
needed for temporary preferential parking on Pacific Avenue, she claimed that the Coastal 
Commission would not approve it without replacement parking. When Mr.Sands communicated 
Mr.Posner's reaction to temporary preferential parking on Pacific Avenue- a reaction which 
indicated that the Coastal Commission might approve temporary preferential parking­
Councilwoman Miscikowski turned to the City's Department of Transportation. I wrote to the 
Department of Transportation's Senior Transportation Engineer for On-Street Parking and 
provided a detailed description of the proposal for a temporary preferential parking district. The 
Senior Transportation Engineer said he would get back to me, but he did not. 

I hope that the Coastal Commission will insist on temporary replacement parking on Pacific 
A venue during the construction phase of the Thornton Lofts project. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: 

Applicant: 

Clare Bronowski 
Christensen, Miller, Fink, Jacobs, Glaser, Weil & Shapiro, LLP 
I 0250 Constellation Boulevard 
Nineteenth Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

City of Los Angeles: 

Councilwoman Cindy Miscikowski 
200 North Spring Street 
Room 415 
Los Angeles, C A 900 12 COASTAL COMMIS.SION 
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CINDY MISCIKOWSKI 

ll.·forris SIUlds 
First Realty Management 
1505 4'h Strcc:L Suite 2 J.1 
Santa Monica. C/\ 90401 

Dear Mr. Sands: 

City of los Angeles 
Councilwoman. EIP.vffllth Di~trict 
A!>$i~t.ant Presidt•nt Pro Tempore 

July 7. 2003 

PAGE 01 

c~ 
Ch.lir. Puhlit S..l~· 

\1u:•.CI'I.'it, Rul.-- tl<r.il:-n & 
ln~rso•-.:.ITln .... •r~t R.,t.h.:•"'S 

T n3ve receh~ yo\U' lettC'r regarding the parkif'g ym:-Mem tha1 i~ bcing created by the 
development of the Thornton Lots. l unden;tand that community ~5id~~ hBve been uY>ing this 
property for parking o'-er the years and that i~ '"ill present a hardtdrip fc1r rnany. That is why I 
worked closely w~th the dcvclopt:r to I!Tlsure that he created parking for tM community in his new 
project. even though I know that it .... ;u not replace aU th<: space!' 

I am \'ery aware that parktng m Venice is the number one problem, partly because much of the 
housing \\'QS constructed before !Mrc were so many cars and partly because the area i~ 5o 

(l\•erbuilt. ¥or that rea.~n, my staff has been working with lhe Orass Roots Venice 
'eighborbood Council to address tbe issue of parking tn the community. 

Although yonr idea of parking on Pacific A '1:'1'nte hns merits, the Co~ tal Commission will not 
aJit-.w Preferential Parking in Venice, even temporarily. until the City can demonstrate that w-e 
have created more parking spo.ces in the oommunity. Their primary concern is that the publi~ 
have as;ces!' to lhe beach and, unfl'Ttunntr.ly, they are far le~s concerned with the ~cds of the 
residents <'T hu~inesses. Some c.,f what we ar ~ working on is the construcrion of r."·o new parking 
lots in the Abbn.t KirnH"Y ar~~ angled parldng on some of the v.ider streets: and a tram that "ill 
shuttle pt:-opk aruuod the community. Wr: ha,•e also entered into discussions '"ith the County l)f 
l_m. A.ngcks and the Coast~} Commissi('>o regarding use of cxLStin~ lots foT Qvem1ght resrdenttal 
pwlw~. Thi5 could take some time and v.ill not be an immod1atc fix t0r ymu tenants. bull "ill 
con1mu.z to try tc find solutions to the p<U"king problem. 

lf you would like to dLscuss this funher. plc.l::;~ mn1a('1 my ~cniM fie.ld Depu1y, Sand;- Kiev:-nan 
and •.'310'1 5:'~-8461 

Sincerely. 

·.v~r::t·~~'- { .. ,. '"''ffH.:. 
·}·Ct\ ;r...A-A~:-~ 
• '"fll 4.1('~ lq .. ,, ... 

Cit) tWI 
.no 'l. ~"n~ ~"f"'. ~ ...... ,.. ' 
L;~ A.'ll!E' 9.S. 1.-''- <'~rx: 0 
:!!}' 4-~S-H\11 
·::n· 4."J·"i9~~ ~ •• 

w..t Lm "•le:l otrkt 
llo.t S C.n11nth .1\oo'!"''u•!. R<.wJn~ ~f) I 

I,... .A"~'•'· <:., :IIX•:S 
:.'1 n: •- • ..... f.1 

1~1•.l· ~~;.-~.\0) F•• 

9!~!_T!\.LC.Q1811SSION 
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First Realty Management 

lnvestmenls & Managemenl 

Sandy Kievman, Field Deputy 
Councilwoman Cindy Miscikowski 
1645 Corinth Avenue, Room 201 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

July 31, 2003 

1505 4th Street 
Suite 219 

Santa Monica, california 90401 
Fax (3 1 O) 393·9464 

(31 0) 393-4122 

Re: Pacific Avenue, Venice Temporary Preferential Parking District 

Dear Ms. Kievman: 

This letter shall confirm our telephone conversation on July 301h, 2003 regarding the critical 
need for temporary preferential permit parking on Pacific Avenue in North Venice, during 
the anticipated construction involving the Thornton Lofts Project, as follows: 

While the Councilwoman's letter of July "f'h, 2003.'stated that the Coastal Commission will 
not allow preferential parking in Venice, even temporarily, I spoke with Chuck Posner on 
July 291h, who left the door open for the possibility of such parking. Mr. Posner indicated 
that he could be quoted as follows: 

"There may be circumstances where the Coastal Commission would 
not have grounds to deny a Preferential Parking District Permit. There 
is a possibility that a Preferential Parking District, especially a 

temporary one, could receive a permit from the Coastal Commission." 

As we discussed, the need is critical. We are told that the Coastal Commission may not 
oppose an application for such parking if certain criteria are met. The implication was that if 
the District were temporary, with no public parking being displaced, and at the conclusion of 
the construction project (and termination of the temporary parking district) parking will then 
be available in the Project, there could be a basis for Coastal Commission approval. 

Many of the Councilwoman's (voting) constituents are gravely concerned about the loss of 
parking during construction of the Thornton Lofts, and, with the Councilwoman's help in 
seeking Coastal Commission approval, their fears can be allayed. Please do what you can 
to help your Councilwoman's constituents during this time of need. 

Yours very truly, 

FIRST REALTY MANAGEMENT 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 (213) 978-1300 

Website: http://www.lacity.org/pln/index.htm 

DETERMINATION OF THE WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 

Mailing Date: OCT ..2 1 2003 Location: 619 Ocean Front Walk 
Council District: 11 
Plan Area: Venice - Venice Coastal Zone 

Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract 53772 and 
ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP-MEL-A 1, A2,A3 

Specific Plan 
Zone: C1-1 
D.M.: 109.5A143, 1088143 

CEQA: ENV 2002-2547-MND Legal Description: Lot Portion 295 & Lot 297; 
BLK 6. Tract Golden Bay Tract MB2.15 ... 

Applicant: Venice Park Associates 

Appellants: Hortense Breitman - A 1 
Joyce Haskell - A2 
Steve Schlein - A3 

At its meeting of September 17, 2003, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission took the 
following action: 

Denied the appeals by Appellants At. A2 and A3. and sustained the decision of the Deputy 
Advisory Agency of June 18, 2003, approving Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53772, for a maximum · 
4-unit joint living and work condominium and one-unit commercial condominium, subject to the 
attached conditions of approval, as modified. 

Approved ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP·MEL, permitting a Project Permit Compliance, a Coastal 
Development Permit within Dual Permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone and, a 
Conditional Use to permit minor deviations from Commercial Comer Development provisions, for 
the proposed construction, use and maintenance of a maximum new 4-unit joint living and work 
condominium and one-unit commercial condominium with a total of 900 square feet of floor area, 
subject to the attached conditions of approval, as modified. 

Adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2002-25~7-MND 

Adopted the attached Findings of the Deputy Advisory Agency (S e.e,. J:':-( c, .. A..S ·VE No o«/~). 
This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: Ritter-Simon 
Seconded: Rodman 
Ayes: Krisiloff 
Absent: Moon ... 

· le Williams, Commission Executive Assistant 
est Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A-SVEN-04-009 
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Case No. vrT 53772 and ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP-MEL, A3 
Location: 619 Ocean Front Walk 

Page2 

Effective Date/Appeal: The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission's action on this 
appeal takes place on the day of the meeting unless the Commission orally indicated 
otherwise. Any appeal to the City Council must be filed 10 days after the orally stated action 
of the Commission. The Commission action was final on September 17, 2003, unless an 
appeal was filed within the 1 0-day appeal period. 

All City Council appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the Planning Department's 
public Counters at 201 North Figueroa Street, Third Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6255 Van Nuys 
Boulevard, First Floor, Van Nuys. Forms are also available on-line at www.lacity.org/pln. 

The Coastal Development Permit is effective at the City level on the mailing date of this 
determination. The Coastal Development Permit is not further appealable at the City level, 
but appealable only to the California Coastal Commission· South Coast District Office. The 
California Coastal Commission, upon receipt and acceptance of this Determination, will 
establish the start of the 20-day appeal period. 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may 
seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section 
is filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision becomes 
final. 

Attachment( s ): Conditions and Findings 

c: Notification List 

• 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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West L ··s Angeles Area Pla.Z~~ing Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 (213) 978-1300 

Website: http://www .Ia city .org/pln/index.htm 

DETERMINATION OF THE WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 

Mailing Date: OCT 2 1 2003 

Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract 53773 and 
ZA-2002-2526-CDP-CU-SPP-MEL-A 1, A2,A3 

CEQA: ENV 2002-2527 -MND 

Applicant: Venice Park Associates 

Appellants: Hortense Breitman - A 1 
Joyce Haskell - A2 
Steve Schlein - A3 

Location: 701 Ocean Front Walk 
Council District: 11 
Plan Area: Venice - Venice Coastal Zone 

Specific Plan 
Zone: C1-1 
D.M.: 109.5A143, 1088143 
Legal Description: Lot 307, 309, 311; BLK 7. 
Tract Golden Bay Tract MB2.15 ... 

·At its meeting of September 17, 2003, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission took the 
following action: 

Denied the appeals by AQpellants A1. A2 and A3. and sustained tf:le decision of the Deputy 
Advisory Agency of June 18, 2003, approving Vesting Tentative Tract No. 53U3. subject to the 
attached conditions of approval, as modified. 

AQproved ZA-2002-2526-CDP.CU-SPP·MEL. pennitting a ProJect Permit Compliance. a Coastal 
Peveloament Permit within Dual Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone and. a Conditional 
~to penn it minor deviations from Commercial Comer provisions, for the proposed construction, 
use and maintenance of a maximum new 6-unit joint living and work condominium and one-unit 
commercial condominium with a total of 1,500 square feet of floor area, subject to the attached 
conditions of approval, as modified. 

Adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2002-2527 -MND 

Adopted the attached Findings of the Deputy Advisory Agency{Sc.e- J:i/e. AJ..Ir~·V6A/ .. O'/• t)C)Q), 
This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: Ritter-Simon 
Seconded: Rodman 
Ayes: Krisiloff 
Absent: Moon 



J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
Office of the 

FRANK T. MARTINEZ 
Executin• Offirf'r 

When making inquiries 
relative to this mattt'r 
refer to File No. 

.,... - --, .. ~:;::o 
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JAN l 6 2004 

CALIFORNIA CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services 

Room 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Coun('il File Information- (213) 978-1043 
Gt'neral Information· (213) 978-ll3:J 

Fax: (213) 978-1040 

HELEN GINSBURG 

CAl_,~:cRNIA JAME;A~o~AHN 
COASTAL coMMISSION 

Chief, Council and Publit" SenicPs Dh;sion 

January 13, 2004 

J California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90280 

Ms. Joyce Haskell, Appellant 
for Venice Community Association 
32 Thorton Avenue #3 
Venice, CA 90291 

Venice Park, Associates, Applicant 
433 North Camden Drive, Suite 820 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

RE: CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL ON VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NOS. 53772 and 53773 
The City Clerk of the City of Los Angles hereby certifies the approval of the following Vesting 
Tentative Tract Maps which were approved on appeal by the West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission on October 21, 2003, subject to conditions of approval: 

1) VTIM No. 53772 (ZA-2002-2546-CDP-CU-SPP- MEL) for property located at 619 
Ocean Front Walk, in the City of Los Angeles, Council File No. 03-2316; and, 

2) VTIM No. 53773 (ZA-2002-2526-CDP-CU-SPP- MEL) for property located at 701 
Ocean Front Walk, in the City of Los Angeles; Council File No. 03-2315. 

Pursuant to the California Subdivision Map Act Section 664452(b), and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Section 17.06-A,4, an appeal to the legislative body must be held within 30 days after the 
request by an appellant; and Section 664452(c) of said Map Act, which governs the Division of 
Land in the State of California, states the following: 

"If the legislative body fails to act upon and appeal within the time limit specified in this 
chapter, the tentative tract map, insofar as it complies with applicable requirements of this 
division and local Ordinance shall be approved, or conditionally approved, and it shall be 
the duty of the city clerk of the legislative body to certify or state that approval. 

The 30-day deadline for the Los Angeles City Council to act on the September 29, 2003, appeals 
filed by Joyce Haskell for the Venice Community Association on VTIM Nos. 53772 and 53773, 
was October 29, 2003. Since the Los Angeles Council did not have the opportunity to act on the 
appeals until December 2, 2003, after the deadline, the matters were received ~BR~ ~SSION 
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Council on December 2, 2003, and therefore, in accordance with governing statutes, both VTIM 
Nos. 53772, and 53773 are deemed approved, or conditionally approved. 

Please be advised that all other applications including the Coastal Development Permit within the 
Dual Permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone , and a Conditional Use Permit filed in 
connection with both VTTM Nos. 53772 and 53773 for the proposed projects were approved in 
the October 21, 2003, the West Los Angeles Planning Commission's action. The City Attorney, 
opined that only the Tentative Tract Map was appealable to the City Council. A Coastal 
Development Permit appeal must be filed with the California Coastal Commission. 

Should you require any further assistance relative to the above certification, please contact me 
at 213 978-1068. 

Sine rely, 12 
•. 

. /f_,q'~ 

Bar ara Greaves 
Deputy City Clerk 
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