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Appeal of City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No.
ZA 2013-0768 approved with conditions for the demolition of two
single-family residences (956 sq. ft. and 536 sq. ft.) and one 605 sq. ft.
detached two-car garage on a single approximately 6,752 sq. ft. lot, the
subdivision of the lot into three smaller lots (2,401 sq. ft., 1,945 sq. ft.
& 1,992 sq. ft.) and the construction of three single-family residences,
one on each lot (1,998 sq. ft., 1,961 sq. ft. & 1,675 sq. ft.,) with attached
two-car garages and a shared driveway accessed from the alley.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed for the following reasons: the
project, as approved by the City of Los Angeles, is consistent with public access and community character
policies of sections 30212, 30250 and 30253 of the Coastal Act, and therefore does not negatively impact
coastal resources. Pursuant to section 30625, the grounds of appeal are limited to whether or not a
substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act when, as is the case
here, there is an appeal pursuant to section 30602(a). Thus, the appellants incorrectly cite section 30116,
30604 and 30624.7 as grounds for appeal because those section are not included in Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act and will not be considered in the substantial issue analysis.
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I.

MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:
MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-14-0041 raises
NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act.

Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and adoption of the
following resolution and findings and the local action will become final and effective. The
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION:
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-14-0041 presents NO
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

II.

APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS

Ms. Rene Kraus, Ms. Cecilia Williams and Ms. Peggy Lee Kennedy have appealed the City of Los
Angeles decision to approve a Local Coastal Development Permit with conditions for the demolition of
two single-story, single-family residences (956 sq. ft. and 536 sq. ft.) and one 605 sq. ft. detached two-car
garage on a single approximately 6,752 sq. ft. lot, the subdivision of the lot into three smaller lots (2,401
sq. ft., 1,945 sq. ft. & 1,992 sq. ft.) and the construction of three three-story, single-family residences, one
on each lot (1,998 sq. ft., 1,961 sq. ft. & 1,675 sq. ft.,) each with an attached two-car garage and a shared
driveway accessed from the alley (EXHIBIT #2). The site is located on a corner lot between at Sunset
Ave. and 7th Ave. in a residential neighborhood (EXHIBIT #1).
The appellants have filed appeals on the grounds that the proposed project poses potential adverse impacts
to the community character of Venice, the legality of the small lot subdivision, conformance with the
Venice Certified Land Use Plan (including parking requirements), affordable housing (“Mello Act”),
compliance with CEQA and a City approved variance. They claim that the City issued permit violates
Sections 30116, 30212, 30250, 30253, 30604 and 30624.7 of the Coastal Act (EXHIBIT #3).

III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION
On November 13, 2013, a public hearing for Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA 2013-0768 (664
Sunset, LLC) and related Parcel Map (for the three lot subdivision) AA-2013-767 was held before the Los
Angeles City Zoning Administrator. Seven people spoke at the public hearing in regards to the proposed
project (see pages 6 & 7 of the City’s staff report for a list of speakers) (EXHIBIT #4). On April 3, 2014,
the City Zoning Administrator approved the Local Coastal Development Permit for the demolition of two
existing single-family dwellings (and a detached two-car garage) and to allow the construction, use and
maintenance of three single-family dwellings on three separate lots (via small lot subdivision) and
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV 2013-769-MDN as the environmental clearance for the
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project (EXHIBIT #6). Subsequently, Ms. Rene Kraus appealed the Zoning Administrator's approval of
the Local Coastal Development Permit to the City of Los Angeles West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission. On May 21, 2014, the Planning Commission heard the appeal and upheld the Zoning
Administrator's approval of the proposed project. The project was not appealable to the City Council.
The City's Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Case Permit No. ZA 2013-0768
(664 Sunset, LLC) was received in the Coastal Commission's Long Beach office on July 3, 2014, and the
Commission's required twenty working-day appeal period was established. On July 31, 2014, Ms. Rene
Kraus, Ms. Cecilia Williams and Ms. Peggy Lee Kennedy submitted their appeals of the City's approval
of the Local Coastal Development Permit to the Commission's Long Beach office (EXHIBIT #3). No
other appeals were received prior to the end of the appeal period on August 1, 2014.

IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES
Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program
(LCP), a local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of jurisdiction in the coastal
zone and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620 and 30620.5, establish procedures for
the filing, processing, review, modification, approval or denial of a coastal development permit. Pursuant
to this provision, the City of Los Angeles developed a permit program in 1978 to exercise its option to
issue local coastal development permits. Sections 13301-13325 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations provide procedures for issuance and appeals of locally issued coastal development permits.
Section 30602 of the Coastal Act allows any action by a local government on a coastal development
permit application evaluated under Section 30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission. The standard of
review for such an appeal is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200 and
30604.]
After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, the Coastal Commission must
be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains all the required
information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during which any person, including the applicant,
the Executive Director, or any two members of the Commission, may appeal the local decision to the
Coastal Commission. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30602.] As provided under section 13318 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations, the appellant must conform to the procedures for filing an appeal as
required under section 13111 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, including the specific
grounds for appeal and a summary of the significant question raised by the appeal.
The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a “substantial issue” or “no
substantial issue” raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project. Sections 30621 and
30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the Commission
determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal.
Commission staff recommends a finding of no substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the
appellant’s contentions raise no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the
action of the local government becomes final. Alternatively, if the Commission finds that a substantial
issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act, the local coastal development permit is voided and the Commission typically
continues the public hearing to a later date in order to review the coastal development permit as a de novo
matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.] Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission
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regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to the procedures outlined in Sections
13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations.
If there is no motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, it will be presumed that the appeal
raises a substantial issue and the Commission will schedule the de novo phase of the public hearing on the
merits of the application at a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public hearing on the merits of
the application uses the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The certified Venice Land Use Plan (LUP)
is used as guidance. Sections 13110-13120 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations further
explain the appeal hearing process.
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, those who are
qualified to testify at the hearing, as provided by Section 13117 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulation, will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. The
only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the appeal
process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local government (or their
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing.
The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of Commissioners
present to find that the grounds for the appeal raise no substantial issue.

V.

DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION AREA

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit program
as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that any development which receives a local
coastal development permit also obtain a second (or “dual”) coastal development permit from the Coastal
Commission. The Commission's standard of review for the proposed development in the Dual Permit
Jurisdiction area is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. For projects located inland of the areas
identified in Section 30601 (i.e., projects in the Single Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local
coastal development permit is the only coastal development permit required. The proposed project site is
not located within the Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area.
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VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
The Commission hereby finds and declares:
A.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The project site is an approximately 6,752 square-foot corner parcel located approximately ¾ of a mile
from the beach at the intersection of Sunset Ave. and 7th Ave. in Venice. It lies in a residential
neighborhood in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the coastal zone (EXHIBITS #1 & #2). The site is
currently developed with two single-story, single-family houses that are 956 square-feet and 536 squarefeet and a detached 605 square-foot two-car garage (EXHIBIT #7).
The applicant proposes to demolish the three existing structures, subdivide the lot into three individual
lots, as approved by Parcel Map AA-2013-767-PMLA-SL, and construct three single-family residences,
one on each lot. The area of Lot A would be approximately 2,401 square-feet and developed with a threestory, 30-foot high, approximately 1,998 square-foot single-family residence. The area of Lot B would be
approximately 1,945 square-feet and developed with a three-story, 30-foot high, approximately 1,961
square-foot single-family residence. The area of Lot C would be approximately 1,992 square-feet and
developed with a three-story, 30-foot high, approximately 1,675 square-foot single-family residence. The
subdivision also includes a dedication of approximately 414 square-feet added to the alley. All three
residences would have attached two-car garages and would share a driveway to be accessed via the
adjacent alley. No new curb cuts are proposed. (EXHIBIT #2).
B.

FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local
government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no substantial issue exists
as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the
Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s regulation simply
indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no significant
question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission had been guided by the following factors:
1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the development is
consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act;
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations if 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 no substantial issue exists with respect to whether
the local government action conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons set
forth below.
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C.

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

As stated in Section IV of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a Coastal Development Permit issued
by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are the project’s
conformity with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Any local government Coastal Development
Permit issued or denied prior to certification of its LCP may be appealed to the Commission. The
Commission shall hear an appeal unless it determines that no substantial issue exists as to conformity
with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
The grounds for this appeal relate to the proposed project’s potential adverse impacts to the community
character of Venice, the legality of the small lot subdivision, conformance with the Venice Certified Land
Use Plan (including parking requirements), affordable housing (“Mello Act”), compliance with CEQA
and a City approved variance. The project is located in a highly urbanized residential area approximately
¾ of a mile from the beach.
The Commission’s standard of review for determining whether to hear the appeal is only whether the
appeal raises a substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§ 30625(b)(1); 14 C.C.R. § 13321. The Commission’s decision will be guided by the factors listed in the
previous section of this report (B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis).
This appeal raises no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Cal. Pub.
Res. Code §§ 30200-30265.5). 1 The Notice of Decision on Local Coastal Development Permit No.
2013-0768 and accompanying Final Staff Report issued by the City of Los Angeles states that the
City applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and concluded, in part, that the development,
as proposed and conditioned by the City, would be consistent with Section 30250, 30251, 30252 and
30253 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the
Venice Coastal Zone (EXHIBIT #4).
Section 30212 New development projects
(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast
shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with
public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2)
adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated
accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private
association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway.
(b) For purposes of this section, "new development" does not include:
(1) Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision (g) of Section
30610.
(2) The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; provided, that the
reconstructed residence shall not exceed either the floor area, height or bulk of the former
structure by more than 10 percent, and that the reconstructed residence shall be sited in the
same location on the affected property as the former structure.
1

Unless otherwise indicated, all subsequent statutory references are to sections within the Coastal Act. Cal. Pub. Res.
Code §§ 30000 et seq.
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(3) Improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its use, which do
not increase either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by more than 10 percent,
which do not block or impede public access, and which do not result in a seaward
encroachment by the structure.
(4) The reconstruction or repair of any seawall; provided, however, that the
reconstructed or repaired seawall is not a seaward of the location of the former structure.
(5) Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has determined,
pursuant to Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be required unless the
commission determines that the activity will have an adverse impact on lateral public
access along the beach.
As used in this subdivision "bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured from the
exterior surface of the structure.
(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the
performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required by
Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by Section 4 of
Article X of the California Constitution.
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states:
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this
division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able
to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively,
on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels.
(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away from
existing developed areas.
(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas
shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for visitors.
Section 30251.
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 on 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.
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Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2)
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other
areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile
circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or
providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5)
assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office
buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not
overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development
with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite
recreational facilities to serve the new development.
Section 30253(e).
New development shall where appropriate, protect special communities and
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor
destination points for recreational uses.
In order for no substantial issue to be found, the proposed project must conform to the requirements of the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. To address the contention that the project is not consistent with
community character policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the subdivision of the subject lot meets the
certified LUP and City of Los Angeles’ Municipal Code minimum lot size of 1,500 square-feet (per lot
zoned RD1.5-1). The appellants argue that the increased density yielded by this subdivision is nonconforming to the certified LUP and it would lead to negative consequences in the coastal zone of Venice.
The LUP does address density in this area of Venice and the City approved subdivision is in conformance
with the density provision in the LUP policy.
Certified LUP Policy I.A.7.d states in part:
Density: One unit per 1,500 – 2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 square feet are
limited to a maximum density of two units.
Replacement Units/Bonus Density: Lots greater than 4,000 square feet can add extra density at the
rate of one unit for each 1,500 square feet of lot area in excess of 4,000 square feet on parcels
zoned RD1.5…”
However, even if the lot was not to be subdivided, the Venice Specific Plan would allow for three
residential units to be built on the same lot. The regulation allows three residential units for lots with a
minimum area of 5,500 square-feet. The subject lot, as it is currently oriented, is approximately 6,752
square-feet and exceeds the required lot area for three units. As proposed, the development does not raise
a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 community character policies
of the Coastal Act in relation to the proposed density of the project.
The appellants also object to the City approved front yard setback for the two proposed residences facing
7th Ave. The certified LUP does not mandate a minimum front yard setback for this area of Venice. Many

A-5-VEN-14-0041
Appeal – No Substantial Issue
Page 9

of the houses that run along 7th Ave. are not facing 7th Ave. Most houses along 7th Ave. are, in fact, the
sides of the corner houses that face the cross streets. The average side yard setback, which is the
predominant lining of 7th Ave., is approximately five feet (EXHIBIT #8). A five-foot setback for the two
proposed houses facing 7th Ave. would be in line with the general trend of setbacks along 7th Ave. and
does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 community
character policies of the Coastal Act.
In order to conform to the requirements of the Coastal Act, the proposed project is required to maintain
and enhance public access to the coast by providing adequate parking facilities. The amount of parking
that is “adequate” is typically determined by calculating the parking demand of a specific project using a
parking standard. The parking standard is usually part of a certified local coastal program or zoning
ordinance. 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. The certified Venice LUP requires that
new development shall provide the necessary parking spaces as required by the LUP Parking Requirement
Table.
New development must provide an adequate parking supply in order to protect the existing public parking
facilities that support public access to the many recreational opportunities available in Venice. The
provision is that an increased parking supply is required by the certified Venice LUP and Section 30252
of the Coastal Act.
Certified LUP Policy II.A.1 states:
It is the policy of the City to provide increased parking opportunities for both
visitors and residents of Venice, and improve summer weekend conditions with
respect to Venice Beach parking and traffic control.
Policy II.A.3 of the certified LUP states:
The parking requirements outlined in the following table shall apply to all new
development, any addition and/or change of use. The public beach parking lots and
the Venice Boulevard median parking lots shall not be used to satisfy the parking
requirements of this policy. Extensive remodeling of an existing use or change of
use which does not conform to the parking requirements listed in the table shall be
required to provide missing numbers of parking spaces or provide an in-lieu fee
payment into the Venice Coastal Parking Impact Trust Fund for the existing
deficiency. The Venice Coastal Parking Impact Trust Fund will be utilized for
improvement and development of public parking facilities that improve public access
to the Venice Coastal Zone.
The certified LUP parking table, contained within LUP Policy II.A.3, sets forth the parking requirements
for restaurants as follows: 2
Single-family dwelling: 2 spaces; except projects in Silver Strand and Venice Canals residential
Subareas, where three spaces are required.

2

The parking standards in the certified Venice LUP are identical to the parking standard contained in the
Commission’s Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Los Angeles County, adopted 1980.
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Single-family dwelling on lots of 40 feet or more in width, or 35 feet or more in width if adjacent to
an alley: 3 spaces
Two of the proposed lots are less than 35 feet wide. The applicant proposes two parking spaces in
attached garages for each of those units. The final lot is more than 35 feet wide; however, the apron of
the driveway in front of the attached two-car garage can serve as an additional parking space,
therefore meeting the parking requirements as mandated in the LUP. The proposed project provides
adequate parking. Thus, the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the
project’s conformity with Chapter 3 public access policies of the Coastal Act.
Additionally, the appellants raise concerns regarding the City’s approved variance for the width of the
shared driveway. The City approved the width of the driveway at 16.5 feet instead of the standard 20 feet.
The appellants reason that the City approvals do not conform to the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan or
to the established community character. While the width of the driveways for the proposed project may
not be consistent with other driveways, the Commission does not find that a narrower driveway is a
substantial issue with respect to community character because curb cuts for driveways are generally solely
a concern for public access. The Commission encourages narrower driveways and alley access to reduce
or eliminate curb cuts and to increase and protect on-street public parking spaces in the coastal zone.
Thus, the City approved driveway does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the project’s
conformity with Chapter 3 community character policies of the Coastal Act nor does it raise a substantial
issue with respect to Chapter 3 public access policies.
The appellants’ appeals further address the proposed project’s potential non-conformance with the
established community character in Venice in relation to the mass and scale of homes in the area.
Venice has a wide range of scale and style of residential buildings throughout its various
neighborhoods. Venice’s historical character, diverse population, as well as its expansive recreation
area, Ocean Front Walk (boardwalk), and wide, sandy beach make it a popular destination not only
for Southern California but also for national and international tourists. Accordingly, Venice has
engendered a status as one of the more unique coastal communities in the State, and therefore, a
coastal resource to be protected.
The Coastal Act requires that special communities be protected from negative impacts such as
excessive building heights and bulks. In particular, Sections 30253(e) and 30251 of the Act
state:
The following sections of the Venice LUP address historical preservation and character
preservation:
Policy I. A. 2. Preserve Stable Single Family Residential Neighborhoods:
Ensure that the character and scale of existing single family neighborhoods is maintained
and allow for infill development provided that it is compatible with and maintains the
density, character and scale of the existing development.
Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community
Policy I. E. 1. General.
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Venice’s unique social and architectural diversity should be protected as a Special
Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
Policy I. E. 2. Scale.
New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the scale and character of
the community development. 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 […]
Policy I. E. 3. Architecture.
Varied styles of architecture are encouraged with building facades which incorporate
varied planes and textures while maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing.
Policy I. E. 4. Redevelopment.
Projects involving large-scale land acquisition and clearance shall be discouraged in
favor of rehabilitation, restoration, and conservation projects, especially those involving
single family dwellings.
Policy I. F. 2. Reuse and Renovation of Historic Structures.
Wherever possible, the adaptive reuse and renovation of existing historic structures shall be
encouraged so as to preserve the harmony and integrity of historic buildings identified in this
LUP. This means:
a. Renovating building façades to reflect their historic character as closely as possible and
discouraging alterations to create an appearance inconsistent with the actual character
of the buildings.
b. Protecting rather than demolishing historic or culturally significant properties by finding
compatible uses which may be housed in them that require a minimum alteration to the
historic character of the structure and its environment.
c. Rehabilitation shall not destroy the distinguishing feature or character of the property
and its environment and removal or alteration of historical architectural features shall be
minimized.
d. The existing character of building/house spaces and setbacks shall be maintained.
e. The existing height, bulk and massing which serves as an important characteristic of the
resource shall be retained.
These policies encourage “architectural diversity” in Venice and encourage the preservation of
historic structures, however individual homes not defined as “historic” and labeled as such in the
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LUP are not protected from demolition and new development. The above policies have not been
defined in an implementation plan and certified by the Commission in the form of an LCP nor
has the City of defined a specific architectural style for the various neighborhoods of Venice. The
determination that the character of a proposed project is in conformance with the above policies
is subjective.
Ultimately, the extent to which the history of such demolition/rebuild/remodel has altered the
community, community character of Venice remains difficult to determine. In order for such a
determination to be made, a comprehensive cumulative assessment would likely be required.
And, while there is little doubt that a significant amount of redevelopment has occurred within
the coastal zone of Venice, it will be difficult to ensure that Venice’s character is protected until
Venice’s community character has been defined. Such a definition, as well as a means to
adequately protect such character consistent with the Act, is best determined through first a
community effort and then through the Coastal Commission review process as part of the
certified LCP. The City of Los Angeles was recently awarded a grant to assist in developing a
Local Coastal Program; however, no date for a deliverable has been determined.
In this case, the surrounding neighborhood for this property is comprised of a variety of old and
new multi-unit residential structures and single-family residences that vary in height, in size of
square footage and architectural style (EXHIBIT #7).
The City of Los Angeles has consistently limited new development in the project area to a height
of 25 feet (flat roof) of 30 feet (varied roofline) or 28 feet along walk streets measured above the
fronting right-of-way. The proposed project conforms to the 30-foot height limit for varied
rooflines (EXHIBIT #9). The only portions of the proposed structure that may exceed the 30
foot height limit are chimneys, HVAC, etc. Both the City and the Commission permit roof
accessory structures (i.e. chimneys and open roof deck railings) to exceed the height limit by no
more than 5 feet if the scenic and visual qualities of the area are not negatively impacted and no
more than 10 feet for roof access structures. There are no roof access structures proposed in
relation to this project. The project, as proposed, conforms to the mandated height limits and the
established setback trends in its neighborhood and does not raise a substantial issue with respect
to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 community character policies of the Coastal Act.
The appellants oppose the proposed project on the grounds that it violates CEQA. The appellants argue
that the Mitigated Negative Declaration that was prepared for this project on June 24, 2013 (ENV 2013769-MND) did not include a cumulative effect study which addresses traffic and parking issues. In their
final staff report, the City finds that, with the imposition of ENV 2013-769-MND, there is no substantial
evidence that the proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment, therefore complying
with CEQA. The Commission has no authority to invalidate a lead agency’s CEQA determination and
thus, the appellants’ contention does not constitute a substantial issue.
The appellants also contend that the proposed project does not comply with the “Mello Act”
They argue that the two houses proposed to be demolished are considered affordable housing and
the City is not providing assurances that the two affordable housing units will be replaced. The
preservation of low-cost housing in the coastal zone was included in early versions of the Coastal
Act, however, this criteria was removed from the Coastal Act by the California State Legislature.
Accordingly, the Commission no longer reviews the impact of proposed development projects on
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low-cost housing in the coastal zone and thus, the appellants’ contention does not constitute a
substantial issue.
Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises “no substantial
issue” with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does not meet the substantiality
standard of Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the proposed project and the local government
action are consistent with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. As
indicated above, the City’s conclusion was supported by substantial evidence. In its analysis, the City
included various features to address the concerns of the appellants. Density, setbacks, parking,
community character, CEQA and “Mello Act” issues were raised as the City’s local hearing. The City
ensured that the proposed project complies with the policies of the certified LUP and the Chapter 3
polices of the Coastal Act with regards to land use, density, design and parking. The City addressed
CEQA issues by implementing a Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV 2013-769-MND) and the City
addressed affordable housing concern by imposing Condition 8, which requires the applicant to
comply with the “Mello Act”. Furthermore, the proposed project was subject to review by multiple
responsible City Agencies and went through the City’s local public hearing process. The proposed
development and small lot subdivision are consistent with the residential development that exists
along these streets and in this area of Venice. Pages 6 – 11 of the City’s Findings (EXHIBIT #4),
provide evidence that the City complied with the Venice certified LUP and Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act. Therefore, the Coastal Commission finds that the City provided an adequate degree of
factual and legal support for the local government’s decision.
The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. The subject lot is approximately 6,752 square-feet and is currently used as a residential
lot and supports two single-family dwellings. The proposed development approved by the local
government is the demolition of the two existing single-family residences and a detached 605 squarefoot garage, a small lot subdivision resulting in three smaller lots and the construction of three singlefamily residences with attached two-car garages and a shared driveway. This type of development is
consistent with the type and character of development in the surrounding area and is consistent with
development promoted by Section 30222 of the Coastal Act.
The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The significance
is minimal as there are no coastal resources affected. The location of the proposed development is
approximately ¾ of a mile from the beach in a developed residential area. Because of its distant
proximity to the beach, this area is not a primary destination for shoreline access.
The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future
interpretations of its LCP. The City does not currently have a certified LCP. The proposed
development is consistent with the mass, height and scale of past Commission approvals for this area
of Venice. This project, as proposed and conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the City to
prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
Impacts to coastal resources, including community character, are important statewide issues, but this
appeal raises local issues only. The City granted a legal and acceptable variance for allowing the driveway
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to be slightly narrower than usual; they approved a legal small lot subdivision; addressed CEQA with a
Mitigated Negative Declaration; addressed affordable housing issues by imposing the “Mello Act” as a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit; and ensured that adequate parking would be provided for
the proposed residences. While there are several local issues that the City addressed, the City’s approvals
do not raise issues of statewide significance.
In conclusion, the primary issues for the appeal potential adverse impacts to density, setbacks, parking,
community character, the legality of the small lot subdivision, conformance with the Venice Certified
Land Use Plan (including parking requirements), affordable housing (“Mello Act”), compliance with
CEQA and a City approved variance. In this case, the proposed project complies with all of the
regulations of the certified LUP, the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, CEQA and the “Mello Act.”
Therefore, Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises no substantial
issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 policies.

