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Venskus & Associates

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

603 WEST OJAI AVE,, SUITE F 1055 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 1660
OJAL CALIFORNIA LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
93023 90017
TEL: 805-272-8628; FAX: 213-482-4246 TEL: 213-482-4200; IFAX: 213-482-4246

October 1, 2015

California Coastal Commissioners
45 Fremont Street

Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Coastal Development Permit Appeals for 217-221 Venice Way (October 9,
2015, Agenda Item # F11 ¢, d, and e)

Honorable Commissioners:

This law firm represents Robin Rudisill and Sue Kaplan in litigation against the
City of Los Angeles related to the City Planning Department's CEQA, Mello Act and
Coastal Development Permit approvals of the projects located at 217, 219 and 221
Venice Way in Venice. My clients have filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate against the
City of Los Angeles Planning Department for its refusal to process my clients' appeals of
the project approvals to the West Los Angeles Planning Commission. I write to clarify a
statement contained in the CCC staff report regarding the procedural posture of this
matter. The Coastal Commission Staff Report, at p. 5, Section III, states, "The ZA’s
approvals of the CDPs were not appealed to the West Los Angeles Planning
Commission." However, my clients' appeal of the CDPs, as well as the City's CEQA and
Mello Act determinations, to the West Los Angeles Planning Commission is the subject
of the litigation; specifically, it is alleged that the Planning Department denied my clients
the right to appeal the project-related approvals, despite the fact my clients timely
presented their appeal forms and fees prior to the appeal deadline. A copy of the Petition
for Writ of Mandate is attached for your reference.

On August 31, 2015, Ms. Rudisill and Ms. Kaplan filed appeals of the CDPs to
the California Coastal Commission, as a placeholder in the unlikely event the Superior
Court resolves the current litigation in favor of the City. While we support the staff's
recommendation of "substantial issue," I respectfully request that the Coastal
Commission stay consideration my clients' CDP appeals until the Court has had an
opportunity to consider the matter currently before it and rule upon the Petition. Indeed, if
the Court sides with my clients, then the appeals will be processed and the West Los
Angeles Planning Commission will hear and determine the Mello Act and CEQA
challenges, at a minimum, since these matters concern the sole jurisdiction of the City.
But consider that Los Angeles City Charter section 552 confers upon the West Los
Angeles Area Planning Commission the mandatory right and duty to hear and determine
appeals of Department-issued Coastal Development Permits, and the Planning



Commission should be given that opportunity if the Court agrees with my clients that the
Planning Department violated my clients' right to statutory due process by failing to
process the timely appeals of the project approvals.

Thank you for your consideration and attention to this matter.
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INTRODUCTION

1. This action challenges the City of Los Angeles' refusal to accept the Petitioners’ filing
of administrative appeals on the Zoning Administrator’s (“hereinafter the “ZA”) approvals for the
Coastal Development Permit applications ZA 2014-0829, ZA 2014-0831, and ZA 2014-0833
(hereinafter referred to collectively as “the Determination Letters”), for a development project
located at 217, 219, and 221 East Venice Way, Venice, California 90291 (hereinafter collectively
referred to as the “Project”), located within the jurisdictional limits of the City of Los Angeles.

2. This action also challenges the City's failure to provide Petitioners due process of
law, in that the City did not provide Petitioners an opportunity to be heard on their challenge to the
Zoning Administrator’s determination to approve the Project.

3. Petitioners ask this Court to overturn all City approvals of the Project and order the
City to accept Petitioners appeals and provide a hearing on said appeals before the City's Area
Planning Commission.

PARTIES

4. Petitioner, ROBIN RUDISILL (hereinafter referred to as “Ms. Rudisill” individually
or “Petitioners” collectively), is an individual residing in Los Angeles County who resides and owns
property in the vicinity of the Project site. Ms. Rudisill has lived in Venice for 15 years, and is the
Chair of the Land Use and Planning Committee of the Venice Neighborhood Council, a certified
council under the Los Angeles City Charter. She brings this action on behalf of herself and in the
interest of the general public.

5. Petitioner, SUE KAPLAN (hereinafter referred to as “Ms. Kaplan” individually, or
“Petitioners” collectively), is an individual residing in Los Angeles County who resides and owns
property in the vicinity of the Project site. Ms. Kaplan has lived in Venice for approximately 21
years, and is actively engaged in civic issues concerning the Venice community. She brings this
action on behalf of herself and in the interest of the general public.

6. Respondent, CITY OF LOS ANGELES (hereinafter referred to individually as the
“City” collectively as “Respondents”), is a Charter Law city situated in the County of Los Angeles

and is duly organized under the laws of the State of California.
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7. Respondent, DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING of the City of Los Angeles
(hereinafter referred to individually as the “DCP” collectively as “Respondents”), is a quasi-judicial
body of appointed officials with regulatory authority with respect to approval or denial of Coastal
Development permits, zoning Administrator’s Adjustments and Mello Act Compliance, including
the subject Project applications at issue in this lawsuit.

8. Petitioners are informed and believe, and based thereon allege, FABIAN BEVER
(hereinafter referred to as “Applicant” individually or “Real Parties in Interest” collectively), is an
individual residing in Los Angeles County.

9. Petitioners are informed and believe, and based thereon allege ROBERT
THIBODEAU (hereinafter referred to as “Applicant” individually or “Real Parties in Interest”
collectively), is an individual residing in Los Angeles County.

10.  Does 1 through 20 are any entities that have an interest in the Project but which have
not thus far been disclosed to Petitioners and whose true names and identities are not currently
known to Petitioners, and therefore Petitioners sue said parties under fictitious names. Petitioners
will amend this petition to allege their true names and capacities when and if the same are
ascertained. Petitioners are informed and believe, and based thereon alleges, that each of these
fictitiously named Real Parties in Interest is in some manner responsible for the wrongful conduct
alleged in this petition, and that these fictitiously named Real Parties in Interest were, at all times
mentioned in this petition, the agents, servants, employees and contractors, and were acting within
their authority as such with the consent and permission, of their co-Real Parties in Interest.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

11.  This is an action for mandamus against the Respondents and Real Parties in Interest
concerning actions taken with respect to real property located within the City and the County of Los
Angeles, California. This court has jurisdiction under California Code of Civil Procedure § 1085,
and related equitable code provisions.

12.  Venue is proper in this court because the causes of action alleged herein arose against
the City within the County of Los Angeles, and the parties are located or doing business in the City
and the County of Los Angeles.
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EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES
AND INADEQUATE REMEDIES AT LAW

13. Petitioners have exhausted all administrative remedies prior to bringing this action.

14.  Petitioners, by and through their representatives, registered their objections to the
proposed Project, to the DCP orally and in writing. All issues raised in this Petition were timely
raised before Respondents by Petitioners.

15.  Inan attempt to informally resolve this matter without litigation, on August 11, 2015,
Petitioners, by and through their counsel of record, sent a letter to the Director of the Los Angeles
Department of City Planning, Michael LoGrande, requesting that he accept Petitioners'
administrative appeals of the Project. (A true and correct copy is attached as Exhibit A, pgs. 1-3.)

16.  Petitioners even reached out to the office of City Councilmember Mike Bonin, the
councilmember for the district in which this Project is located, and requested assistance with the
DCP regarding the DCP's refusal to accept Petitioners' administrative appeals for filing. On
information and belief, and based thereon Petitioners allege, that staff of the Honorable City
Councilmember Mike Bonin approached DCP representatives and requested that the DCP accept the
appeal forms, but that the request went unheeded. Thus, Petitioners have made a good faith effort to
informally resolve this matter without litigation.

17.  Petitioners have exhausted all available administrative remedies before Respondents
by objecting to the approval of the Project and attempting to timely file appeals of the approvals.

18.  Petitioners have no adequate remedy at law unless the Court grants the requested relief
as set forth herein, requiring Respondents to accept Petitioners' appeals of the Associate Zoning
Administrator’s Approvals of the Project, and to set the matter for hearing on the West Los Angeles
Area Planning Commission's agenda, to be heard and considered by the Commission. In the absence
of either such remedy, Respondents will continue to be in violation of Petitioners' substantive and
procedural due process rights.

FACTS

19. Real Parties in Interest submitted applications ZA-2014-0829-CDP-ZAA-MEL, ZA-

2014-0831-CDP-ZAA-MEL, ZA-2014-0833-CDP-ZAA-MEL for their development project, located
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at 217, 219, and 221 East Venice Way, Venice, California 90291, to the Department of City
Planning requesting to demolish an existing four-unit residential building on three contiguous lots
and construct three new single family homes in its place with variances in the required front yard
setback of 10 feet 6 inches in lieu of the 15 feet otherwise required by the City of Los Angeles
Planning and Zoning Code.

20.  The matter was subsequently scheduled for a hearing before the Zoning Administrator,
which was to take place on January 8, 2015.

21.  January 8, 2015, the Zoning Administrator's hearing was held. Petitioners were in
attendance and spoke at the public hearing.

22.  OnlJuly 14, 2015, the ZA of the DCP issued Determination Letters (hereinafter "the
Department’s Determinations” or “Approvals”) approving the Coastal Development Permit
Applications and the Project. (See Exhibit A, pgs. 11-41; 48-78; and 85-115.)

23.  The Department’s Determinations informed the public that the Approvals could be
appealed to the Area Planning Commission ("APC"), “at a public office of the Department of City
Planning on or before” July 29, 2015. (See Exhibit A, pgs. 14, 51, and 88 “APPEAL PERIOD —
EFFECTIVE DATE”))

24.  Prior to July 29, 2015, a number of members of the Venice community, decided to
jointly appeal the Approvals. Petitioner Ms. Rudisill filled out and signed the required appeal forms
on the required City-authorized forms and attached the required documents.

25.  The appeals challenge the Project Approvals on a number of bases, including, but not
limited to, violation of the state Mello Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, the Venice
Coastal Specific Plan, and the Venice Land Use Plan.

26.  On July 29, 2015, Petitioners attempted to timely submit their appeals of the ZA’s
Approvals of the Project, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (“L.A.M.C.”) (see Exhibit A,
pgs. 5-10; 42-47; 79-84; and pg. 4), as follows:

a. On July 29, 2015, Ms. Lydia Ponce, a long-time resident and named appellant,
approached an employee seated behind the Los Angeles DCP Development Service
Center, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Los Angeles, California
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27.

90012, with the appeal forms and cash for the appeal filing fee; (see Exhibit A, pg. 4)
b. Ms. Ponce was then told to speak with a different Department employee, who
in turn informed Ms. Ponce that she could not file the appeals at that counter and that
Ms. Ponce would need to speak with, yet again, a different Department employee,
whom they then allegedly went to find (/d.); and

C. the DCP employees continued to evade Ms. Ponce's attempts to file
Petitioners' appeals until it was after 5:00 p.m., at which point City Planning
Supervisor, Ralph Avila, came out from behind the counter to inform Ms. Ponce that,
because it was after 5:00 p.m., she had missed the deadline to appeal the ZA’s
Approvals. (/d.)

Petitioners were denied their right to file an appeal, even though they had arrived at

the proper location and prior to the close of business on July 29, 2015.

28.

Petitioners attempted to resolve the matter informally with the DCP supervisors, both

directly through their attorney and through the City Councilmember's office, to no avail.

29.

30.
31.

follows:

The instant petition for writ of mandate ensued thereafter.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Writ of Mandate under Cal. Civ. Code Proc., § 1085
Violation of Petitioners' Procedural and Substantive Due Process)
All preceding paragraphs are hereby incorporated as though fully set forth herein.

Los Angeles Municipal Code section 12.20.2 (H) provides, in pertinent part, as

Appeals. Appeals from the approval, conditional approval, or
disapproval of a permit under the provisions of this section
may be taken by the applicant or any aggrieved person as
follows:

1. Where a coastal development permit hearing has
been combined with the hearing on the project itself, an appeal
may be taken to the appellate body that would hear and decide
the appeal from the underlying project. If the appeal from any
underlying project is further appealable to a second appellate
body, the coastal development permit is likewise further
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32.  Real Parties in Interest sought and received approval for demolition of a multi-
residential building containing four affordable housing units and to replace those affordable housing
units with three separate single-family mansions, including variances (referred to as an "Adjustment"
in the L.A.M.C,, section 12.28) from the code-required yard set back. The procedures for such

variances, including appeal rights and procedures, are found in L.A.M.C., section 12.24, which states

in pertinent part:

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND

appealable. The time within which to appeal shall be the same
as that provided for an appeal of the project itself, but the
decision of the permit-granting authority on the coastal permit
may be separately appealed, without appealing the action on
the underlying project. The times for notification of hearing
and action on such appeal shall be the same as for the
underlying project, whether or not such underlying project is
also appealed.

I. Appeals.

1. Effective Date of Initial Decision. An initial
decision becomes final and effective upon the close of the
15-day appeal period if not appealed, or as provided in this
subsection if appealed.

2. Filing of an Appeal. An applicant or any other
person aggrieved by the initial decision of the Zoning
Administrator may appeal the decision to the Area Planning
Commission. An applicant or any other person aggrieved by
the initial decision of the Area Planning Commission or the
City Planning Commission may appeal the decision to the City
Council. The appeal shall be filed within 15 days of the date of
mailing of the initial decision on forms provided by the
Department. The appeal shall set forth specifically the points
at issue, the reasons for the appeal, and the basis upon which
the appellant claims there was an error or abuse of discretion
by the initial decision-maker. Any appeal not filed within the
15-day period shall not be considered by the appellate body.
The filing of an appeal stays proceedings in the matter until the
appellate body has made a decision. Once an appeal is filed,
the initial decision-maker shall transmit the appeal and the file
to the appellate body, together with any report if one was
prepared by staff responding to the allegations made in the
appeal.

3. Appellate Decision - Public Hearing and
Notice. Before acting on any appeal, the appellate body shall
set the matter for hearing, giving the same notice as provided

7
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for the original hearing. When considering an appeal from the
decision of an initial decision-maker, the appellate body shall
make its decision, based on the record, as to whether the initial
decision-maker erred or abused his or her discretion.

32.  Thus, pursuant to L.A.M.C., sections 12.20.2(H) and 12.24(I), the appeal period for
this Project was 15 days from the date of mailing of the Determination Letters.

33.  Petitioners are interested persons adversely affected by the Project.

34.  Petitioners attempted to file their appeals of the ZA’s Approvals of the Project in the
public office of the DCP within fifteen days of the date of mailing of the written Department's
Determinations.

35. The DCP failed to permit Petitioners to file their appeals as required by the L.A.M.C.

36. Petitioners are directly and beneficially interested in Respondents’ compliance with all
applicable provisions of law and with all public legal duties, as set forth herein.

37. Respondents had the ability to perform the duties set forth herein, at all times relevant to
this action, and failed and refused to perform its legal duties. Respondents acted arbitrarily and capriciously,
in refusing to carry out or discharge its mandatory duties as alleged herein.

38.  Unless compelled by this Court to perform those acts and duties and to refrain from acts
as required by law, Respondents will continue to refuse said duties and continue to violate the law, and
Petitioners, and the public on whose behalf they bring this action, will be injured as a result.

39. The City, by and through the DCP, violated L.A.M.C., sections 12.20.2 (H) and
12.24(1), by failing to permit Petitioners to file their appeals.

40. Respondents failed to proceed in the manner required by L.A.M.C,, sections 12.20.2
(H) and 12.24(1) because the DCP failed to adhere to the mandatory duty to permit Petitioners to
submit their appeals within the 15 day appeal period.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioners pray for relief as follows:

1. For declaratory relief by declaring that:

a) the City abused its discretion by refusing to accept and file Petitioners’ appeals;

b) the City violated L.A.M.C., sections 12.20.2 (H) and 12.24(I);

8
VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND
DECLARATORY RELIEF







Fram: Sabrns Vanckus  Fux: (213) 492:4248 To: +16316683535 Fax: +16316683536 Page 1 of 3 ORIZN7015 12-28 PM

To!

-~

VERIFICATION

I, the undersigned, declare that I am a Petitioner in this action. I have read the foregoing
PETTTION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF and know the contents thereof, and the same is true of my own
knowledge.

{ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this
26™ day of Angust, 2015, in Los Angcles, Califomia.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
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Filed: 8/31/2015

49th Day: 10/19/2015
Stafft: S. Vaughn — LB
Staff Report: 9/24/2015
Hearing Date: 10/9/2015

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Appeal Numbers: A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-0053, & A-5-VEN-15-0054
Applicant: Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC

Agent: Robert Thibodeau, DU Architecture & Design

Local Government: City of Los Angeles

Local Decision: Approval with Conditions

Appellants: Lydia Ponce, George Gineris, Robin Rudisill, & Mark Kleimen
Project Location: 217,219, & 221 E Venice Way, Venice Beach, Los Angeles County

(APN 4238-021-022)

Project Description: Appeals by Lydia Ponce, George Gineris, Robin Rudisill, & Mark
Kleimen from decision by City of Los Angeles granting three coastal
development permits with conditions for development of 3 adjoining
residential lots, including demolition of a 2-story 4-unit apartment
building and construction of (3) 3-story single-family residences: 1)
approximately 35-feet high, 2,680 sq. ft. on a 1,958 sq. ft. lot; 2)
approximately 35-feet high, 2,631 sq. ft. on a 1,974 sq. ft. lot; and 3)
approximately 35-feet high, 2,662 sq. ft. on a 1,990 sq. ft. lot. Each with
an attached 322 sq. ft. 2-car garage, a 10 2 -foot front yard setback, and a
38-foot high roof access structure.

Staff Recommendation: Determine that a substantial issue exists.

IMPORTANT NOTE: The Commission will not take testimony on this “substantial issue”
recommendation unless at least three commissioners request it. The Commission may ask questions of the
applicant, any aggrieved person, the Attorney General or the executive director prior to determining whether
or not to take testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. If the Commission takes
testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, testimony is generally and at the discretion
of the Chair limited to 3 minutes total per side. Only the applicant, persons who opposed the application
before the local government (or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify
during this phase of the hearing. Others may submit comments in writing. If the Commission finds that the
appeal raises a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting,
during which it will take public testimony.




A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The City-approved
projects are not consistent with the community character of the surrounding area.

On July 14, 2015, the City approved three local CDPs (ZA-2014-0829, ZA-2014-0831, and ZA-2014-
0833) for the same applicant (California Eco Homes, LLC) approving the demolition of a two-story,
four-unit apartment building that spans three residential lots, and the construction of three, three-story
single-family residences (one on each lot) described as follows: 1) approximately 35-feet high, 2,680 sq.
ft. on a 1,958 sq. ft. lot; 2) approximately 35-feet high, 2,631 sq. ft. on a 1,974 sq. ft. lot; and 3)
approximately 35- feet high, 2,662 sq. ft. on a 1,990 sq. ft. lot. Each with an attached 322 sq. ft. 2-car
garage, a 10.5-foot front yard setback, and a 38-foot high roof access structure.

Section 30251 and 30253(e) require the protection of scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas with
section 30253(e) particularly requiring the protection of special communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor serving destination points for recreational
uses. The certified Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) states that, the character and scale of single-family
neighborhoods should be maintained and that infill development should be allowed provided that it is
compatible with and maintains the density, character, and scale of the existing development (Policy
[.A.2). Additionally, a coastal issue raised in the LUP is the preservation of community character, scale,
and architectural diversity of Venice as a Special Coastal Community.

The City-approved projects also appear to raise a substantial issue as to their conformity with Section
30251 the Coastal Act which requires that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance and be visually compatible with the
character of the surrounding area. The City-approved projects also raise a substantial issue as to their
conformity with Section 30253(e) of Coastal Act which requires the protection of special communities
and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor serving destination
points for recreational uses.

The subject site is approximately 1,300 feet inland of Venice Beach in the North Venice subarea, which
features homes and commercial businesses of varying architectural styles, ranging from one-story wood
bungalows to three-story-plus-roofdeck modern glass structures. The development on the block on
which the City-approved projects reside is primarily single-story, single-family residences, however
there are a few larger apartment buildings and two-story single-family residences across the street. The
design of the City-approved project is not consistent with the character of the area, as the scale and mass
of the 38-foot high projects are larger than what exists on the block. The projects have been designed to
the maximum allowable height for the area and include an adjustment for the front-yard setback of 10.5
feet from the property line as opposed to the normally required 15-foot front-yard setback. The City-
approved residences would be taller and larger than any other single-family residences on the block.
Therefore, the projects as approved by the City will cumulatively change the character of the Venice
community raise a substantial issue as to their conformity with the Coastal Act.



A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue
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A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

I.  MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

Motion I:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0052 raises

NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30602 of the Coastal Act.

Motion II:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0053 raises

NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30602 of the Coastal Act.

Motion III:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0054 raises

NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30602 of the Coastal Act.

Staff recommends a NO vote on all three motions. Failure of the motions will result in a de novo
hearing on applications and adoption of the following resolutions and findings. Passage of the
motions will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local actions will become final and
effective. The motions pass only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed
Commissioners present.

Resolution 1:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0052 presents a
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

Resolution II:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0053 presents a
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

Resolution I1I:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0054 presents a
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.
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II. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

On August 31, 2015, the appellants filed appeals for all three projects. The appellants contend that the
development projects are not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the certified Venice
LUP, or the Interpretive Guidelines with respect to the mass, scale, and character of the surrounding
neighborhood. The appellants contend that the City-approved projects would prejudice the preparation
of a Local Coastal Program (LCP) that is in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

The appellants further contend that the environmental clearance under CEQA is not appropriate
because the developments are not consistent with CEQA requirements, including affordable housing,
and the CEQA report is materially erroneous with respect to both inaccurate data and substantial
omissions. The appellants’ appeals are attached as EXHIBIT 3 of the staff report.

II. PROJECT HISTORY AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS

The applicant submitted three separate local CDP applications to the City of Los Angeles for
redevelopment of the site. A public hearing was held on January 8, 2015. On July 14, 2015, the City of
Los Angeles Zoning Administration issued its approval of local CDPs ZA-2014-0829, ZA-2014-0831,
and ZA-2014-0833 approving the demolition of a two-story, four-unit residential apartment building
across three lots, and the construction of three, three-story single-family residences (one on each lot).
The ZA’s approvals of the CDPs were not appealed to the West Los Angeles Planning Commission.

The City’s Notices of Final Local Action for Local CDP Nos. ZA-2014-0829, ZA-2014-0831, and
ZA-2014-0833 were received in the Coastal Commission’s Long Beach Office on August 3, 2015, and
the Coastal Commission’s required 20 working-day appeal period was established. On August 31,
2015, Lydia Ponce, George Gineris, Robin Rudisill, & Mark Kleimen submitted appeals of the City’s
approvals of all three local coastal development permits (EXHIBITS x). No other appeals were
received prior to the end of the appeal period on August 31, 2015.

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 CDP 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
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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 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 substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the
appellants’ contentions raise no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act,
the action of the local government becomes final. Alternatively, if the Commission finds that a
substantial issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the local CDP is voided and the Commission typically continues
the public hearing to a later date in order to review the coastal development permit as a de novo
matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.] Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission
regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to the procedures outlined in
Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations.

If there is no motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, it will be presumed that the
appeal raises a substantial issue and the Commission will schedule the de novo phase of the public
hearing on the merits of the application at a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public
hearing on the merits of the application uses the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The certified
Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) is used as guidance in the de novo phase of the appeal. 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 subject
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
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Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal
development permit required. The subject project site on appeal herein is located within the Single
Permit Jurisdiction Area.

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site for the City-approved development is three contiguous lots in a residential
neighborhood (RD1.5-1) of the North Venice subarea within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. The
site fronts Venice Way, a 75” wide street, part of the original Venice of America, developed by Abbot
Kinney in the early 1900s, approximately 1,300 feet inland of Venice Beach and Ocean Front Walk
(EXHIBIT 1). The site is currently developed with a two-story, four-unit apartment building that was
built in 1947. The lots are just west of the center of the residential block, which features mostly single-
story, single family residences. There are a few apartment buildings and two-story residential
structures on the other side of the street (pages 78 — 83, EXHIBIT 4).

The applicants propose to demolish the apartment building and construct three, three-story single-
family residences (one on each lot) described as follows: 1) approximately 35-feet high, 2,680 sq. ft.
on a 1,958 sq. ft. lot; 2) approximately 35-feet high, 2,631 sq. ft. on a 1,974 sq. ft. lot; and 3)
approximately 35-feet high, 2,662 sq. ft. on a 1,990 sq. ft. lot. Each residential unit was approved with
an attached 322 sq. ft. 2-car garage and an adjustment for a 10.5-foot front yard setback, as opposed to
the normally required 15-foot front yard setback, and roof access structures that reach a height of 38
feet (EXHIBIT 4).

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.
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Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial
review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists with respect to whether
the local government action conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons
set forth below.

C. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Relevant Coastal Act Policies
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states in part:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall...be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in
visually degraded areas.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part:
New development shall...

d) minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled
e) where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act, as amended, contains the following policies:

(f) The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate
income. In reviewing residential development applications for low- and moderate-income
housing, as defined in paragraph (3) of subdivision (h) of Section 65589.5 of the Government
Code, the issuing agency or the commission, on appeal, may not require measures that reduce
residential densities below the density sought by an applicant if the density sought is within the
permiitted density or range of density established by local zoning plus the additional density
permitted under Section 65915 of the Government Code, unless the issuing agency or the
commission on appeal makes a finding, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the
density sought by the applicant cannot feasibly be accommodated on the site in a manner that
is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) or the certified local coastal
program.

(g) The Legislature finds and declares that it is important for the commission to encourage the
protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing opportunities for persons of
low and moderate income in the coastal zone.
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Relevant LUP Policies
Policy I.A.5, Preserve and Protect Stable Multi-Family Neighborhoods:

Preserve and protect stable multi-family residential neighborhoods and allow for growth in
areas where there is sufficient public infrastructure and services and the residents’ quality of
life can be maintained and improved.

Policy L. E. 1, General, states:

Venice's unique social and architectural diversity should be protected as a Special Coastal
Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

Policy I. E. 2. Scale, states in part:

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 L. E. 3. Architecture, states:

Varied styles of architecture are encouraged with building facades which incorporate varied
planes and textures while maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing.

The appellants assert that the City’s CEQA finding does not comply with California Government Code
Section 65590 (the Mello Act of 1982). The appellants argue that the Venice LUP contains standards
for implementation of the Mello Act which the City of Los Angeles ignored. They contend that the
CEQA finding that no affordable units exist within the apartment building to be demolished
contradicts public testimony (at the City’s public hearing on the cases), which indicated that two of the
four units in the subject apartment building were, in fact, affordable units before they were vacated
between April and July 2013 and that the City never investigated this claim.

The California Legislature amended the Coastal Act to remove some specific policies related to the
Commission’s direct authority to protect affordable housing in the coastal zone. These policies require
the Commission to encourage cities and property owners to provide affordable housing opportunities,
but they have not been interpreted as a basis for the Commission to mandate the provision of
affordable housing through its regulatory program. In 1982, the legislature codified California
Government Code Section 65590 (the Mello Act), requiring local governments to protect and increase
the supply of affordable housing in the Coastal Zone.

While the appellants raise issues related to the City’s compliance with the Mello Act, the Commission
has no jurisdiction to alter the City’s Mello Act determinations. The California Government Code
makes it clear that it is the responsibility of the local government to implement Section 65590. Nor can
the Commission invalidate the City’s California Environmental Quality Act determination. Therefore,
the appellant’s contentions regarding the City’s Mello Act and CEQA determinations do not raise a
substantial issue because the Commission does not have jurisdiction to review those contentions.

9
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However, the LUP does have policies to preserve and protect stable multi-family residential
neighborhoods (Policies 1.A.5 and L.E.1), which can be interpreted to preserve the existing housing
stock. The building that the City approved for demolition is a four-unit apartment building and has the
capacity to provide housing units accessible to a wide spectrum of the population. The City-approved
project, on the other hand, would yield three single-family housing units, which would only be
accessible to a limited spectrum of the population. As approved by the City, the project would
eliminate multi-family residential units and replace them with fewer single-family units, thereby
reducing the housing stock in this neighborhood and changing the character of the neighborhood from
multi-family to single-family. Considered cumulatively, City’s actions contradict LUP Policy 1.A.5,
which asserts that multi-family neighborhoods, and therefore apartment buildings such as the one that
the City approved for demolition, should be preserved and protected.

The appellants also contend that the City-approved development is not consistent with Sections 30251
and 30253 of the coastal act because the bulk and scale of the structures may not be consistent with the
character of the North Venice subarea.

Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act require permitted development to be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas and require protection of communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. The
Venice community — including the beach, the boardwalk, the canals, and the eclectic architectural
styles of the neighborhoods — is one of the most popular visitor destinations in California. The North
Venice subarea includes Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Grand Boulevard, and Venice Way, each
developed in the early 20" century as part of Mr. Kinney’s vision for a free and diverse society.
Exhibit 2 features a map of the Historic Venice Canals.

While the certified Venice LUP is not the standard of review for finding substantial issue, the policies
provide guidance from which the Commission can evaluate the adequacy of a project’s mitigation of
impacts. In its adoption of the certified LUP, the Commission recognized Venice’s unique community
character and popularity as a visitor serving destination, and as such, it is imperative that any new
development be designed consistent with the community character of the area.

When the LUP was certified in 2001, the Commission considered the potential impacts that
development could have on community character and adopted residential building standards to ensure
development was designed with pedestrian scale and compatibility with surrounding development.
Given the specific conditions surrounding the subject site and the eclectic development pattern of
Venice, it is appropriate to use the certified LUP policies for determining whether or not the project is
consistent with sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. In this case, the certified Venice Land
Use Plan echoes the priority expressed in Coastal Act for preservation of the nature and character of
existing residential neighborhoods.

In its findings that the projects are in character with the surrounding area, the City acknowledges that
residential developments on this particular block are primarily one-story developments. The City does
make reference to other large, modern homes which have recently been approved in the area. Of the 16
developments that the City referenced, 13 of them are not on the same block as the subject projects,
and the three that are the same block are the subject of these appeals (pages 6 — 9, 38 — 41, and 57 —
60 of EXHIBIT 4).

10



A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

When analyzed in combination with the existing residential development on the same block, which
boasts one and two-story single-family homes and apartment buildings, the projects are out of
character with the surrounding structures because they don’t respect the prevailing height or mass of
the existing residences. As such, the projects do not conform to Policy I.E.2 of the Venice LUP, which
states that “new development within Venice shall respect the scale and character of community
development.” Given the proposed developments’ relative disproportionate height, mass, and facade,
the three homes are not consistent with 30251 of the Coastal Act because they will not be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas. The City’s approval of all three structures is not
consistent with Section 30253 because it does not protect the character of the Venice community
which is a popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.

The City’s Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2014-0829,
ZA-2014-0831, and ZA-2014-0833 and accompanying staff reports and file records state 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 Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will
not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice Coastal Zone.

A substantial issue exists with respect to the projects’ conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act,
and with the approval of all three local coastal development permits, because the City-approved
projects do not adequately mitigate the potential community character impacts of the development.
This impact could be mitigated if the projects were redesigned or conditioned to require features to
minimize building height and size, not provided larger front yard setbacks, and articulate each
structure consistent with surrounding development.

Only with careful review of the City-approved projects can the Commission ensure that community
character is protected. If it finds that a substantial issue exists, the Commission will have the
opportunity to review and act on the projects at the subsequent de novo hearing. Therefore, the
Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the City-approved projects’
conformance with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, including section 30251 and 30253.

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeals raise “a substantial issue”
with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, do meet the substantiality standard of
Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the City-approved projects and the local government action
are not 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
developments are consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. With
regard to the community character policies of the Coastal Act, the City’s findings state that “/t/he
scale and massing of the proposed building[s] [are] atypical compared to the existing development
along this block face, [they are] consistent with other residential structures on the block within the
immediate vicinity...[i]t is noted that [these] project[s] [are] proposed concurrently...[each of these]
homes will feature a similar scale, massing and landscaping...[w]hile the LUP encourages new
construction to be of similar scale and massing with the community, this policy has not yet been
implemented through a certified LIP, and the project does not exceed existing development maximums
for height or floor area.” The City has shown that they have analyzed the residential building
standards of the certified Venice Land Use Plan and that the proposed developments are “atypical”
regarding community character in this area, yet they determined that the projects are consistent with

11



A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

the certified LUP and Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and, as such, doesn’t appear to
have the proper factual and legal support to justify its decision.

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. The existing development is a two-story, four-unit apartment building that spans three
lots and was built in 1947. The City-approved development would demolish the apartment building
and allow construction of three residential structures on the three lots. The three new structures are
much larger than the existing apartment building and much larger than the predominately single-story
single-family homes on the same block. The massing of the three structures will be exceptionally out
of character with the surrounding development. As approved by the City, the project would eliminate
multi-family residential units and replace them with fewer single-family units, thereby reducing the
housing stock in this neighborhood and changing the character of the neighborhood from multi-family
to single-family. Considered cumulatively, the replacement of the apartment building with large
single-family residences can cumulatively affect the character of the neighborhood.

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. Venice is a unique
coastal resource. The cumulative effects of the City-approved demolition are significant. The City-
approved projects, and others like it would negatively impact the character of the community because
the large scale of the buildings is not consistent with the surrounding development pattern. Therefore,
the development could significantly and adversely affect coastal resources.

The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations
of its LCP. The City does not currently have a certified LCP but it does have a certified Land Use
Plan. The City-approved development is not consistent with the community character standards set
forth in the certified Venice LUP. Thus, the project, as approved and conditioned, raises a substantial
issue with regard to the project’s conformity with the community character policies Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act and the certified Venice LUP and would have the potential to set a negative precedent for
future development.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
This appeal raises specific local issues, but Venice is one of the most popular visitor destinations in the
state making its preservation as an eclectic community with a unique character a statewide issue.
Therefore, the City’s approval does raise issues of statewide significance.

In conclusion, the primary issue for the appeals is potential adverse impacts to community character.
In this case, the City-approved projects are not in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act and therefore, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue as to conformity with
the Chapter 3 policies.

Appendix A — Substantive File Documents

City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001)
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VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 590-5084

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing ThiS Form.

SECTIONI1. Appellant(s)

Name:  Robin Rudisill, as an individual & not on behalf of the VNC or LUPC, et al (see attached Appellant list)
Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk
City:  Venice Zip Code: 90291 Phone:  310-721-2343

SECTION I1. Decision Being Appealed

1.  Name of local/port government:
L.A.
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

Demo a 4-unit apartment building over three lots & construct three 3-story Single family dwellings, one on each lot,
one of which is 217 Venice Way :

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

217 Venice Way, APN: 423-802-1022, cross street is Main St

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[CJx  Approval; no special conditions

. 0  Approval with special conditions:
O  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
. appealed unless the development is a major energy or pubhc works project. Denial -
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI.  Appellant(s)

Name:  Robin Rudisill, as an individual & not on behalf of the VNC or LUPC et al (see attached Appellant list)

Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk

City:

Venice ZipCode:  CA Phone:  310-721-2343

SECTIONIL. Decision Being Appealed

Name of local/port government:

L.A.

2.

Brief description of development being appealed:

Demo a 4-unit apartment building over three lots & construct three 3-story single family dwellings, one on each lot,

one

3.

219

4.

of which is 219 Venice Way

Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

Venice Way, APN: 423-802-1022, cross street is Main St.

Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[Jx  Approval; no special conditions

3
O

Approval with special conditions:

Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

200 OCEANGATE, 10™ FLOOR

LONG BEACH, CA 50802-4416

VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 590-5084

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached‘Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name:  Robin Rudisill, as an individual & not on behalf of the VNC or LUPC, et al (see attached Appellant list)

Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk
City: Venice Zip Code: 90291 Phone:  310-721-2343

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government:
L.A.
2.  Brief description of development being appealed:

Demo a 4-unit apartment building over three lots & construct three 3-story single family dwellings, one on each lot,
one of which is 221 Venice Way

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
P p

221 Venice Way, APN: 423-802-1022, cross street is Main St.

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

[Jx Approval; no special conditions

[0  Approval with special conditions:
[0 Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

[Jx  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[J  City Council/Board of Supervisors
0  Planning Commission
Other
6. Date of local government's decision: July 14, 2015

7.  Local government’s file number (if any): =~ ZA-2014-0829-CDP-ZAA-MEL

- SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Robert Thibodeau, DU Architects, 624 Venice Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
and
Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLC, 1020 Ozone Ave, Santa Monica, CA 90405

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the cny/county/port hearing(s). Include other partles which you know to be interested and should

receive notice of this appeal.

)
@
3)

“)
COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT #__ﬁ____
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

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

This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

EXHIBIT#___ D
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dup_lex_es.» .

' 'd‘dlitio'rl,'jé‘s noted on page 11 of the CDP Determinations, several citizens pointed out that the three new

‘ that the d‘mracter was not conmdered that three new SFD's with similar desrgn is s:gmflcantly nnpactful and
went S0 far as-to express the desire to see more dlfferences in both demgn and style of these structures as

hls'was not 1nvest1gated leen these concerns, as weII as the Fmdmgs at the ]une 17 2015
Planmng Commlsswn hearmg that this very HCID process is not bemg done properly and that

0 flce Deputy Planner, as well as many members of the I’ubhc, itis hkely that the Affordable
ination by HCID was not done properly and that there may in fact be Affordable Units. Further
dﬁbe done on the Affordable Unit determination: These concerns were raised at the City Zoning -

e'Crty’ s hearing officer stated that he accepts the letter from HCID regardless of the
es and possible errors that were pointed out. .
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APPEA], FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTIONYV. Certification

The information and facts stated above are comrect o the best of my/our know]edga

e of Appe]lant{s) or Authorized Agent

Date: Augnst 31, 2015

Note: I signed by agent, appellant(s) st also sign below.

- Section V1. Agent Anthorization

1/We hereby anthorize
‘to act as my/our representative and 1o bind mefus in all matters concerning this appeal. _

- Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

2t'+ Vaasce Uou‘

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNI\EN’I‘ (Page 4)

"SECTION V. (Certification

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

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authonz Agent
, Date: %%df 15~

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

- Section VL Agent Authorization : ‘ ‘

I/We hereby |
authorize , | ‘
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal. l

EXHIBIT #
PAGE._¥__OF q
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

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

“Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: August 31,2015

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section V1. Agent Authorization

1/We hereby
authorize
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

COASTAL COMMISSION
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