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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
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urisipe  ADDENDUM  TH17b

February 5, 2016

TO: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: South Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM Th17b, COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL
A-5-VEN-16-A-0005 FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 17, 2015.

1. IMPORTANT HEARING PROCEDURE NOTE

Add the following sentence after the end of the last sentence of the Important Hearing Procedure Note
on page 1 of the staff report. Language to be added is underlined:

If the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will
follow, unless it has been postponed, during which the Commission will take public testimony.

2. LETTERS OF OPPOSITION

Since the staff report was written, staff has received several letters from opponents of the project, which
are attached to this addendum.
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| Revell, Mandx@CoastaI ’

From: Nika Cavat <NCavat@xrds.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 11:54 AM
To: - Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal
N o judy.esposito@msn.com
- Subject: 2405 Boone Ave. development, Venice CA
Importance: High
Greetings:

| am writing to voice my very strong objection about plans for the serious over-development of property in my neighborhood
in Venice. | have lived in this neighborhood {on Wilson Ave.) for almost 25 years. In that time, smaller houses such as my own
are being torn down and replaced with larger and larger houses. A three story, 4363 sq. ft construction on Boone would be an
injustice to the neighbors and set a dangerous precedence for years to come. Such a mammoth house would impair the

quality of our lives and irreversibly isolate whomever moved in from their neighbors. | implore you to use whatever influence

" you may have in this decision to insist on scaling back the size of this construction.

With appreciation,

_ }Nika Cavat




~ Revell, Mandz@CoastaI

- From: Jude EPSTEIN <judibird2013@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2016 8:21 AM
To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal
Subject: development at 2405 Boone Venice 90291

~ e: January 30, 2016 at 8:19:02 AM PST

I”m writing in protest of the 3 story 4363 sq.ft. project that is being proposed for our
neighborhood. The size and scale compared to the lot is out of proportion and much larger than
any other home in the area. This is OVER development of our Venice family -oriented
neighborhood. WE do not want our neighborhood to look like a mass of apartment buildings
without any room left for greenery. WE hotly protest this project. It is not right, it is not what
Venice needs or wants. Please STOP it.
Jude Epstein

~ Philip Toubus
Home owners since 1986
2413 Clark Ave
Venice




Revell, Mandz@CoastaI

From: Rob Mitchell <gra.fics.101@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 12:57 PM
To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal
Ce: Hudson, Steve@Coastal
Subject: 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, City of Los Angeles

RE: Appeal Number A-5-VEN-16-0005

Dear Ms. Revell and Mr. Hudson,

© I was told you are the people to write to regarding a development at 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, California. | have lived

in my home for over 13 years, and feel this nearby project is entirely out-of-scale with our neighborhood. | also feel that
Los Angeles City Planning acted outrageously by issuing a Coastal Development Permit Exemption. It seems every time
we residents investigate a problematic project in the area, we discover City Planning has seemingly conspired with
developers to ignore rules at the expense of neighbors. | would like local developments to remain at a reasonable scale,
and developers (with the aid of Los Aneles City Planning) to stop sneaking projects by neighbors. For these reasons, |

- hope you will help put a stop to this development. 'm grateful that we have the California Coast Commission as a check

on our city, particularly when the city is negligent in doing it’s job.

I also wanted to mention that it’s pretty difficult for most people to drive 3.5-6 hours (depending on traffic) each way to
attend the meeting on February 11. With that being the case, | hope that the emails and letters you receive from
neighborhood residents will be given significant weight, in lieu of attending such a distant meeting.

Sincerely,
Robert Mitchell

663 Mildred Ave.

Venice, CA 90291




- Revell, Mandy@Coastal

From: Anne Mullins <welshmully@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 1:37 PM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal

Subject: 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, Ca. 90291

.. Dear Ms. Revell,

| am writing to protest the building of a 4,363 square foot, 3 storey house, at this address on a small lot that had a 1200
square foot house on it previously.

| live at 2417 Cloy Avenue and have for 32 years and have watched our neighbourhood change as more and more
behemoth houses and buildings are slated. This is a true "neighbourhood" which | would have thought the Powers that
Be of our City should be happy about. It is about to be destroyed if the City Planners keep allowing this kind of
development. | hope the developer is required to abide by our laws and scale down this building. It is out of keeping with
the soul of our streets. If this is allowed then pretty soon we will have an "industrial zone" look here. None of the

. residents of the Silver Triangle would want that.

Kind Regards Anne Mullins Contract Sales Representative 310-827-5577 ph 310-827-1668 fax e-mail
welshmully@yahoo.com Cell Phone 310-344-9201 US Vinyi - manufacturer of vinyl wallcovering and digital
printingArtee Collections - manufacturer of upholstery fabric, drapery and bedding fabric. Interior Fashions - Hospitality
fabricators of drapery and bedding and upholstered pieces Moonart Hospitality - Manufacturers of Casegoods,
Upholstered Furniture and Outdoor Furniture.




Revell, Mandz@Coastal

From: Richard Stanger <richard@stanger.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 3:16 PM

. To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal
Subject: ‘Appeal # A-5-VEN-16-0005

Dear Ms. Revell -

I live in the Venice neighborhood where the new owners of 2405 S. Boone are attempting to

build what they consider an “addition to an existing single-family residence.” I have read the

- Coastal Commission’s staff position opposing their request for a Coastal Exemption and support
- it wholeheartedly.

I live three blocks away from Boone and have owned a home there for 30 years. The
attractiveness of the post-WW2 single-level housing stock with plenty of landscaping has helped
raise our property values. This has led new owners to up-grade from single-level homes to two-
story (and very rarely) three-story structures. Most new homes conform to the LUP for the

- neighborhood and are an acceptable accommodation with the Venice “feel” many people want to
~ be part of. The subject project can make no such claim. It would - if allowed to set a precedent

= drastically change the character of the neighborhood. For this reason alone it should be

opposed.

I am not sure how the City of Los Angeles permitting process approved this immense

“addition.” It almost triples the square footage of the house that was there, and soars three

levels plus a roof-top deck. The foundation for the existing single-level home can’t begin to
support so massive an addition; new foundations to support (probably) a steel framework will be

- needed. If that is the case, the attempt to label the project a small addition for property tax

purposes is an obvious sham. This is clearly new construction for a new home.

I applaud the Coastal Commission’s staff for its willingness to challenge the Exemption and to
call the project for what it is: a substantial change not in any way in character with its
environment. ,

Richard Stanger

2409 Clark Avenue
- Venice, CA. 90291

Richard Stanger
richard@stanger.com
310-823-0744




" Revell, Mandy@Coastal .

From: Aubrey, Sheryl <saubrey@lausd.net>

Sent: - Monday, February 01, 2016 10:02 AM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal
Subject: 2405 Boone Project, Venice 90291

I'm writing in protest of the three-story 4363 square foot project that is being proposed for our neighborhood
known as the Silver Triangle in Venice. The size and scale of the new construction on Boone is out of
proportion and much larger than any other home in the area. It will make the neighborhood look like

- downtown LA blocking out all sunlight to the neighbors who still live in one-story bungalows and need sunlight
for their plants. It also removes all vegetation that keeps global warming from happening, because the houses
are filling the entire lot size. The effect raises the daytime temperatures during our drought crisis. This house
has no yard, Boone's yard is the roof top patio which really makes the house 5 stories high.

Also all the new houses under construction on Wilson and Harbor have East/West lots (same as Boone) and

~ they have the entire west side wall of each house made of solid glass. On my recent walks | have been blasted
by glare and hot spots from the sun's reflection in the windows. This will make the neighbor's houses hotter
and also increase the temperatures in the neighborhood.

Very few neighbors use their garage and most park on the street. Many of the neighbors use their houses for
filming in the Silver Triangle and the film crews take all the parking= more parking congestion. These larger
houses will bring in more people, more cars into on these over crowded streets, and essentially much more
pollution that Venice did not have before. The beach, against all the efforts of community volunteers who
clean up, will become a garbage dump. We are home to a lot of wildlife in the area: Egrets, seagulls, hawks,
crows, squires, raccoon, monarchs, etc.

| myself live in a one-story updated Bungalow and will be forced to rent my house if all of my surrounding

- neighbors on Clark and Clement build up to 3 stories and block my sunlight. Renting my home will not help the
- neighborhood- rentals are never maintained as well as the homeowner. | can't imagine 4 floors plus rooftop
‘patios peering down into my backyard sanctuary.

The Boone project is an OVER development of our Venice family: The Silver Triangle. WE do not want our
neighborhood to look like a mass of apartment buildings without any room left for greenery. There are other
neighborhoods that would support this building size better than our postage stamp size lots!

Sheryl Aubrey

Home owner since 2009
2409 Clark Ave

Venice 90291




Revell, Mandz@Coastal

From: Hudson, Steve@Coastal

Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 10:04 AM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: FW: 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, Ca. 90291

From: Anne Mullins [mailto:welshmully@yahoo.com]
" Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 1:45 PM

- To: Hudson, Steve@Coastal

Subject: 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, Ca. 90291

Good afternoon Mr. Hudson,

As a concerned neighbour in the Silver Triangle, 2417 Cloy Avenue, Venice, Ca. 90291, am writing to ask that the
permits that the City Planners gave to the developer of 2405 Boone Avenue, be denied for a 4,363 square foot 3 storey
. house on a small lot that previously housed a 1200 square foot property. It is totally over scaled and out of place in our
neighbourhood and will not add anything. It is amazing to me that planning permission was even granted on this building
- asitis now.

| hope that the City and Coastal Commission will reconsider this and make sure that the developer is within the law and
within the parameters of existing structures in the Silver Triangle. Otherwise | am afraid you will have contributed to the
demise of this true gem of a neighbourhood in Los Angeles.

Kind Regards Anne Mullins Contract Sales Representative 310-827-5577 ph 310-827-1668 fax e-mail
- welshmully@yahoo.com Cell Phone 310-344-9201 US Vinyl - manufacturer of vinyl wallcovering and digital
printingArtee Collections - manufacturer of upholstery fabric, drapery and bedding fabric. Interior Fashions - Hospitality
- fabricators of drapery and bedding and upholstered pieces Moonart Hospitality - Manufacturers of Casegoods,
Upholstered Furniture and Qutdoor Furniture.




Revell, Mandx@Coastal

- From: Patricia Riley-Oppel <butterflyoppel@yahoo.com>
Sent: . Tuesday, February 02, 2016 1:05 PM
. To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Sanchez, Jordan@Coastal; Posner,
: Chuck@Coastal
Subject: Feb. 11 Hearing Re: 2405 Boone Ave,, Venice, OVERDEVELOPMENT

I live in this small triangle of homes. It saddens me that we have
to appeal to you to stop this over development when the city should
. have stopped it long ago. | understand that you have heard from
- . others in the neighborhood. It is laughable that someone would
consider a 3 story, 4363 sq. ft home on a 3600 sq. ft lot....same
size as all the lots in this triangle. But, since they want to do
- this, please use your good judgement and stop this project.

Thank you,

Patricia and Charlie Oppel

l
!
|




| Revell, Mandz@Coastal

From: Daniel Chang <danchangl@yahoo.com>

Sent: _ Wednesday, February 03, 2016 3:24 AM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Sanchez, Jordan@Coastal; Posner,
, Chuck@Coastal
" Subject: New Housing Projects in Venice, Silver triangle

Hi:

My name is Daniel Chang and | live at 2413 McKinley Ave. | am very concerned about the rapid influx
of developers flooding this area because of the recent property value surge due to the "Silicon Beach"
. phenomenon. Many of them have been building the largest properties possible and bending the rules
in doing so. In particular there is a property on 2405 Boone (a 4363 square foot property on a 3600

- square foot lot) which is absolutely ridiculous that it has been approved. | find it absurd that such a

~ large property can be built just because a developer with $$ can find ways to skirt the law and push it
through. This absolutely needs to be reviewed further. | have a single story house and | can barely
see the sky because of the 3 story + buildings being built around me.

Isn't the job of the coastal commission to protect the coast? Some developer with $$$$ can build
whatever they want around me, yet | have no right to ask for resident only parking and have to deal
with trailer homes parked outside my street for a whole week because there is no "resident only"
parking because of the coastal commission. That makes absolutely no sense!




" Revell, Mandz@Coastal ‘

From: snichols18@ca.rr.com

Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 10:06 AM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal; Hudson, Steve@Coastal
Subject: - ‘ 2405 Boone Project, Venice 90291

I'm writing in protest of the three-story 4363 square foot project that is being proposed for our neighborhood known as
the Silver Triangle in Venice. The size and scale of the new construction on Boone is out of proportion and much larger
than any other home in the area. It will make the neighborhood look like downtown LA blocking out all sunlight to the
neighbors who still live in one-story bungalows and need sunlight for their plants. It also removes all vegetation that
keeps global warming from happening, because the houses are filling the entire lot size. The effect raises the daytime
temperatures during our drought crisis. This house has no yard, Boone's yard is the roof top patio which really makes
the house 5 stories high.

~Also all the new houses under construction on Wilson and Harbor have East/West lots (same as Boone) and they have
the entire west side wall of each house made of solid glass. On my recent walks | have been blasted by glare and hot
spots from the sun's reflection in the windows. This will make the neighbor's houses hotter and also increase the
temperatures in the neighborhood.

Very few neighbors use their garage and most park on the street. Many of the neighbors use their houses for filming in

~ the Silver Triangle and the film crews take all the parking= more parking congestion. These larger houses will bring in
more people, more cars into on these over crowded streets, and essentially much more pollution that Venice did not
have before. The beach, against all the efforts of community volunteers who clean up, will become a garbage dump. We
are home to a lot of wildlife in the area: Egrets, seagulls, hawks, crows, squires, raccoon, monarchs, etc.

I myself live in a one-story updated Bungalow and will be forced to rent my house if all of my surrounding neighbors on
Clark and Clement build up to 3 stories and block my sunlight. Renting my home will not help the neighborhood- rentals
are never maintained as well as the homeowner. | can't imagine 4 floors plus rooftop patios peering down into my
backyard sanctuary.

The Boone project is an OVER development of our Venice family: The Silver Triangle. WE do not want our neighborhood
to look like a mass of apartment buildings without any room left for greenery. There are other neighborhoods that
would support this building size better than our postage stamp size lots!

Sheryl Aubrey

Home owner since 2009
2409 Clark Ave

Venice 90291




Revell, Mandz@Coastal

From: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 9:54 AM

To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal

Subject: v FW: 2405 Boone Ave. Venice Over-development

From: Nika Cavat [mailto:NCavat@xrds.org]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 9:40 AM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: 2405 Boone Ave. Venice Over-development

‘Greetings:

I have lived in the Silver Triangle in Venice (on Wilson Ave.) for 23 years, and in that time, particularly in the last 10 years, |
have seen my beloved neighborhood give way to massive, over-sized monoliths, like the one presumably slated for 2405
Boone Ave. This property never even had a For Sale sign up and was snatched up by the developer in the most underhanded
manner. This is becoming the norm in the Silver Triangle.

The construction is non-stop, and not a single developer | know of actually has built his own home. These are spec houses with
inflated price tags, built quickly, with no regard for the intimacy of the neighborhood or Venice character. This one on Boone
violates a certain aesthetic and, quite frankly an ethical code — it alienates potential buyers from their neighbors, who have
had to endure endless construction and forever changes the quietude of our neighborhood.

| urge you to please do everything within your power to stop this profit-driven construction and have some compassion for
those home owners like myself who ardently want to preserve what little is left of our once beautiful, small scale

neighborhood.

Respectfully Yours,

- Nika Cavat

English Department
Crossroads School for Arts & Sciences




Revell, Mandx@CoastaI

‘From: Posner, Chuck@Coastal ‘
. Sent: ‘Thursday, February 04, 2016 11:44 AM
" To: Revell, Mandy@Coastal

Subject: FW: 2405 Boone Avenue Venice Ca. 90291

From: Anne Mullins [mailto:welshmully@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 10:30 AM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Subject: 2405 Boone Avenue Venice Ca. 90291

Good morning Mr. Posner,

| am writing to ask for your support in stopping the construction of the gigantic house on the lot at 2405 Boone Avenue. It
is completely out of scale for the area and over- building in its finest form. | know the Coastal Commission did not give
approval for this "renovation" which is really new construction. It will really impact the integrity of our wonderful little
neighbourhood and impact everyone here.

- This would open the door for an "industrial-like" zone to be created in this lovely little residential area that is home to
families, a generational mix and lots of children and family pets. What a shame to spoil this harmonious place with such
an enormous construction on a small residential street.

'Please help us reverse this decision. Thank you.

Kind Regards Anne Mullins Contract Sales Representative 310-827-5577 ph 310-827-1668 fax e-mail
- welshmully@yahoo.com Cell Phone 310-344-9201 US Vinyl - manufacturer of vinyl wallcovering and digital
‘printingArtee Collections - manufacturer of upholstery fabric, drapery and bedding fabric. Interior Fashions - Hospitality
. fabricators of drapery and bedding and upholstered pieces Moonart Hospitality - Manufacturers of Casegoods,
Upholstered Furniture and Outdoor Furniture.
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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO

Local Government: City of Los Angeles

Local Decision: Claim of Exemption to Coastal Development Permit Requirement

Appeal Number: A-5-VEN-16-0005

Applicant/Agent: Liz Jun

Appellants: Judy Exposito, Jason Goldberg, Sandra Wilson, Joan Wrede,

Lacey Uhlemeyer, Betsey Kauffman, Laura Montealegre, Robin
Rudisill, Lydia Ponce, David Grober, Anna Lee, Veronica
Viveros, Rendell Johnson, Johnnie Blankenship, Suzanne
Blankenship, Lynn Brewer, Clay Boss, Stacy Fong, Patti &
Charlie Oppel, Pamela Clews, Robin Murez, Jeffrey Zucker,
Silvia Wagensberg, Charlotte Pestana, Tony Low, Judy
Esposito, Jolly Schiffer Zucker, Anne Mullins, Ray W. &
Kennalee Mattson, Marianne & Leon Pogoler, Laura Goldfarb,
and Joseph Flannery.

Project Location: 2405 Boone Avenue, Venice, City of Los Angeles

Project Description: Appeal of City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Exemption No. DIR-
2015-3857-CEX for a first, second and third floor addition to an
existing single-family dwelling, resulting in an addition of 2,714
square feet.

Important Hearing Procedure 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.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following reason: the development on the site is the
demolition of a residential structure and construction of a single-family residence, and is not an improvement
to an existing single family residence, and is therefore non-exempt “development” as defined in the Coastal
Act. A coastal development permit must be obtained for the development. Commission Staff recommends
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that the Commission deny the claim of exemption and find that the proposed project requires a local coastal
development permit, and return this matter to the City for processing. The motions to carry out the staff
recommendation are on pages 3 and 10.
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MOTION AND RESOLUTION

MOTION: | move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0005 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. Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on the
application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage of this motion will result
in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become final and effective. The motion
passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0005 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.

II. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

The focus of this appeal is the validity of the Coastal Exemption issued by the City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning. The appellants, Judy Esposito, Jason Goldberg, and Sandra Wilson,
et.al., contend that the size and scope of the project requires review for consistency under the coastal
development permit process because the proposed new single-family residence is inconsistent with
the community character policies of the Venice Land Use Plan, Los Angeles General Plan and
relevant Community Plan, and Venice City code. The appellants also contend that the Director of
Planning at the City of Los Angeles has abused his discretion in approving both the VSO (Venice
Sign Off) and the Exemption (Exhibit 2).

I11. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On October 22, 2015, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning issued a Coastal Exemption
(DIR-2015-3857-CEX) for development proposed on the proposed site. The applicant’s name listed
on the City’s exemption form is Liz Jun. The exemption form states that the proposed development
is: “First, second, and third floor addition to an existing single family dwelling with existing
attached garage. Project will result in 2,714 square feet of addition”. (emphasis added.) On
December 15, 2015, the City Department of Building and Safety issued Building Permit No. 15014-
10000-01704, and demolition commenced at the project site. The City did not forward a copy of the
Coastal Exemption to the Coastal Commission’s South Coast District Office in Long Beach Office as
required. On January 4, 2016, Ms. Esposito submitted the appeal to the District Office in Long Beach
(Exhibit 3). The appeal of the City’s action was determined to be valid because it was received prior
to the expiration of the twenty working-day period in which any action by the City of Los Angeles
can be appealed to the Commission.

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
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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 or Exemption, the local government is required
to notify the Coastal Commission 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 providing 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 government’s decision. 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.

In this case, 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 government’s action (exemption) is voided and the
Commission holds a public hearing in order to review the application 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 move to the de novo phase of the public
hearing on the merits of the application. A de novo public hearing on the merits of a coastal
development permit 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
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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. SINGLE PERMIT JURISDICTION AREA

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit
program as the Single Permit Jurisdiction area, the City of Los Angeles has been granted the
authority to issue Exemptions to Coastal Development Permit Requirements, but the City’s actions on
exemption requests are appealable to the Coastal Commission. The proposed project site is located
within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area.

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares:
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located in Southeast Venice at 2405 Boone Avenue within the City’s Single Permit
Jurisdiction, about one-half mile inland of the beach (Exhibit 1). The lot area is 3,606 square feet,
and is zoned R-1-1 (Single-Unit Residential). According to Los Angeles County Records, prior to the
demolition of the structure, the site was developed with a single-story, 1,283 square-foot single-
family residence constructed in 1950 (Exhibit 4). The proposed scope of work listed in the City’s
Local Coastal Exemption, DIR-2015-3857-CEX, describes the proposed project as:

“First, second, and third floor addition to an existing single family dwelling with existing
attached garage. Project will result in 2,714 square feet of addition™ (Exhibit 2).

Commission staff was notified on January 4, 2016 that although the City’s Local Coastal Exemption,
DIR-2015-3857-CEX was issued for an addition to an existing single family dwelling, most (more
than fifty percent)of the structure had been demolished, leaving only a portion of the outside framing
remaining. (Exhibit 2). “Demolition” of the structure was not proposed or approved as a part of the
Coastal Exemption.

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;
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4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP;
and,

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

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

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

C. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

As stated in Section IV of this report, the 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 are that the project is not an improvement to an existing single-family
residence, and is therefore non-exempt “development” as defined in the Coastal Act and so a coastal
development permit should have been required.

Section 30610 Developments authorized without permit

Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, no coastal development permit shall be
required pursuant to this chapter for the following types of development and in the following
areas:

(a) Improvements to existing single-family residences; provided, however, that the commission
shall specify, by regulation, those classes of development which involve a risk of adverse
environmental effect and shall require that a coastal development permit be

obtained pursuant to this chapter.

Section 13250 Improvements to Existing Single-Family Residences

(a) For purposes of Public Resources Code Section 30610(a) where there is an existing single-
family residential building, the following shall be considered a part of that structure:

(1) All fixtures and other structures directly attached to a residence;

(2) Structures on the property normally associated with a single-family residence, such as
garages, swimming pools, fences, and storage sheds; but not including guest houses or self-
contained residential units; and

(3) Landscaping on the lot.

Additionally, the Commission typically requires fifty percent of the structure to be maintained in
order to qualify as an existing structure.

Section13252 Repair and Maintenance Activities That Require a Permit

(b) Unless destroyed by natural disaster, the replacement of 50 percent or more of a single
family residence, seawall, revetment, bluff retaining wall, breakwater, groin or any other



A-5-VEN-16-0005

Appeal — Substantial Issue and De Novo

Page 8
structure is not repair and maintenance under Section 30610(d) but instead constitutes a
replacement structure requiring a coastal development permit.

To date, all that remains of the former single family residence at the subject site is a portion of the
exterior framing. On-site observations made by staff and photographic evidence demonstrate that the
roof, siding, subfloor, and most of the walls have been removed (Exhibit 5). The amount of the
structure that has been removed far exceeds fifty percent of the structure. Therefore, a coastal
development permit must be obtained. This appeal raises a substantial issue as to conformity with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act because the development, which did not obtain a coastal
development permit, has not yet been reviewed for conformity with the Chapter 3 policies.

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises “a substantial issue”
with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does meet the substantiality standard of
Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the proposed project 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
development is exempt from coastal development permit requirements. Issuing an Exemption for a
project with the scope of work that includes a““first, second, and third floor addition to an existing
single family dwelling with existing attached garage resulting in 2,714 square feet of addition™ could
be, on its face, consistent with the Coastal Act, although the very large size of the addition in relation
to the size of the existing structure (1,283 square feet) might suggest that the proposed development
was more than an “improvement” to a single family residence. In any case, the fact is that most of the
entire structure, with the exception of some of the wood framing, has been demolished. Thus, there is
no existing structure to “add on” to or improve, which as a result, invalidates the exemption.
Additionally, City staff states that when it issued this coastal exemption, it did not retain copies of the
plans for the proposed development that it exempted from coastal development permit requirements.
There are no plans in the City record for Commission staff to review to determine whether the City
properly determined that an exemption was appropriate. Therefore, the Coastal Commission finds
that the City does not have an adequate degree of factual and legal support for its exemption
determination.

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. As discussed, the demolition of most of the structure that occurred on the property
exceeded the scope of what was authorized under the coastal exemption, which invalidates the
exemption. Los Angeles County records indicate that the structure that was demolished was a 1,283
square foot house constructed in 1950. The proposed project to be constructed as a result of the City
issued Exemption is a first, second, and third floor addition to the existing single family dwelling,
which would result in a 2,714 square foot addition to that structure, disregarding the structural
integrity of the aged foundation and framing. The full extent and scope of the proposed, large project
will be reviewed by the City through the local coastal development permitting process.

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The significant
coastal resource is community character. Other coastal resources could be affected. The City’s
coastal exemption process was used to avoid the coastal development permit process, during which
the proposed development would be reviewed for consistency with the character of the surrounding
area. Community character issues are particularly important in Venice. Although this exemption
relates only to one project, the erosion of community character is a cumulative issue, and the City’s
cumulative exemption of numerous large-scale remodel and demolition projects has a significant
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impact on Venice’s character. (Maybe cite to the other appeal as an example of the cumulative
issue?)

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. Issuing exemptions for
proposed projects like these that result in the construction of residences almost three times the size of
the original structure circumvents the coastal development permit process and its requirement for
public participation, and sets a bad precedent. The abuse of the City’s coastal exemption process in
order to avoid obtaining a coastal development permit for new development is a recurring problem.
See, e.g., staff report for appeal of A-5-VEN-16-0006. The City’s lack of adequate enforcement to
prevent this abuse sets a bad precedent.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance. Although this appeal raises specific local issues, exempting projects from the coastal
development process will have potential negative and cumulative impacts to the coast if they are not
properly reviewed through the local coastal development permit process and monitored by the City..
Therefore, the City’s approval does raise issues of statewide significance.

In conclusion, the primary issue for the appeal is that the development is actually a new single family
residence, and therefore a coastal development permit must be obtained in order to ensure that it
conforms to the policies of the certified LUP and the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore,
Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises a substantial issue as
to conformity with Chapter 3 policies.

VIl. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - DE NOVO PERMIT

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Exemption No. A-5-VEN-16-0005
pursuant to the staff recommendation.

Staff recommends a NO vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the coastal exemption
and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of
a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution:

The Commission hereby denies a Coastal Exemption for the development on the
ground that the development is not exempt from the permitting requirements of the Coastal
Act and adopts the findings set forth below.

VIII. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The actual project as documented on the project site is the demolition of a single-family residence and
construction of a new three-story single family residence on a 3,606 square foot lot in Southeast
Venice. More than fifty percent of the existing structure has been demolished.
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B. DEVELOPMENT REQUIRES A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

As stated, demolition of a single family residence in the coastal zone requires a coastal development
permit.

Section 30600 Coastal Development Permit; Procedures Prior to Certification of Local Coastal

Program
(a) Except as provided in subdivision (e), and in addition to obtaining any other permit
required by law from any local government or from any state, regional, or local agency,
any person as defined in Section 21066, wishing to perform or undertake any
development in the coastal zone, other than a facility subject to Section 25500, shall
obtain a coastal development permit.
(b) (2) Prior to certification of its local coastal program, a local government may, with
respect to any 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. Those
procedures may be incorporated and made a part of the procedures relating to any other
appropriate land use development permit issued by the local government.
(2) A coastal development permit from a local government shall not be required by this
subdivision for any development on tidelands, submerged lands, or on public trust lands,
whether filled or unfilled, or for any development by a public agency for which a local
government permit is not otherwise required.
(c) If prior to certification of its local coastal program, a local government does not exercise
the option provided in subdivision (b), or a development is not subject to the requirements of
subdivision (b), a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the commission or from
a local government as provided in subdivision (d).
(d) After certification of its local coastal program or pursuant to the provisions of Section
30600.5, a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the local government as
provided for in Section 30519 or Section 30600.5.

As discussed, within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles
permit program as the Single Permit Jurisdiction area, the City of Los Angeles has the authority to
issue coastal development permits and exemptions to coastal development permits. The proposed
project site is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. Therefore, the proposed project
requires a local coastal development permit process by the City of Los Angeles. The City’s action on
the coastal development permit application is appealable to the Commission. The appellants express
their concerns regarding the alleged inconsistencies between the proposed project’s mass, scale and
character with that of the surrounding community. The local coastal development permit process is
the process during which the proposed development will be reviewed for its consistency with the
Coastal Act and local land use regulations. Because the evidence does not support exempting the
proposed project from Coastal Act permitting requirements, Coastal Exemption No. A-5-VEN-16-
0005 is denied.
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