STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 F 1 7f
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

(562) 590-5071

May 10, 2016
The Code Soluti .

Atten: LoizeJu(r)}u 1o§ Click here to go to
1125 W. 6" St. #205 original staff report

Venice, CA 90291
Re: Appeal of DIR-2015-3934-CEX, 656 San Juan Avenue, Venice, Los Angeles (A-5-VEN-16-0026).

Dear Ms. Jun:

On March 4, 2016, our office received an appeal of the above-referenced City of Los Angeles action.
On October 28, 2015, the City of Los Angeles (L. Frazin Steele, City Planning Assistant) issued Coastal
Exemption No. DIR-2015-3934-CEX for the following project located at 656 San Juan Avenue in
Venice:

“Major structural remodel of existing single family dwelling (833.60 SF) and add 3-story addition.
Work resulting in a3-story single family dwelling with attached garage and roof deck. Fully sprinklered
' with NFPA-13D. 54% of existing exterior wall remains.”

On May 2, 2016, the applicant formally withdrew their Claim of Exemption from the City for the above
mentioned project. On May 9, 2016, the City notified our office of the withdrawal of DIR-2015-3934-
CEX. Therefore, Coastal Exemption No. DIR-2015-3934-CEX is not valid, and no work may occur at
the project site. Any future development on the site will need City approval, and may or may not
require a Coastal Development Permit.

Because the site is located in the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area, the applicant must apply to the City of
Los Angeles for future development projects. The City can then approve or deny a coastal development
permit for the proposed development, which may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. The applicant
may apply for a coastal development permit with the City of Los Angeles at any time.

If the City determines that the proposed project is exempt from a coastal development permit, the claim
of exemption may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Pursuant to Section 30610(a) of the Coastal
Act, a coastal development permit is not required for improvements to an existing structure (or
structures) that do not result in a change to the number of residential units. Improvements to existing
residential structures (not demolitions) are routinely exempted from coastal development permit
requirements pursuant to Section 30610 of the Coastal Act. The applicant may apply for a coastal
development permit exemption with the City of Los Angeles at any time.

Sincerely,

Chdrles R. Posner
Supervisor of Planning

cc: Gabriel Ruspini, Appellant Robin Rudisill, Appellant
Sue Kaplan, Appellant
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L AW OFFICE OF 16133 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 700

ENcCINO, CALIFORNIA 91436

STEVE KAPLAN TELEPHONE: (818) 377-7440

EMAIL: SK.LANDUSELAW@GMAIL.COM

May 5, 2016
SENT VIA EMAIL

California Coastal Commission
South Coast District Office
200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Attention: Teresa Henry, Charles Posner, Steve Hudson, Al Padilla, Caitlin Oshida

RE: Commission Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0023; Local Permit # DIR-2015-4490-CEX
Commission Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0024; Local Permit # DIR-2015-3961-CEX
Commission Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0025; Local Permit # DIR-2015-4493-CEX
Commission Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0026; Local Permit # DIR-2015-3934-CEX

Coastal Commission Staff

The undersigned represents the owners and applicants with reference to the above
captioned California Coastal Commission appeal cases.

Please be advised the my clients have informed the City of Los Angeles Planning
Department of its intention to revoke and terminate the subject Coastal Exemptions that
underlie the basis of the referenced appeal cases. (See copy of letter to City Planning and
confirmation from City Planner Ralph Avila attached hereto).

Please also be advised that my clients will not be pursuing the construction of the
projects for which the subject CEXs had been issued.

Also, for your information, the applicants in the above cited appeal cases will not
appear at the appeal hearings scheduled as agenda items 17 (c), (d), (¢) and (f) on February
13, 2016 in Newport Beach.

Thank you for sistance in this matter

Sincerel



LAW OFFICE OF 16133 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 700

EnNcINO, CALIFORNIA 91436

STEVE KAPLAN TELEPHONE: (818) 377-7440

EMAIL: SK.LANDUSELAW@GMAIL.COM
May 2, 2016

SENT VIA EMAIL

Los Angeles City Planning Department
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suit 252
Public Counter

Van Nuys, CA

Attention:  Ralph Avila

RE: Coastal Exemptions
DIR-2015-3934, 3961, 4490 and 4493

Planning Department Staff:

The undersigned represents the owners and applicants of the projects for
which the above referenced CEXs have previously been issued.

Please be advised, and request is hereby made to City Planning, to revoke
said Coastal Exemptions.

Please also be advised that my clients are no longer pursuing the
construction of the projects for which the subject CEXs were issued.

Thank you for ygu¥ assistance in this mater.
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Gm a]I Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>

Re: CEXs- DIR-2015-3934, 3961, 4490, 4493

1 message

Ralph Avila <ralph.avila@lacity.org> Mon, May 2, 2016 at 11:29 AM
To: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>

Cc: Carey Wong <carey@fmbdevelopment.com>, Maritza Przekop <maritza.przekop@]acity.org>, Andy
Rodriguez <andy.rodriguez@lacity.org>

Steve,

| will forward this to the Metro office. Our PCTS system will be updated to reflect the withdrawal of these
CEX's. We can then email a screen shot of the revised project status within PCTS as verification to Coastal
of our official record.

Ralph

On Mon, May 2, 2016 at 10:55 AM, Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> wrote:
Good Morning Ralph,

Please find attached a letter requesting the termination of the CEXs previously issued for the projects we
recently discussed with you.

As stated earlier, Coastal Commission staff would like something from City Planning officially
demonstrating that the subject CEXs are no longer valid.

Thanks,

STEVE KAPLAN

Attorney

16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436

Office: 818.377.7440

Cell: 818.321.9575

Facsimile: 818.377.7401

E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com

On Wed, Apr 27, 2016 at 8:09 AM, Ralph Avila <ralph.avila@lacity.org> wrote:
Steve,

Let me check into it.

On Tue, Apr 26, 2016 at 6:16 PM, Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> wrote:
Ralph,

What procedural mechanism should | use to dismiss/terminate/vacate the above captioned
previously issued CEXs that are now on appeal to the Coastal Commission.

Coastal Commission staff wants proof from City Planning that the applicant has indicated its
intention not to use said exemptions.

Please advise

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/ Ni=2&ik=68beb02be9& view=pt&q=from:ralph.avila%40... 5/4/2016
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STEVE KAPLAN

Attorney

16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436

Office: 818.377.7440

Cell: 818.321.9575

Facsimile: 818.377.7401

E-Mail: sk Janduselaw@gmail.com

Ralph Avila, Senior City Planner
Valley - Development Services Center
Department of City Planning

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., 2nd Floor

L.os Angeles, CA 91401

818.374.9915 (F)818.374.5070

Ralph Avila, Senior City Planner
Valley - Development Services Center
Department of City Planning

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., 2nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA 91401

818.374.9915 (F)818.374.56070

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/2ui=2&ik=68beb02be9& view=pt&q=from:ralph.avila%40... 5/4/2016
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: APPEAL - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO

City of Los Angeles

Claim of Exemption to Coastal Development Permit Requirement
A-5-VEN-16-0026

Liz Jun

Robin Rudisill, Sue Kaplan, and Gabriel Ruspini

656 San Juan Avenue, Venice, City of Los Angeles
(APN: 4239-025-013)

Appeal of City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Exemption No. DIR-
2015-3934-CEX for a three-story addition and major structural
remodel of existing 851 sq. ft., one-story, single-family dwelling
and demolition of existing garage, resulting in a three-story, 6,431
sq. ft. single family dwelling with attached garage and roof deck.

Find Substantial Issue with City of Los Angeles Claim of
Exemption and deny Coastal Exemption

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. 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.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which Appeal A-5-VEN-16-0026 has been filed because the locally approved development
does not qualify for an exemption and requires a local coastal development permit from the City of Los
Angeles. The City-approved development constitutes a demolition and rebuild, not an improvement to an
existing development, because more than 50 percent of the existing structure will be demolished. The
scope of work includes demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors, demolition of the
interior walls, demolition of approximately 50 percent of the exterior walls, demolition of all doors and
windows, construction of new foundation and load bearing walls, construction of a new second and third
story, and construction of a new roof (see image below of demolition plan below and Exhibit 4).
Therefore, the proposed project is non-exempt “development” as defined in the Coastal Act. Demolition,
reconstruction, or substantial redevelopment of a project in the Venice coastal zone are not exempt under
any section or provision of the Coastal Act or the Commission’s Regulations and require a coastal
development permit. Commission Staff recommends 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 4 and 11.

Demolition plan: applicant’s architect
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

MOTION: [ move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0026 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-16-0026 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

On March 4, 2016, the Commission received an appeal of Local Coastal Exemption DIR 2015-
3934-CEX from Robin Rudisill, Sue Kaplan, and Gabriel Ruspini (Exhibit 3). The City’s
Coastal Exemption approved a “Major structural remodel of existing single family dwelling
(833.60 SF) and add 3-story addition. Work resulting in a3-story single family dwelling with
attached garage and roof deck. Fully sprinklered with NFPA-13D. 54% of existing exterior wall
remains.” The appeal contends that historic resource impacts under CEQA need to be analyzed
in relation to this site because of the property’s designation as historic in the SurveyL A , more
than 50% of the structure will be demolished, that the mass and scale of the locally-approved
project is inconsistent with the community character of the area and therefore is inconsistent with
the Venice certified Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, and that
because the project will result in new development, the City is required to review the project for
conformance with the Mello Act. For the reasons stated above, the appeal contends that the City-
approved project does not qualify for an exemption and requires the review afforded through the
coastal development permit process.

III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On October 22, 2015, the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning issued a Director of
Planning Sign-Off (DIR-2015-3854-VSO) (Exhibit 3) for “Major structural remodel of existing
833.6 SF, one-story, single family dwelling. Will result in a three story single family dwelling
with attached 2-car garage (and 3 uncovered spaces), and 2 roof decks. Project will
remove/alter 46% of the existing exterior walls.” The applicant name listed on the City’s Director
of Planning Sign-Off form is Liz Jun. The box checked on that form is “Improvements to Existing
Single or Multi Family Structure that is not on a Walk Street.” On October 28, 2015, the City of
Los Angeles, Department of City Planning issued a Coastal Exemption (DIR 2015-3934-CEX)
(Exhibit 3) for a “Major structural remodel of existing single family dwelling (833.60 SF) and
add 3-story addition. Work resulting in a3-story single family dwelling with attached garage and
roof deck. Fully sprinklered with NFPA-13D. 54% of existing exterior wall remains.” The
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applicant name listed on the City’s exemption is Liz Jun. The box checked on the City’s
exemption form is “Improvements to Existing Single-Family Residences.”

The City forwarded a copy of the Coastal Exemption to the Coastal Commission’s South Coast
District Office on February 4, 2016 — 99 days after the coastal exemption was issued. On March
4, 2016, the appellants submitted the appeal to the Commission’s South Coast District Office. 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. On March 4, 2016, a Notification of Appeal was sent to the Los
Angeles Department of City Planning and the applicant, notifying each party of the appeal of
DIR-2015-3934-CEX, and the decision was stayed pending Commission action on the appeal.

On March 18, 2016, the applicant waived the 49-day rule for hearing an appeal.

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 § 30625.]

After a final local action on a local CDP application (or permit exemption), the local government
is required to notify the Coastal Commission within five working 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
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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 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/DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION AREAS

Section 30601 of the Coastal Act provides details regarding the geographic areas where
applicants must also obtain a coastal development permit from the Commission in addition to
obtaining a local coastal development permit from the City. These areas are considered Dual
Permit Jurisdiction areas. Coastal zone areas outside of the Dual Permit Jurisdiction areas are
considered Single Permit Jurisdiction areas. Pursuant to Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act, the
City of Los Angeles has been granted the authority to approve or deny coastal development
permits in both jurisdictions, but all of the City’s actions are appealable to the Commission. The
proposed project site is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area.

In 1978, relying on section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act, the City adopted procedures for the City
to issue coastal development permits. The Commission approved those procedures and
authorized the City to issue coastal development permits, with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act
being the standard of review for the review of permits because section 30604(a) provides that
Chapter 3 is the standard of review when issuing a permit prior to certification of a local coastal
program. While the Commission certified the City’s Land Use Plan for the Venice area in 2001,
the Commission did not delegate authority to the City to issue permits pursuant to section
30600.5(b) of the Coastal Act because the City did not adopt proper ordinances to issue permits
under its LUP as required by section 30600.5(f) of the Coastal Act. Thus, the City is still issuing
permits under the procedures it adopted pursuant to section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act and must
use Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act when reviewing coastal development permit applications. The
Commission, likewise, uses Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as the standard of review in its review,
on appeal, of the City-issued exemption. (Coastal Act §§ 30602, 30625)



A-5-VEN-16-0026 (Jun)
Appeal — Substantial Issue and De Novo

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The project site is located in the Oakwood subarea at 656 San Juan Avenue within the City of Los
Angeles Single Permit Jurisdiction Area, about 0.6 miles inland of the beach (Exhibit 1). The lot
area is 5,201 square feet and zoned R1.5-1 (Multi Family Residential) in the Los Angles Zoning
Code. The site is currently developed with a single family dwelling fronting San Juan Avenue and
detached garage in the rear of the property (Exhibit 2). The Los Angeles County Recorder
indicates that the existing one-story 851 square foot home was constructed in 1907. The scope of
work provided by the applicant’s representative on the City’s Coastal Exemption form is “Major
structural remodel of existing single family dwelling (833.60 SF) and add 3-story addition. Work
resulting in a3-story single family dwelling with attached garage and roof deck. Fully sprinklered
with NFPA-13D. 54% of existing exterior wall remains.” (No further information or calculation
provided on the Coastal Exemption.)

The City of Los Angeles did not retain copies of plans for this project when it was deemed as
exempt from permit requirements, so the Commission did not receive any plans with the requested
City record. According to plans submitted by the applicant (Exhibit 4), the scope of work includes
demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors, demolition of the interior walls,
demolition of approximately 50% of exterior walls, demolition of all doors and windows,
construction of new foundation and load bearing walls, construction of a new second story, and
construction of a new roof. The new structure is more than five times the square footage of the
existing structure, more than twice the height at its highest point, and takes up more of the lot area
than the existing structure. New foundational elements and load bearing walls are proposed on
portions of the lot where none exist currently.

B. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local
government action carried out pursuant to section 30600(b) unless it finds that no substantial
issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is not
defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s
regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the
appeal raises no significant question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been
guided by the following factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the 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 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
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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.

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 structure and
is therefore non-exempt “development” as defined in the Coastal Act and so a coastal
development permit should have been required.

Coastal Act Section 30610 Developments authorized without permit, states:

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.

California Administrative Code of Regulations Section 13250 Improvements to Existing Single-
Family Residences, states:

(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.
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Section13252 Repair and Maintenance Activities That Require a Permit, states:

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

The project description written in the City’s exemption determination lacks adequate specificity
to ensure that the proposed development is actually an improvement to an existing structure rather
than a new structure that must obtain a coastal development permit. Moreover, in recent similar
exemption determinations, projects that have received City exemptions have demolished more
than the 50 percent of the existing structure and resulted in new buildings (buildings with new
foundations, floors, plumbing, walls and roofs). The City of Los Angeles Certified Land Use Plan
(LUP) for Venice defines “remodel” as: an improvement to an existing structure in which no
more than fifty percent (50%) of the exterior walls are removed or replaced. However, when a
“remaining wall” is used as a measure to determine whether a development is a remodel or a new
structure, the wall must remain intact as part of the structure, and for purposes of calculating the
50 percent guideline should retain its siding, drywall/plaster, windows, and doorways.
Demolition, reconstruction, or substantial redevelopment of a project in the Venice coastal zone
are not exempt under any section or provision of the Coastal Act or the Commission’s
Regulations — and require a coastal development permit.

In this case, the amount of the existing structure proposed to be removed is more than 50 percent
and therefore cannot be considered a repair and maintenance activity that is exempt from coastal
development permit requirements. According to plans submitted by the applicant (Exhibit 4), the
scope of work includes demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors, demolition
of the interior walls, demolition of approximately 50% of exterior walls, demolition of all doors
and windows, construction of new foundation and load bearing walls, construction of a new
second story, and construction of a new roof. The new structure is more than five times the square
footage of the existing structure, more than twice the height at its highest point, and takes up more
of the lot area than the existing structure. New foundational elements and load bearing walls are
proposed on portions of the lot where none exist currently.

In its exemption determinations, the City of Los Angeles has asserted that even though all that
remains of the structure is some of the exposed studs of the previously existing framing
(completely stripped of siding, drywall, plaster, doors, and windows), that the “walls” of the
structure remain. The Commission disagrees with this assertion. When a “remaining wall” is
used as a measure to determine whether a development is a remodel or a new structure, the wall
must remain intact as part of the structure, and for purposes of calculating the 50 percent
guideline should retain its siding, drywall/plaster, windows, and doorways.

The final issues raised by the appeal would be relevant to a coastal development permit
application processed by the City, which could consider other development standards including
the size, mass, and scale of the structure, and parking and setback requirements. The City could
also conduct a Mello analysis after determining the property history. The legally required process
to address these issues is the coastal development permit application process, which the City is
responsible for administering.
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Therefore, the 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 CDP, has not yet been reviewed for
conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

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 30625(b)(1), because the nature of the proposed project and the local
government action are not consistent with the Chapter 3 policies 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 CDP requirements. Issuing an exemption for a project with the
scope of work that includes “Major structural remodel of existing single family dwelling (833.60
SF) and add 3-story addition. Work resulting in a 3-story single family dwelling with attached
garage and roof deck.” could be, on its face, consistent with the Coastal Act, however, the
placement of a second- and third-floor addition on a one-story structure may require more
demolition and replacement of existing material than is anticipated due to the unknown condition
and ability to endure a new structural load. The City characterized the development as including
“major” remodel consisting of demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors,
demolition of the interior walls, and demolition of approximately 50 percent of exterior walls.
Considering the age of the structure and the amount of demolition involved, the proposed
development is more than an “improvement” to an existing residential unit and more than 50
percent of the existing structure will be removed in order to accommodate the new second and
third floor addition and remodel.

The locally approved development would result in more than 50 percent demolition of the
existing structure and is not simply an improvement to an existing but, instead, constitutes the
replacement of the structure with a new structure, which must go through the CDP process.
Additionally, City staff states that at the time 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 the Commission to review to
determine whether the City properly determined that the proposed development was exempt.
Therefore, the Coastal Commission finds that the City does not have an adequate degree of
factual or 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. The extent and scope of the locally approved development is not clear because there
are no City-approved plans available to determine the scope. The City characterized the
development as a “major” remodel to an existing single family residence consisting of
demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors, demolition of the interior walls,
and demolition of approximately 50 percent of the exterior walls. This will result in the
demolition of more than 50 percent of the existing structure, which exceeds the limitation to be
eligible for a coastal exemption. Therefore, the full extent and scope of the City-approved project
must be reviewed by the City through the local CDP process.

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The coastal
resource that is affected by the locally approved project is community character, which is
significant in Venice. Other coastal resources could be affected. This single family dwelling was
designated as a contributing historic resource to the Oakwood Planning District by SurveyLA in
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2015. The City’s coastal exemption process was utilized instead of 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 related to only 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 impact on Venice’s visual character. See, e.g., staff reports
dated 1/28/16 and 3/24/16 for Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0005.

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 new larger residences
circumvents the coastal development permit process and its requirement for public participation,
and sets a bad precedent. As discussed above, significant adverse impacts to coastal resources
would potentially occur, if the City’s coastal exemption process is inappropriately 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 and would potentially set 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 California Coastal
Commission meeting agenda for 4/14/16.]

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance. Although this appeal raises specific local issues, potentially exempting projects from
the coastal development process that are not exempt pursuant to policies of the provisions of the
Coastal Act will have potential negative and cumulative impacts to the coast if other local
governments in the coastal zone apply their exemption authority in a similar manner. New
structures must be properly reviewed through the local coastal development permit process and
monitored by the City in order to protect coastal resources. Therefore, the City’s approval does
raise potential issues of statewide significance.

In conclusion, the primary issue for the appeal is that the development actually constitutes the
replacement of the existing residential structure with a new structure, and therefore requires a
local CDP. Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue as to
conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

VII. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - DE NOVO

MOTION: [ move that the Commission approve Claim of Exemption No. A-5-VEN-16-0026
for the development proposed by the applicant

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the claim of
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 the Claim of Exemption for the proposed 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.

11
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VIII. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS - DE NOVO

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The actual project as documented on the project plans provided by the applicant, is the demolition of
a one-story approximately 851 square foot structure and detached garage (Exhibit 2) and construction
of a new 6,431 square foot, three-story residential structure on a 5,201 square foot residentially-zoned
lot in the Oakwood subarea of Venice, Los Angeles (Exhibit 4).

B. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

Section 30600(a) of the Coastal Act requires that anyone wishing to perform or undertake any
development within the coastal zone shall obtain a coastal development permit. Development is
broadly defined by Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, which states:

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous,
liquid, solid, or thermal waste, grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any
materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to,
subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the
Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the
land division is brought about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public
agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of access
thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure,
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or
harvesting of major vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and
timber operations which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted
pursuant to the provisions of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing
with Section 45l1).

Construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure in the coastal
zone is development that requires a coastal development permit, unless the development
qualifies as development that is authorized without a coastal development permit.

Coastal Act Section 30610 provides, in part:

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....

(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or enlargement

or expansion of, the object of those repair or maintenance activities,; provided, however,
that if the commission determines that certain extraordinary methods of repair and

12
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maintenance involve a risk of substantial adverse environmental impact, it shall, by
regulation, require that a permit be obtained pursuant to this chapter.

Section13252 of the Commission’s regulations provide, in relevant part:

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

The grounds for this appeal are that the project is not exempt development as defined in the
Coastal Act and, as such, the applicant must obtain a coastal development permit for the proposed
development. Rather than an improvement to an existing structure, the proposed project is a new
residential structure. The City’s interpretation of a “remodel” is based on the City’s uncertified
municipal code, not the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act.

Additionally, the City of Los Angeles Certified Land Use Plan (LUP) for Venice defines
“remodel” as: an improvement to an existing structure in which no more than fifty percent (50%)
of the exterior walls are removed or replaced. However, as previously found in the substantial
issue portion of this appeal, the Commission found that when a “remaining wall” is used as a
measure to determine whether a development is a remodel or a new structure, the wall must
remain intact as part of the structure, and for purposes of calculating the fifty-percent guideline
should retain its siding, drywall/plaster, windows, and doorways. Furthermore, the Commission
found that demolition, reconstruction, or substantial redevelopment of a project in the Venice
coastal zone are not exempt under any section or provision of the Coastal Act, or the
Commission’s Regulations and require a coastal development permit. Even if a development is a
remodel under the LUP, it does not mean that it is exempt from the coastal development
permitting requirements. The LUP sets forth no policies relative to interpreting remodels as
being exempt development. As such, an exemption determination is based on a reading of
applicable Coastal Act provisions and associated implementing regulations in the Commission’s
regulations. In this case, the amount of structure proposed to be removed exceeds fifty percent of
the structure. Therefore, a coastal development permit must be obtained.

In determining whether the project constitutes the replacement of 50 percent or more of the
existing structure, Commission staff analyzes what percentage of which components and how
much of each component of the house is being replaced. A single family residence or duplex
consists of many components that can be measured, such as: the foundation, plumbing, electrical,
walls, floor, and/or roof of the structure. The project plans must indicate the amount of
demolition and augmentation that is necessary to build the proposed remodel. If 50 percent or
more of the total of these components are being replaced, then the project would not qualify as
exempt development, and must obtain a coastal development permit pursuant to Section 30600(a)
of the Coastal Act. Typically, the addition of a complete second story above a one-story structure
would not qualify for an exemption because the amount of construction required to support the
additional weight of a new level would often require reinforcement of the first-floor load bearing
walls, often with steel framing, and/or a new foundation which would exceed the amount of
change allowable under an exemption. Even if the plans do not indicate replacement of floors
and walls, the City building inspector may require replacement of these components for safety
reasons. For example, when an older residence is enlarged from one story to two-story, more
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than fifty percent of the components may need to be replaced due to termite infestation and/or dry
rot, which are typical of Southern California homes.

The proposed project does not qualify for an exemption under Coastal Act Section 30610(a).
Coastal Act Section 30610(a) allows improvements to existing single-family residences without a
coastal development permit. In this case, the applicant proposes to demolish nearly the entire
structure as part of the proposed development. When an applicant proposes demolition of all or
nearly all of a structure as part of a proposal for new development, there can no longer be an
“existing structure” subject for improvement on the site. When more than 50 percent of a
structure is demolished and rebuilt in Venice, the new development is a new structure that must
obtain a coastal development permit.

In this case, the amount of the existing structure proposed to be removed is more than 50 percent
and therefore cannot be considered a repair and maintenance activity that is exempt from coastal
development permit requirements. According to plans submitted by the applicant (Exhibit 4), the
scope of work includes demolition of the roof, removal and replacement of the floors, demolition
of the interior walls, demolition of approximately 50 percent of exterior walls, demolition of all
doors and windows, construction of new foundation and load bearing walls, construction of a new
second and third stories, and construction of a new roof. The new structure is more than five
times the square footage of the existing structure, more than twice the height at its highest point,
and takes up more of the lot area than the existing structure. New foundational elements and load
bearing walls are proposed on portions of the lot where none exist currently.

The proposed project also does not qualify for an exemption under Coastal Act Section 30610(d).
Coastal Act Section 30610(d) allows for repair and maintenance activities on existing structures
so long as the repair and maintenance does not result in an addition to, or enlargement or
expansion of, the structure. Under section 13252 of the Commission’s regulations, if the repair
and maintenance result in the replacement of 50 percent or more of the existing structure, then the
project constitutes a replacement structure, thereby requiring a coastal development permit and
the entire structure must be in conformity with applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act.

The applicant’s plans, submitted subsequent to the appeal, and the City’s Director of Planning
Sign-Off DIR-2015-3854-VSO indicate that 46 percent of the existing exterior walls will be
removed and replaced. In similar exemptions the City has asserted that even though all that
remains of the structure is some of the exposed studs of the previously existing framing
(completely stripped of siding, drywall, plaster, doors, windows, or electrical components), that
the “walls” of the structure remain. There are two problems with that analysis. First, the
remaining wall calculation does not include doors, windows, or siding, all of which are part of the
structure and are mostly proposed to be removed by the subject application. Second, even if the
plans indicate that portions of the existing walls (typically just studs and framing) are to remain,
the City building inspector may require replacement of those components for safety reasons. For
example, when an older house is enlarged from one story to two-story, more than fifty percent of
the components may need to be replaced due to termite infestation and/or dry rot, which are
typical of Southern California homes that are nearly 100 years old, as is the case with the subject
structure.
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Coastal Act Section 30600 Coastal Development Permit; Procedures Prior to Certification of
Local Coastal Program, states:

(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) (1) 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.

The City of Los Angeles has the authority to issue coastal development permits. The proposed
project site is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. For the reasons discussed in
detail above, the proposed project constitutes demolition of a one-story approximately 851
square foot structure and detached garage and construction of a new 6,431 square foot three-
story structure with attached, two-car garage, which is not exempt under any policy or provision
of the Coastal Act or the Commission’s Regulations. Therefore, the proposed project requires a
local coastal development permit, processed by the City of Los Angeles. The appellants have
expressed various concerns regarding the alleged inconsistencies between the proposed project’s
mass, scale and character with that of the surrounding community — in addition to other social
and architectural concerns. Other development standards including the size, mass, and scale of
the structure, parking requirements and potential access issues, and a Mello Act analysis may be
reviewed by the City of Los Angeles through its coastal development permit application process.

Because the evidence does not support exempting the proposed project from Coastal Act
permitting requirements, Coastal Exemption No. A-5-VEN-16-0026 is denied.
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Appendix A — Substantive File Documents

1. City of Los Angeles Certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001)
2. Appeal File A-5-VEN-16-0005
3. California Coastal Commission Meeting Agenda 4/14/16
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Location Map: 656 San Juan Avenue, Venice
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Vicinity Map: 656 San Juan Avenue, Venice
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Photo of 656 San Juan Avenue, Venice, 3-10-2016
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SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE . MAR 4 Zmﬁ
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VOICE (562) 580-5071 FAX (562} 590-5084 COASTAL COMMISSION

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
‘Please Review Attached Appeal Information Shect Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION1. Appellant(s)

Name:  Robin Rudisill, Sue Kaplan, Gabriel Ruspini, as individuals & not on behalf of the VNC or its commitices
Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk
Cityi  Venice ZipCode;  CA Phonc:  310-721-2343

SECTION I1. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port govermnment:
Los Angeles
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

Major structural remodel of existing single-family dwelling (833.6 sq ft) and add 3-story addition. Work
resulting in 3-story single-family dwelling with attached garage and roof deck. Fully sprinklered with
NFPA-13D. 54% of existing exterior wall remains.

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

656 San Juan Ave, APN: 4230905-5013, 7™ Ave

¢ 4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):
x[]  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 encrgy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEALNO: O\-S N e \\o-Onl
DATEFILED: ___-"\-\\» |

DISTRICT: _53&\:\ C__f_go.s\;
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

x[J  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
(0  City Council/Board of Supervisors
O  Planning Commission
O  Other
6.  Date of local government's decision: October 28, 2015

7. Local government’s file number (if any): _DIR-2015-3934-CEX

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:
Liz Jun, The Code Solution, 1125 W. 6" St., Ste 205, Los Angeles, CA 90017

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

should receive notice of this appeal.

1)

2

)

(4)
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o e e O

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 revicw 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.

A property in the Venice Coastal Zone that has been identified as being eligible for historic designation status in
the SurveyL A must be looked at for historical resource impacts under CEQA. The City’s presumption is that if
the City has found it 10 be significant in SurveyLA that they will continue to find it significant in their
environmental reviews, Sometimes the district itself is the primary historic resource, and so it’s important to think
about a given neighborhood as being the historic resource. Whether or not the proposed project may have an
adverse affect on, or may materially impair the significance of, the historic resource must be determined. There
are two levels of potential impact: the loss of a contributor or multiple contributors to a district, if a site has been
identificd as a contributing structure as has the site at 656 San Juan Ave. Built in 1907, the structure is well over
100 years old. In addition, the impact to the overall integrity of the historic district must be considered, i.e.
whether the project would materially impair its continued cligibility as an historic district. In the Coastal Zone,
particularly in Venice where the City knows that there are ongoing multiple cases/project applications, the City
also considers the potential for cumulative impacts under CEQA. In the Venice Coastal Zone, which has been
designated as a Special Coastal Community, the history and historic structures and districts have a direct
connection to that special coastal designation (se¢ definition in excerpt of the certified Venice Land Use Plan,
altached). On page 2 of the CEX, the top section reads: “A determination has been made that a CDP is not
required for the preceding described project based on the fact that it does not involve a risk of adverse
environmental effect.” 1f the property has historic status, even if it's "potential” or pending, because historic
resources are considered as coastal resources and as part of the environment, then there IS a risk of adverse
environmental effect and a CDP is required. Thus, prior to making this determination for the CEX, it is necessary
1o determine a property’s historical status, including its status in SurveyLA. The property at 656 San Juan Ave is
designated in SurveyLA as a contributing property (see attached information from the SurveyLA report),
therefore this determination that the project does not involve a risk of adverse environmental effect cannot be
made and the project cannot be processed with a CEX; a CDP must be obtained.

In addition, state law requires that 50% or more of the structure be maintained in order to qualify as an
existing structure for purposes of a Coastal Exemption. This project cannot be considered an addition to
and/or a remodel of an existing single-family dwelling when it is clear that the very large size of the
addition, vs. the fact that most of the entire existing structure is to be demolished, leaves little existing
structure to add onto or improve, which indicates that the development is much more than an
“improvement” o a single-family dwelling. It is therefore non-exempt “development™ as defined in the
Coastal Act, and thus a CDP should be required.

The structural integrity of the aged foundation and framing must also be considered when deciding
whether such a project (3 stories) can be done while maintaining 50% or more of the existing structure.
Such large projects are likely to require a full demolition of the existing structure, which is development
that requires a CDP.

This CEX must be revoked and the Applicant must be required to obtain a CDP. This should be done




ASAP, as the Building Permit has been issued and demolition MUST be stayed before the structure is
damaged.

The size and scope of the project also necessitate a review of the project for consistency under the CDP
process, because the proposed new single-family dwelling is inconsistent with the Community Character
policies of the Venice Land Use Plan, the L.A. General Plan and relevant Community Plan for Venice
and City Codes. Also, the nature of the proposed project and the City’s action are not consistent with the
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Because an issue exists with respect to the conformity of the
CEX action by the City with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the City’s exemption action is
invalid and must be voided/revoked. Other observations include 2 RAS (roof access structures), which is
an adverse impact on visual resources and out of character with the existing neighborhood, in addition to
suggesting the possibility of a future conversion to two units, as well as 5 parking spaces being provided
for one SFD, also implying the possibility of a future higher density requirement.

The City’s Coastal Exemption process is being used to avoid the CDP process, during which the
proposed development would be reviewed for consistency with the character of the surrounding area.
Community Character is a significant Coastal Resource, particularly in Venice, which has been
designated by the Coastal Commission as a “Special Coastal Community.” As also indicated in
numerous Coastal Commission reports and decisions, Venice is a Coastal Resource to be protected, and
as a primarily residential community, residential development is a significant factor in determining
Venice's Community Character. Although this Coastal Exemption relates only to one project, the
crosion of Community Character is a cumulative issue, and the City's cumulative exemption of
numerous large-scale addition/remodel projects (and the usual associated demolition exceeding 50% of
the existing structure) has a significant adverse impact on Venice’s Community Character, which is also
evidenced by the significant Community concern expressed in numerous other appeals of Coastal
Exemptions.

In addition, the Venice Coastal Zone does not have a certified Local Coastal Program, and issuing
cxemptions for proposed projects like this one, which substantially exceed the mass and scale of the
surrounding area and are also significantly larger than the existing structure, set a very damaging
precedent. The abuse of the City’s Coastal Exemption process in order to avoid obtaining a CDP for new
development has been a recurring problem. The City has inadequate controls over the Coastal
Exemption process, including a lack of adequate cnforcement, resulting in developers frequently
ignoring or violating regulations, including demolition of the entire structure cven though the project
description indicates otherwise. There is generally no penalty applied by the City when this is
discovered, other than a requirement to stop work and obtain a CDP, and thus there is little to discourage
Applicants from this practice. Very importantly, exempting projects from the CDP process has potential
significant negative cumulative impacts to the entire California Coast, as these projects are not being
properly reviewed for Community Character and conformance to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The Coastal Commission-certified Venice Land Use Plan, used as guidance for determining conformity
with Chapter 3, indicates in Policy 1. E. 2, that “.... All new development and renovations should
respect the scale, massing and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods.” However, the City
does not perform such a review for Coastal Exemptions, including for this project.

Relevant law includes Coastal Act Section 30610 and CCR Sections 13250 and 13252 (see attached).

Adjacent neighbors, property owners and residents in the swrounding area, and all Venice residents
would be harmed by this project, as well as the cumulative cffect of this project and other such projects.




Not only would there be adverse effects on adjacent and surrounding properties (without an associated
public process including Notice, a Public Hearing, transparency, and an Appeal right), but there would
be a significant adverse impact on the Community Character of Venice, which is a protected Coastal
Resource. This has the result of significantly reducing the long-term value of the Venice Coastal Zone
Community and the current and future Quality of Life for all residents of Venice.

In addition, processing of this type of project using a Coastal Exemption may result in the avoidance of
a Mello Act Compliance review and Determination, and thus there is a potential for loss of Affordable
Units in the Venice Coastal Zone, which is a significant and very material loss of low-income housing.

This project constitutes the development of a new single-family residence, and therefore the Coastal
Exemption and the Building Permit must be revoked immediately (or clearances stopped if the building
permit is not yet issued), and a CDP must be obtained in order to ensure that the project conforms to the
policies of the certified LUP and Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and local land use regulations.




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.

7 ~
IA.‘;;;M - .

/Signature ok Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent IMM
Date: March 4, 2016

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.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:
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CASE NO.:
TO: i 7 o .
e omemigsion REGRITRD
200 Oceangats, 10" Floor : South Coast Region
Long Beach, CA 008024302
(562) 590-5071 FEB 0 4 7016
FROM: Los Angeles Department of City Planning RNIA
201 Nort Floros Sty or (B59) ' COASTAL COMMISSION

Losmebs CA 90012

SUBJECT: camﬂ. EXEMP

UMermWshalaCoME@mpﬁonbbsmdhﬂMwaudm

» Remodels which involve the removal of 50% or more of existing exterior walls
» Addition, demofition, removal or conversion of any whole residential units (unless required by LADBS)

. Pm;mmmmmmnmamm«mmsmamaum“
* Any change of use (to & more or iess Intensive use) )

mmmmmmmme%m (type, Pﬂll'-orﬂodon-llm;

PROJECTADDRESS:  _6Sb & SAm TuAw NvE ' |
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOT - BLOCK _. N TRACT Wm No. 3~

ZONE: _:pt.§ — 1\ COMMUNITY PLAN: vENILE
PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK: _MAYS STRUCTURAL MGMobEL oW CE) SPO (#33, bo SEY
AOD 3-5To . v - sep wi K ‘

Awd Rodk DECK . PULWLY TIRIMVKLERED Wit WEPH ~u8p.
SU77. oF SxXufing TYIEEBR wilh Reumns.,

'RELATED PLAN CHECK NUMBER(s): __% iy \p @hSoy ,
Note: If there Is related work to be pulled under a separsie permit, please inckude in the above project
description. The reason for this is so Planning Steff can evaiuate the project as a whole and to avoid
having to apply for another CEX for any subsequent permits related to the original scope of work.

Applicant Name: W Juw :
Mailing Address: WS- W g ST STE 305wl maEuer, oA Aseln .
Phone Number: 21) §3N o\t . E~mall Address: _\I% @ TAETODE SoMTION . com

Signature: %Ff?b—
23
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THIS SECTION FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

This application has been reviewed by the staff of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in accordance
with the provisions of Section 3010 of the Califomia Coastal Act. A determination has been made that a
Coastal Development Permit is not required for the preceding described project based on the fact that it does
not: {1) involve a risk of adverse environmental effect, (2) adversely affect public, access, or (3) involve a
change in use contrary to any policy of this division pursuant to Title 14 of the California Administrative Code,
and qualifies for an exemption under one or more of the categories checked below.

: ps. This includes interior and exterior improvements,
addmons. and uses wmch are amsory toa s!ngie-famﬂy residence (e.g. garages, pools, fences, storage).
This does not include the increase or decrease in the number of residential dwelling units {Including guest
housges), or retaining walls or pools that may have a potential significant impact on coastal resources (i.e.
viewable from the public right-cf-way, involves a significant amount of grading or boring in Hiflside, Landslide
anpecial Grading areas), which may be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

o mmm&,m thzs includas mteﬂor and exunor impmefmm addﬁom anﬂ usas which are
accessory to the residential use (e.g. garages, pools, fences, storage sheds), but does not include the
increase or decrease in the number of residential dwelling units, or retaining walls or pools that may have a
polential significant impact on coastal resources (Le. viewable from the public right-of-way, involves a
significant amount of grading or boring in Hillside, Landslide or Special Grading areas), which may be
reviewed on a case-by-case basis. For pon-residential uses, this includes interior and exterior improvements
and building signage (excluding pole, pylon and off-gite signs}, but does not include any addition of square
footage or change of use (10 a more or less intense use).

[ Repair or Maintenance. This includes replacement, repair and/or maintenance activities (i.e. re-roofing,
replacemaent of equipment, etc.) which do not result in any changes, enlargement or expansion,

[J Demolitions reguired by LADBS. This includes projects which have been issued a Nuisance and
Abatement or Order to Comply by the Department of Building & Safety requiring demolition due 1o an unsafe
or substandard condition. Please attach the Building & Safety Notice.

This exemption in no way excuses the applicant from complying with all applicable policies, ordinances,
codes and regulations of the City of Los Angeles. This exemption shall not apply if the project is not
consistent with local land use regulations. If it is found that the project description is not in conformance
with the actual project to be constructed or is not in conformance with Section 30610 of the Califomnia
Coastal Act, this exemption is null and void.

Michael LoGrande
Director of Planning
Issued By: '

Signature

L. Brazin Steelt

Print Name and Title
Date: (0/28[I5
Invoice No.: __ o4 29 37 Receipt Number:_ (/0 4506/ 38
Attached:

Copy of Invoice with Receipl No.
Copy of related Building & Safety Clearance Summary Worksheel(s)

CP-1608.3 CEX (revised 8/1/2015) Page20of2
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Description:

The Oakwood Planning District is a residential neighborhood located in the northwestern portion of Venice. The district
contains approximately 1,800 parcels. It is bounded by Dewey Street to the northwest, Lincoln Boulevard to the northeast,
California Avenue to the southeast, Electric Avenue to the southwest, and Hampton Drive to the west.

The district occupies flat terrain lass than a mile from the Pacific Ocean. Streets throughout the district exhibit a rectilinear
pattemn and are arranged in an orthogonal grid. Lots in the district are modest in size, with most parcels less than 0.15 acres.
Development in the district is primarily residential, with some institutional properties, primarily churches, scattered
throughout. Additionally, there are some commercial manufacturing uses located in the northwestern portion of the district,
as well as neighborhood commercial developments along Rose Avenue and Hampton Drive. Original buildings were
constructed primarily from 1905 through the 19205, with 3 secondary wave of development during the 1940s and 1950s.
Today, these early buildings share the block with more recent construction, District features include uniform setbacks,
concrete curbs and sidewalks, and landscaped parkways.

Significance:

The Oakwood Planning District is significant as a rare exampie of an early-20th century African-American enclave in Venice,
While the area does not retain sufficient Integrity or cohesion to qualify as 3 historic district, it may warrant special
consideration for local planning purposes, -

In 1891, tobacco magnate and real estate deveioper Abbot Kinney and his business partner, Frands G, Ryan, purchased a 1.5
mile-long strip of beachfrant fand located to the south of Santa Monica. The 275-acre parcel, which extended from Strand
Street south to Mildred Avenue, had originally comprised a portion of the Rancho La Ballona and was initially settled by the
Machado and Talamantes families in the early 1800s. Kinney and Ryan turned their attention to the northern portion of the
tract, where they daveloped the resort community of Ocean Park. n 1898, Francis Ryan died suddenly at the age of 47,
Kinney attempted to carry on and eventually acquired three new business partners in 1902; Alexander Fraser, Henry Gage,
and George Merritt jones,

Over time Kinney has become known for his deveiopment of the Venice of America tract, which occurred in 1904 following
his professional split from the three men and the subsequent dissolution of their business operations. However, in the
intervening years Kinney, Fraser, Gage, and Jones invested in expanding and improving the community of Ocean Park under
the auspices of the Ocean Park Development Company. Their success, as well as Kinney's later achievements in Venice,
spurred development by other investors in the surrounding area, and much of the land comprising the district represents
early efforts by individual developers to copitalize on the success of Ocean Park and Venice. The first subdivisions for
residential development occurred within the district around 1903; many subsequent tracts were recorded after Venice was
officially apened in 1908, and development activity cantinued through the mid-1920s,

While the district exemplifies trends in residential development during the early 1300s, it is perhaps more notable as an
important example of African-American life in Southern California during the 20th century. There were three phases of
“African-American population expansion in Venice; the first two phases were g direct result of migration from the South as
blacks sought improved living conditions, greater financial opportunities, and increased freedom from racially hostile
communities. The first of these phases took place in the early 1900s, The population of African-Americans in Venice tripled
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between 1910 and 1920 as blacks arrived 1o work as manual laborers, service workers, and servants to wealthy white
residents. Some of the earliest black residents of Venice settled in the area because they were hired as empioyees of Abbot
Kinney; among these were cousins Arthur Reese and lrving Tabor.

Reese arrived with his family from Louisiana around 1905, intending to establish 2 janltorial service, and soon invited his
cousin Irving Tabor and family to join them in Qakwood. Reess, 3n artist and sculptor, began making suggestions to Kinnay
and eventually was hired as the town decorator. He Is best known for decorating parade floats simulating Mardi Gras, which
became emblematic of Reese’s sterling career. Tabor wis eventually hired as Abbot Kinney’s chauffeur, and the twa men
forged a special bond. When Abbot Kinney died, he willed his house to Tabor. However, due to racist sentiments elsewhere
in Venice, Tabor was compelled to move the house to its present-day location in Qakwood. Both the Reese and Tabor
residences remain extant in Oakwood today; the Irving Tabor Residence is designated as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monument.

At the time, housing was sporadically scattered throughout Oakwood, and as much of the land remained undeveloped, it

became an early site for black homeownership. It is uriciear whether or not racially restrictive housing covenants — already

ena 0 nearby ¢ nities like Santa Monica ~ were enforced in Ocean Park and Venice. However, de facto segregation

in hiring practices and real estate sales restricted the mobility of black residents and led to the development of Oakwood as
2 predominantly African-American.ngighborhood. As one black resident later recalled, when asked why her family had

~Thosen to settie in Dakwood, “This was the only place that they would sell to you. We knew.”
_‘M__

£arly on, Oakwood was also home to a number of neighborhood churches: “By 1912, although there were only thirty-some
black residents, there were already two African American churches in Oakwood. Fifty years later, the congregation of the
First Baptist Church had grown to include over six hundred members.” Several of these early congregations are stifl present
in Oakwood today, serving as important gathering places for the African-American community, including First Baptist
Church, Bethel Tabermacle Church of God in Christ, Friendship Baptist Church, and The Nazarene Church {now New Bethel
Baptist Church),

‘The second phase of migration from the Southern states occurred during World War |I, when the need for defense workers
at nearby manufacturing facilities, such as Hughes Aircraft in Culver City and McDonnell Douglas in Santa Monica. The
population of blacks in in Qakwood tripled 3gain between 1940 and 1950. The third and final phase of migration came during
the postwar population boom and subsequent construction of the Santa Monica freeway. Black and Latino residents wha

had been evicted from their homes in Santa Monica under eminent domain relocated to Venice. it was not yntil 1970 that
the black population in Qakwood began to decline, By that time, however, many descendants of the nei hood's earfiest

African-American families had settled in Oakwoad, creating a tradition of third-, fourth-, and fifth-generation residents,
“Families Trequently constructed additional houses on the same parcel of lang, which provided an opportunity for children
and grandchiidren to become homeowners in Venice.

As the economic environment began to shift during the highly politicized 1960s and 1970s, many African-Americans found &t
difficult to secure housing and employment; community organizers ted with the U.S. De ent of Housing and
Urban Development {HUD) to construct fourteen fow-income housing projects in Oakwood during the early 1970s. These

~"uildings were scattered throughout the entire district and provided assistance to many African-American residents,
aflowing them to maintain a strong association with the neﬁ—bothood,

{lespite its significance, the Oakwood Planning District does not possess sutficient integrity to qualify as a historie district.
Many of the district’s original buildings have undergone some degree of aiteration or have been replaced with newer
construction, which has compromised the cohesion and integrity of the district as a whole, However, the district continues
to convey the feeling of an early-20th century residential neighborhood and retains a strong association as an African-
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rAmeﬁc&n enciave, with many third-, fourth-, and fifth-generation residents. For these reasons, this area may warrant special
consideration for local planning purposes.

——
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Context 1:

Context: Residential Development and Suburbanization, 1850-1980

Sub context: No Sub.-context

Theme: hnig Enclaves, 1880-1980

Sub theme: No SubTheme

Property type: Residential Neighborhood

Property subtype: | No Sub-Type

Criteria: A1

Status code: 6L0

Reason: The Oakwood Planning District is significant as a rare example of an early-20th century African-
American enclave in Venice. While the area does not retain sufficient integrity ar cohesion to qualify
as a historic district, it may warrant special consideration for local planning purposes.
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Context: Residential Development & Suburbanization, 1850-1980
Theme: Ethnic Enclaves, 1880-1980

This Context/Theme was used to evaluate the Qakwood Planning District as a rare example
of an early-20" century African-American enclave in Venice. Oakwood first established itself
as an African-American neighborhood in the early 1900s, as blacks migrating from the South
settled in Venice to work as manual laborers, service workers, and servants to wealthy
white residents. During World War li, the black population of Oakwood increased
dramatically due to the need for defense workers at nearby manufacturing facilities, such as
Hughes Aircraft in Culver City and McDonnell Douglas in Santa Monica. By the 1970s, many
descendants of the neighborhood’s earliest African-American families had settled in
Oakwood, creating a tradition of third-, fourth-, and fifth-generation residents, and thereby
providing a unique opportunity for homeownership in Venice. Predominantly single-family
residential in its development, Oakwood is also home to several early religious
congregations that continue to serve as important gathering places for the African-
American community, including First Baptist Church, Bethel Tabernacle Church of God in
Christ, Friendship Baptist Church, and The Nazarene Church (now New Bethel Baptist
Church). While the area does not retain sufficient integrity or cohesion to qualify as a
historic district, it may warrant special consideration for local planning purposes.

Name: Oakwood IanningDistﬁct ‘ Name: Ozkwood Planning District

Description: Street view Description: Street view
SurveyLA 44

Venice Community Plan Area
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Primary Address: 656 E SAN JUAN AVE
Name:
Year built: 1907
' Architectural style: Victorian, Vernacular Cottage, hip roof
Context 1:
Context: Pre-Consolidation Communities of Los Angeles, 1850-1932
| Sub context: No Sub-context
Theme: Venice, 1850-1925
Sub theme: Important Events in Venice History, 1850-1925
Property type: Residential
Property sub type: | No Sub-Type
Criteria: A/1/1
Status code: 35;3CS;5583
Reason: Excellent example of residential development that pre-dates Venice's consolidation with the City of
Los Angeles in 1925; most examples from this period do not retain integrity.




CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Department of City Planning — Plan Implementation Division ]
City Hal + 200 N, Spring Strest. Room 62 « Lox Angales, CA 90012 -

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING SIGN-OFF
Venice Coantal Zone Specific Plan {Ordinance 178,693}

Case Number DIR-2015-3854-VSO | Dte: 1072272015
Project Address ‘656 San Juan Avenue (Ocean Park Viits Tract No. 2; Siack N; Lot 12)

Zoning: RD1 5.4 Subarea: Qakwood-Milwood-Southeast Vanice

Major Structural remodel of (E) 833.6 SF., one-story SFD, Wil resull in a thwes story SFD w/
altached 2-cor garage (and 3 uncovared spaces), &nd 2 roof decks. Project will remove/alter
Project Description 46% of the (E) exterior walls.

15014-10000.02354)

Existing Use: one-story SFD | Proposed Use: T-slory SFD with attachod 2-car garage and 2 roof decks
Applcant Name Liz Jun, The Code Solution; {213) 537-0158

Applicant Address 1126 W. 6™ St,; Los Angales, CA 00017

O mprovemant o an existing single- or multi-family structure that is not on o Walk Street

In the SINGLE JURISDICTION

& Improvemaent to an existing single- or multi-family structure thal is not on a Walk Street

O New construction of one single-family dwelling unit, and not more than two condominism units,
noton a Wak Stroet

Q New construction of four or fewer unils, nof 0n 3 Wak Street

QO Demalition of four or fewer dwelling units; HCIDLA Mello Clearance:

ANYWHERE in the Coaptal Zone :
& Any improvement o an existing commercial of Industrial structure thal Incresses the total accupant ioad,
required parking or customer area by less than 10 percent (<10%).

This application has been reviewod by the staff of the Metro Plan implementation Division, and the proposed
project compiies with the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zons Specific Plan including all development
requiraments conteinod in Section 9, 10.6. and 13, as evidenced below:

SSoutneast Vorwe s Subaren Dey clopment Requlations

Cakeond-Yilvwood

Section Ragulstion Proposad Project complies
$.C. Roof Access 10 £t max. above Flat Roof (25 &) | Max. haight of 35" measursd from the CL of
Structure (RAS) Ares < 100 s, Rt street, RAS ara 61 SF (eaat) and 67 SF (wesl)
10.G.2. Density RD1.520n0: 2 du Maintaln (E) SFD, no now un, o
s Flat Rook — 28 feet; Varied 25 to top sdge of roof seck and 30' o top of varied
10.6.3. Height Roofing ~ 30 fet | . rool (slope of 2.1:12) ®
10.G.4. Access Allay Maintain access from San Juan Court (alioy} o
g Will provide 5 spaces: 2 within attached garage snd
13. Parking zr-;;'ﬁwmwmitpandnc 3 uncovered. Project mainiains 54% of (E) exterior ®
waly and is not sulyect to Section 13.0.

Thepropoaedpmiedmeucwmallo&wmgdaliomdﬁsabhdmmdalo&erpmﬂ%ofmw
Angmuunmmmm)mdmmmwpmalhommmmbsbapmmofmmand
SM(LADBSLWDWMMMSM&Mmmimmptwdedbymaapplimm.u.ata
de.mmmnunlsloundbbeimmdorhﬁompbu.mkﬁgmw become invalid, and any
developmant cocuring at that tme must cease untl appropriate entiferments are oblained,

Sy
Juliet Oh, Plnning Assistant
Coastal Unit,/(213) 978-1186
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EXISTING BUILDING TO REMAIN

ADDITION

ADD 5646 SF (ON 3 STORIES) TO EXISTING 785 SF (1 STORY) HOUSE.

CHANGED NEW

EXISTING
BUILDING DEPTH 37'-6"
BUILDING WIDTH 22'-3"
FLOOR AREA (LAMC) 785 SF
FLOOR AREA (LABC) 785 SF

HEIGHT LIMITS:

HEIGHT LIMIT FOR RD ZONE:
HEIGHT LIMIT FOR VENICE
SPECIFIC PLAN:

EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT:
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT:
VARIED ROOF HEIGHT:

ROOF ACCESS HEIGHT:

ZONING CODE AREAS:

45|_0l|

68'-2" 120'-0"
7'-10" 31-3 1/2"
4824 SF 5632 SF
5646 SF 5952 SF

25'-0" (FLAT ROOF)
30'-0" (VARIED ROOF)

20'-5"
25!_0!!
30|_0l|

35'-0" (10'-0" FLAT ROOF)

AREA MAP

WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (FL 1) 2295 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (FL2 - WEST) 661 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS ( FL2 - EAST) 693 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (FL 3) 2602 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (ROOF ACCESS - EAST) 96 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (ROOF ACCESS-WEST) 87 SF
SUB -TOTAL 6434 SF
MINUS STAIRS - EAST (FL1) 41 SF
MINUS STAIRS - WEST (FL1) 28 SF
MINUS GARAGE (FL1) 374 SF
MINUS STAIRS - WEST ( FL 2) 63 SF
MINUS STAIRS - EAST (FL 2) 44 SF
MINUS STAIRS - WEST (FL 3) 91 SF
MINUS STAIRS - EAST (FL 3) 51 SF
SUB -TOTAL 692 SF
GRAND TOTAL = 5742 SF
BUILDING CODE AREAS:
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (FL1) 2295 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS ( FL2 - EAST) 661 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (FL2 - WEST) 693 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALL (FL3) 2602 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (ROOF ACCESS - EAST) 96 SF
WITHIN EXTERIOR WALLS (ROOF ACCESS-WEST) 87 SF
GRAND TOTAL = 6434 SF
SCHOOL DISTRICT AREAS:
1ST FLOOR 2086 SF
2ND FLOOR 2565 SF
3RD FLOOR 2781 SF
ROOF ACCESS - EAST 120 SF
ROOF ACCESS - WEST 113 SF
SUB-TOTAL 7665 SF

TOTAL ASSESSABLE SPACE =7670 SF

SHEET NUMBER SHEET TITLE
A0.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

AO0.1 LOS ANGELES CITY NOTES
A0.2 GREEN COMPLIANCE

A0.3 GENERAL NOTES

AO0.4 RESEARCH REPORTS

A0.5 ENERGY REPORT

A1.0 DEMOLITION PLAN

A1.1 SITE PLAN + AREA CALC.

A2.0 1ST FLOOR PLAN

A2.1 2ND FLOOR PLAN

A2.2 3RD FLOOR PLAN

A23 ROOF PLAN

A3.0 BUILDING ELEVATIONS

A3.1 BUILDING ELEVATIONS

A4.0 BUILDING SECTIONS

A4.1 BUILDING SECTIONS

A5.0 DETAILS & WALL SECTIONS
A5.1 STAIR & GUARDRAIL DETAILS
AB.0 DAMPROOFING DETAILS

AB.1 DETAILS

A9.0 SCHEDULES

A10.0 METHANE HAZARD MITIGATION
A10.1 METHANE HAZARD MITIGATION

SURVEY

6115 Selma Avenue, Suite 205
Los Angeles, CA

90028-6461

310 382 7551
openarchitects.com

ROBERT ABRAHAMS

C -30213

EXP. 8/31/2016

DRAWING LIST

OWNER

656 SAN JUAN LLC.

5670 WILSHIRE BLVD., 18TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90036
408-893-4000
ilan@fundmybusiness.biz

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

BASIS & ASSOCIATES
3700 WILSHIRE BLVD.
SUITE 420

LOS ANGELES, CA
90010

SURVEYOR

BECKER & MIYAMOTO

2816 SOUTH ROBERTSON BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90034

310-839-9530
BMSURVEY@PACBELL.NET

ARCHITECT

OPEN ARCHITECTS USA INC.
6115 SELMA AVE

SUITE 205

LOS ANGELES, CA
90028-6461

No. Description Date

1 PERMIT SUBMISSION 05/20/2015

2 PLAN CHECK 09/09/2015

ABBREVIATIONS

A.F.F. Above Finished Floor
Dia. Diameter

U.N.O. Unless Otherwise Noted
CL Center Line

COR Corner

BLDG Building

CONC Concrete

GYP Gypsum

NIC Not In Contract

oC On Center

PL Property Line

UL Underwriter's Laboratories
CBC California Building Code
VIF Verify in Field

Wil Within

T.0.S Top of Slab

TW Top of Wall

F.F.E. Finished Floor Elevation
T.R.E. Top of Roof Elevation
CLG Ceiling

DwW Dishwasher

D Dryer

w Washer

WH Water Heater

F.Y.S Front Yard Setback
S.Y.S Side Yard Setback
R.Y.S Rear Yard Setback

ABBREVIATIONS

METHANE HAZARD SITE:

HEIGHT LIMIT: 30'-0"
PARKING: PARKING: 5 SPACES
FIRE: FULLY AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM
IN ACCORDANCE TO NFPA 13
STORIES: 3
LOT AREA: 5,200.7 SF

BASIC ZONING INFORMATION:
ZONE(s): RD1.5-1
TRACT: TR 2732.00
APN: 4239025013
LOT: 12
COUNCIL DISTRICT: CD 11
DISTRICT MAP: 108B145
PLANNING AREA: VENICE

METHANE BUFFER ZONE

656 SAN JUAN AVE.,
VENICE, CA 90291

HOUSE ADDITION

PROJECT
INFORMATION

Project number 0337-1

ZONING INFORMATION

Date 1 2/02/201 5

AREA CALCULATIONS

CONSTRUCTION TYPE : VB
FULLY AUTOMATIC
SPRINKLER SYSTEM
OCCUPANCY: R3
STORIES: 3
HEIGHT: 30'

Drawn by TCS

Checked by BO BA

BUILDING CODE

A0.0

Scale As indicated
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SAN JUAN COURT

12811 172"

m
X
)

===== PORTION OF EXISTING 8TRUCTURE
TO BE DEMOLIBHED

B ooRTION OF EXISTING WALLS
TO BE REMAIN

NORTH WALL 37.51
EAST WALL 22.30'
SOLUTH WALL 37.37
WEST WALL 2223
119.47'

50% OF EXISTING WALL = 59,71

LENGTH OF WALL TO REMAIN CALCULATION (FT)
NORTHWALL  4.83

EAST WALL 22.30'
SOUTH WALL S7.37
&4.30°

64.30' /119.41" = 54% OF EXISTING WALL

1. THE PRESENTATION OF THE EXISTING CONDITIONS NOTED HEREON, DOES NOT RELIEVE THE
CONTRACTOR OF THE RESPONSIBILITY TO VIBIT THE SITE TO VERIFY FIELD CONDITIONS. ACTWLIAL
BITE CONDITIONS MAY VARY FROM THAT WHICH IS SHOWN QN THIS SHEET.

2. DEMOLIMION FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL INCLUDE THE REMOVAL OF EXISTING:

A, PORTION OF EXISTING HOUBE, GARAGE, DECK AND FENCE AS INDICATED.

B. CONCRETE STEM WALL AND FOOTINGS.

C. SBUBSURFACE OBJECTS NOT BHOWN ON PLANS AND NOT WITHIN 2' OF ANY PROFERTY LINE TO
A DEPTH OF & FEET OTHER THAN PUBLIC UNDERGROUND SERVICES AND PRIVATE UNDERGROUND
BERVICES SUITABLE FOR CONTINUED USE.

D. SUBBURFACE ELECTRICAL BYSTEMS, FIXTURES, BOXES, DEVICES, PANELS, CONDUIT, ETC.
WITH THE EXCEPTION TO THAT EXISTING WHICH MAY BE REUSED AS INSTRUCTED WITHIN THEESE
DOCUMENTS OR BY THE O\WNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

E. PLUMBING 8YSTEMS, 8UMP PUMP BOX(8), ETC. WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THAT WHICH I8
INDICATED A8 EXIBTING TC) REMAIN,

F. BURFACE IMPROVEMENTS ANDYOR PAVING

2. AFTER DEMOLITION OF STRUCTURE Q.C. TO FIELD VERIFY THE SITE CONDITION AND CONSLILT v/
ARCHITECT PRIOR TO STARTING CONSTRUCTION.

4, REMOVE ALL EXISTING FIXTURES AND EQUIPMENT. REMOVE ALL PIPING TO WITHIN 2 OF Al.L
PROPERTY LINES OR EABEMENTS.

8, ALL EQUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED S8HALL BE INSPECTED AND REVIEWED BY THE OWNER FOR
POSBIBLE REUSE. EXCEPT WHERE INDICATED OTHERWISE, ALL MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT
REMOVED AND NOT REUSED 8HALL BECOME THE PROPERTY OF THE CONTRACTOR AND SHALL BE
REMOVED FROM THE OWNIEERS PROPERTY.

6. DISCONNECT AND CAP ALL BUILDING SERVICES. OBTAIN CLEARANCES AS REQUIRED PRIOR TO
CONNECTIONS AND/OR DISCONNECTIONE FROM UTILITY LINES.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY LOCATION{8) OF EXISTING FIXTURES, PIPING, OR EQUIPMENT
TO BE REMOVED.

8. FENCE THE SITE AS REQUIRED BY AUTHORITIES

9. 8.C. TO VERIFY THE PRESENCE OF ASBESTOE AND OR OTHER HARMFUL MATERIALE AND
CONTACT AUTHORITIES TC SEEK FPROPER REMOVAL,

16. DO NOT INJURE OR REMOVE ANY TREES WITHOUT PROPER AUTHORIZATION

— EXISTING CONCRETE — REMOVE & DISPOSE
! BLOCKWALL ! EXISTING METAL FENCE
PROPERTY LINE . ,
2 JEYI Wi L 143.7U y i S 321737T°E 129.88 W N "
) e e | s T e R N,
HEDGE = A | il L ¥
\,._,\_/WM : ol REMOVE & DISPOSE ——— | = | /). - :
A AN EXISTING LATTICE FENCE H o
A1 Y. — DEMOLISH EXISTING ' = N, 9 +
4 o WOOD DECK REMOVE & DISPOSE 37.51' y A A _
S EXISTING WATER HEATER iy P
PORTION OF EXISTING WALL o 5
TO BE DEMOLISHED . < s |r ]
: =~ CEXA
l;'.; . = ‘ L |
sz oo
e ,." + R ;'; Z
o A s REMOVE & DISPOSE - LW z
&o | o O EXISTING CHAINLINK s> B
\ . 1-STORY RESIDENCE FENCE & GATE o < g
DEMOLISH EXISTING ) 656 SAN JUAN AVE. N Q
S5 X REMOVE & DISPOSE WOOD DECK \ B i =L " b F
EXISTING CORRUGATED ’ . 4 | i o
5 METAL FENCE ’a% N 1S g 3
£ J DEMOLISH EXISTING } J 8 = g
o CONCRETE WALKWAY % 4+ R £ % 5
——————————————— —  DEMOUSH | _ _ s ]
. EXISTING SHED BN -
’L _ ;'_i; I__ H"*_ 3 - S A e e ﬁ:
: = . === e——— % % ,. | T e v i bl bt -t N
o ' #DFN S IR YYVAE EN20.07 REMOVE & DISPOSE / r &
REMOVE & DISPOSE | EXISTING CHAINLINK FENCE E E
L DEMOLISH EXISTING GARAGE EXISTING WOOD FENCE
374 12" @
EXISITNG BUILDING DEPTH 4%{@'
LEGEND: EXISTING WALL LENGTH CALCULATION {FT) DEMOLITION NOTES EARTHWORK NOTES

1. IN THE EVENT THAT EXCAVATIONS REVEAL POTENTIALLY PROBLEMATIC SUBSURFACE
CONDITIONS INCLUDING CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION, UNANTICIPATED UNDERGROUND S8ERVICES,
ARCHAEQLOGICAL OR PALEONTOLOGICAL ARTIFACTS, ORGANIC MATERIAL, DIL TANK, VOID
BPACE, BOFT 80IL., ETC, NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY.

2. NO TRENCHES OR EXCAVATIONS OVER 5'-0" IN DEPTH INTO WHICH A PERSON 1€ REQUIRED TO
DESCEND 8HALL BE CONSTRUCTED WITHOUT A PERMIT FROM THE DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL
BAFETY AND HEALTH (O8HA).

3. THE WORK BHALL INCLUDE REMOVALS NOT SPECIFICALLY INDICATED ON DRAWINGS BUT
NECESSARY TO PROVIDE A CLEAN SITE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEVY HOME,

4, REMOVE 80FT 8PONGY AREAS AND FILL WITH BOLID MATERIALS COMPACTED TO 80
PERCENT.

5. EXCAVATIONS BHALL BE KEPT FREE OF BTANDING WATER.

8. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS WILL BE REQUIRED UPON THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR NEW
DEVELOPMENT.

6115 Selma Avenue, Suite 205
Los Angeles, CA

90028-6461

310 382 7551
openarchitects.com

ROBERT ABRAHAMS

C -30213

EXP. 8/31/2016

OWNER

656 SAN JUAN LLC.

5670 WILSHIRE BLVD., 18TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90036
408-893-4000
ilan@fundmybusiness.biz

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

BASIS & ASSOCIATES
3700 WILSHIRE BLVD.
SUITE 420
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No. Description Date
1 PERMIT SUBMISSION 05/20/2015
2 PLAN CHECK 09/09/2015

656 SAN JUAN AVE.,
VENICE, CA 90291
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Date 12/02/2015
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6115 Selma Avenue, Suite 205
Los Angeles, CA
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310 382 7551
openarchitects.com
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