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CHANGES TO STAFF REPORT
Commission staff recommends clarifications to the staff report dated July 28, 2016 in the
following section: Section VI.C (Substantial Issue Analysis). Language to be added to the

findings and conditions is shown in underlined text, and language to be deleted is identified by
strike-out:

Section VI (Findings and Declarations), Subsection C. (Substantial Issue Analysis) on Page 9,
delete and add the following:

The project site has a lot area of approximately 6,440 square feet. Based on this lot area,
the three existing residential units are consistent with the density provisions of Policy
LLA.7.d of the LUP, which allow for up to four residential units on this property, or five
units w1th a bonus unit. %m%meets—thﬁmmum—kbqlde&s&y—req&ﬂemeﬁkfef

: astty. Moreover, as previously
mentloned no change in the den51ty of the trlplex 1s belng proposed.

The appellants argue that the height of the existing building may not be 30 ft. because the
applicants have indicated in the application form that the height is 44.5 ft. as measured
from the centerline of the frontage road. A height of 44.5 feet would exceed the LUP
maximum allowable height limit of 30 ft. for development with varied rooflines in this
area. However, it is also noted on the same page of the application form that the height of
the structure is 27.8 ft. as measured from the average finished grade of the project site,
which is at a similar elevation to the frontage road. The applicants have recently specified
that the indication of a 44.5 ft. height on the application form was an inadvertent
typegraphieal-mistake because the item was misinterpreted. The 44.5 ft. measurement
noted down on the application is the horizontal distance of the front of the building from
the centerline of the road, which can be seen on the tentative map, and not the

height. Moreover,...
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Appeal Number: A-5-VEN-16-0055

Applicants: Douglas C. Carelton & Eric J. Smith

Local Government: City of Los Angeles

Local Decision: Approval with Conditions

Appellants: Robin Rudisill, Lydia Ponce, Kevin Keresey, and Ilana Marosi

Project Location: 328 S. Rennie Avenue, Venice, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles
County

Project Description: Appeal of City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit

(Case No. ZA 2014-2373) for the conversion of three apartment units
into three condominiums (Parcel Map No. AA-2014-2269-PMLA-CC).

Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed for the following
reasons: the proposed condominium conversion, as approved by the City of Los Angeles, is
consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, and therefore does not negatively impact
coastal resources. Pursuant to Section 30625, the grounds of appeal are limited to whether or not a
substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act when there is an appeal
pursuant to section 30602.

Important Hearing Procedure Note: This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be
taken only on the question of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally, and at the
discretion of the Chair, testimony is limited to 3 minutes total per side. Please plan your testimony
accordingly. Only the applicants, persons who opposed the application before the local government
(or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify. Others may submit
comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the appeal does raise a substantial issue,
the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting, during which it will
take public testimony.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Motion: 1 move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0055 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 YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial
Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial
Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will become final
and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners
present.

Resolution:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-16-0055 presents NO
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 April 20, 2016, the Commission received a valid notice of final local action for Local Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. ZA 2014-2373, which approves the conversion of three apartments
into three condominiums; no physical change to the existing structure or change in density is
proposed.

On May 18, 2016, within 20 working days of receipt of notice of final local decision, Robin
Rudisill, Lydia Ponce, Kevin Keresey, and Ilana Marosi filed an appeal of the local CDP alleging
that the City violated its procedures for issuing the permit (Exhibit 3).

The appellants’ appeal lists the following issues:

Certification of Occupancy issued based on erroneous building inventory data

Existing fence height too high and out of character; not per code

Mello Determination is Erroneous

City’s “Not a Project” Description is incorrect

VNC recommendation ignored by City Planning and not addressed in City’s Staff Report
Testimony at public hearing is not addressed in City’s Staff Report

Condo Conversion findings based on inaccurate vacancy rate information

Nk W=

No other appeals were received prior to the end of the appeal period on May 18, 2016.

III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS

On August 2, 1990, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department issued local Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) No. 90-008 for the demolition of a single family residence and
construction of a three-story, 30 ft. high three-unit residential condominium with seven on-site
parking spaces at the project site, concurrently with the Tentative Parcel Map No. 6648. The appeal
period for this local CDP ended on November 9, 1990. In between August and November 1990, the
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owners of the property at the time also applied for a De Minimis Waiver with the Commission for
essentially the same project with one major distinction, the project would result in the construction
of a three-story, 30 ft. high apartment triplex instead of condominium units. Commission granted
this waiver on October 2, 1990 (CDP No. 5-90-740). Because the original owners never completed
the subdivision process to create the condominiums consistent with the Subdivision Map Act, the
City’s 1990 local CDP has expired and is no longer valid. The apartment building, however, was
constructed and completed pursuant to the 1990 De Minimis Waiver issued by the Commission.

On June 25, 2014, the applicants submitted to the City of Los Angeles Planning Department a
Master Land Use Permit Application for the conversion of the existing three apartment units into
three condominiums; no physical change to the existing structure or change in density is proposed.

The coastal development permit (CDP) application was assigned Case No. 2014-2373 and was filed
concurrently with the Tentative Parcel Map (AA-2014-2269-PMLA-CC).

On June 25, 2014, the City issued the project a CEQA Notice of Exemption (ENV 2014-2270-CE).
On August 6, 2015, the Zoning Administrator (ZA) approved with conditions the Local CDP No.
2014-2373 for the change in type of ownership of three existing attached residential units (triplex)
(Exhibit 5). The Deputy Advisory Agency approved the Parcel Map No. AA-2014-2269-PMLA-
CC on August 6, 2015.

On August 21, 2015, the ZA’s and the Advisory Agency’s determination were appealed to the West
Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (WLAAPC) by the appellants, Robin Rudisill, et al.
Subsequent to a public hearing held on March 16, 2016, the WLAAPC approved Local Coastal
Development Permit No. ZA 2014-2373 and the Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2014-2269-
PMLA-CC on March 30, 2016 for the proposed conversion of three apartment units into three
condominiums; the WLAAPC made no changes to the proposed project or the Local CDP (Exhibit
4).

On April 1, 2016, Coastal Commission received a Notice of Final Local Action for the Local CDP.
However, City’s Notice had the incorrect hearing date and Exhibit “A” showing the final approved
plans and the Parcel Map No. AA 2014-2269-PMLA-CC were not attached. Therefore, the notice of
final local action received by the Commission on April 1, 2016 was rendered invalid. On April 7,
2016, the Commission issued a Notification of Deficient Notice for the City’s Final CDP Action.
On April 20, 2016, Coastal Commission received a valid Notice of Final Local Action from for
Local CDP No. ZA 2014-2373 from the Department of City Planning. The Commission issued a
Notification of Appeal Period on April 21, 2016. The appellants submitted a timely appeal within
the appeal period.

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
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action by a local government on a coastal development permit application evaluated under Section
30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission. The standard of review for such an appeal is the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200 and 30604.]

After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, the Coastal Commission
must be noticed within five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains all
the required information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during which any person,
including the applicants, the Executive Director, or any two members of the Commission, may
appeal the local decision to the Coastal Commission. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30602.] As provided
under section 13318 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the appellant must conform
to the procedures for filing an appeal as required under section 13111 of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations, including the specific grounds for appeal and a summary of the significant
question raised by the appeal.

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a “substantial issue” or “no
substantial issue” raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project. Sections 30621
and 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal.
Commission staff recommends a finding of no substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the
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 coastal development permit is voided and the
Commission typically continues the public hearing to a later date in order to review the coastal
development permit as a de novo matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.] Section
13321 of the Coastal Commission regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according
to the procedures outlined in Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations.

If there is no motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, it will be presumed that the
appeal raises a substantial issue and the Commission will schedule the de novo phase of the public
hearing on the merits of the application at a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public
hearing on the merits of the application uses the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Venice
Land Use Plan (LUP), certified on June 14, 2001, 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 Regulations, 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 applicants, persons who opposed the application before
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other
persons must be submitted in writing. The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue
matter. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that the grounds for the appeal raise no
substantial issue.

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

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicants are proposing to convert three existing apartment units into three condominiums.
The existing structure will not be physically modified or altered, and no change in density (number
of residential units) is proposed (Exhibit 2, 4, & 5). The only change being proposed is the type of
ownership.

The project site has a lot area of approximately 6,440 square feet located at 328 Rennie Avenue,
approximately 0.55 miles inland of the beach and within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area of the
coastal zone (Exhibit 1). The subject site is situated in a highly urbanized, residentially developed
area along Cabrillo Avenue within the Oakwood subarea of Venice. In addition, the lot is zoned
RD1.5-1 (Multiple Dwelling) and designated for Low Medium II Residential by the certified
Venice Land Use Plan (LUP). The front property line fronts Rennie Avenue and side property line
adjoins the alley, Rose Court. The subject site is surrounded by one- to three- story single-family
and multi-family residences, as well as commercial development.

B. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

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

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

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

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

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

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with respect to
whether the local government action conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for
the reasons set forth below.

C. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

As stated in Section IV of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a Coastal Development Permit
issued by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Any local government Coastal Development Permit issued
prior to certification of its LCP may be appealed to the Commission. The Commission shall hear an
appeal unless it determines that no substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act.

The issues of this appeal relate primarily to the City’s procedural process for the permit and to the
proposed project’s potential impacts to the community character of Venice and to affordable
housing (“Mello Act”).

The Commission’s standard of review for determining whether to hear the appeal is only whether
the appeal raises a substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Cal. Pub.
Res. Code § 30625(b)(1); 14 C.C.R. § 13321. The Commission’s decision will be guided by the
factors listed in the previous section of this report (B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue
Analysis).

The Notice of Decision on Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA 2014-2373 issued by the
City of Los Angeles indicates that the City applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and
concluded that the development, as proposed, would be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies,
particularly Section 30250, 30251, 30252, and 30253(a) & (b) of the Coastal Act, and would not
prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice Coastal Zone (Exhibit 5).

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this
division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed
areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other
areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects,
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
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Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to
the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of
serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans
with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

New development shall do all of the following:
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area...

In order for no substantial issue to be found, the proposed project must conform to the requirements
of the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200-30265.5). The certified
Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) is not the standard of review for finding substantial issue, but it
provides guidance from which the Commission can evaluate a project.

The new development at issue, subject to this appeal of Local CDP No. ZA 2014-2373, is, solely,
the subdivision of the three existing apartment units to condominiums, resulting in only a change in
the type of ownership. Such conversions are not uncommon and are routinely approved because
there are typically no adverse impacts to the surrounding environment since there will not be any
physical alteration to the structure or change in the density (number of residential units). The
proposed development is one such conversion that has no adverse impact on coastal resources or
public access and recreation.

The project site consists of a density of three residential units, and is designated RD1.5 in the LUP.
The current number of units is consistent with the density provision of the LUP Policy for sites with
a RD1.5 zoning designation.

Policy [.A.7.d of the certified Venice LUP states in part:

Density: One unit per 1,500 — 2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 square
feet are limited to a maximum density of two units.

Replacement Units/Bonus Density: Lots greater than 4,000 square feet can add extra density
at the rate of one unit for each 1,500 square feet of lot area in excess of 4,000 square feet on
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parcels zoned RD1.5... if the unit is a replacement affordable unit reserved for low and very
low income persons”

The project site has a lot area of approximately 6,440 square feet. This lot size meets the minimum
LUP density requirement for each unit and exceeds the requirement to provide bonus density.
Moreover, as previously mentioned, no change in the density of the triplex is being proposed.

The appellants argue that the height of the existing building may not be 30 ft. because the applicants
have indicated in the application form that the height is 44.5 ft. as measured from the centerline of
the frontage road. A height of 44.5 feet would exceed the LUP maximum allowable height limit of
30 ft. for development with varied rooflines in this area. However, it is also noted on the same page
of the application form that the height of the structure is 27.8 ft. as measured from the average
finished grade of the project site, which is at a similar elevation to the frontage road. The applicants
have recently specified that the 44.5 ft. height was an inadvertent typographical mistake. Moreover,
prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy by the Los Angeles Department of Building
and Safety, a height survey was conducted and the estimated height of the structure is 30 feet.
Regardless, this issue does not raise a substantial issue as no physical changes to the existing
building is being approved in the subject local CDP and the time to challenge the existing building’s
height would have been when the City issued its local non-Coastal Act approval for the building in
the 1990s and/or when the Commission issued the waiver for the existing building and not now,
over 25 years after its construction.

Additionally, the appellants contend that the existing perimeter fence is too high and is out of
character. They argue the fence also exceeds the City’s zoning 42-inch limit. This is not an issue
before the Commission as part of this appeal because the applicant did not propose any
development to alter, in any way, the existing fence and, as such, does not raise a substantial issue.

The contentions relating to the City’s Mello Act (affordable housing) or CEQA determinations do not
raise any Coastal Act issues because the Coastal Act does not provide any authority to the Commission
to review the City’s Mello Act or CEQA determinations. The City’s Housing Department concluded
that the lease agreements showed a pattern of housing cost that was above affordable for the existing
units. In any case, the Commission has no authority to review and invalidate a lead agency’s CEQA
determination or its Mello Act determination and thus, the appellants’ contention does not constitute a
substantial issue.

The appellants also assert that the City incorrectly defined the proposed condominium conversion by
stating that it is “not a project” for purposes of reviewing the project for compliance with the Venice
Coastal Specific Plan (VCZSP). The VCZSP has not been certified by the Coastal Commission, so the
Specific Plan Permit Compliance sign off is a local authorization and, therefore, does not raise a
substantial issue regarding the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. It is important to
note, however, that the condominium conversion is a subdivision, which is considered to be development
under section 30106 of the Coastal Act and requires a coastal development permit. Therefore, the
proposed development does require review for consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act
and the relevant policies of the certified LUP. In this case, the City did correctly determine that the
proposed project is development, for Coastal Act purposes, by issuing a coastal development permit.
Therefore, this contention does not raise a substantial issue regarding the development’s conformity with
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
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In addition, the appellants’ allegation relating to the City’s consideration of the Venice
Neighborhood Council’s recommendation does not raise a substantial issue with conformance to the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The VNC is an advisory board that offers the public an
additional forum for public participation to assist in local procedures and does not necessarily bind
the City to act according to its recommendation. Thus, the City’s consideration of the VNC’s
recommendation for the subject project does not affect the fact that the City properly found that the
project complies with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does not raise a substantial issue
regarding the project’s conformity with Chapter 3.

The appellants maintain that the City did not address the testimony at the public hearing in the staff
report. Although it is true that the City did not address issues that were raised at the public hearing under
the “Public Hearing” section of its staff report, the major issues were addressed in other sections of the
findings of the staff report, which concluded that the proposed development is consistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. As such, the appellants’ contention on this ground does not raise a
substantial issue regarding the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The remaining allegation relates to local procedural issues and other issues that are not related to
conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. For instance, the appellants argue the City’s findings are
based on inaccurate vacancy rate information. Vacancy rates are issues addressed by the City. The
occupancy of the units raises no substantial issue for the Commission’s review under the Coastal Act.

All pertinent issues have been addressed, and due process was provided as this project had duly noticed
public hearings conducted by the City’s Zoning Administrator, West Los Angeles Area Planning
Commission, and now the Coastal Commission.

Conclusion

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises “no substantial
issue” with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does not meet the substantiality
standard of Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the proposed project and the local
government action are consistent with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. The City’s
conclusion was supported by sufficient evidence and findings. In its analysis, the City discussed
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and concluded that the development, as
proposed, would be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies, particularly Section 30250, 30251,
30252, and 30253, and would not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice
Coastal Zone. Furthermore, the proposed project was subject to review by multiple responsible City
Agencies and went through the City’s local public hearing process. The local coastal development
permit for the proposed conversion of the apartment triplex into three condominiums was approved
by the City’s Zoning Administrator and the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission.
Therefore, the Coastal Commission finds that the City provided an adequate degree of support for
its decision.

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. The scope of the approved development involves only a change of the type of
ownership of the structure. This type of development is consistent with the policies of the Coastal
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Act and does not intensify the use of the site. Therefore, the scope of the approved development
supports a finding that the appeal raises “no substantial” issues.

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The
significance is minimal as there are no coastal resources affected. The proposed project does not
involve any physical change or change in density.

The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future
interpretations of its LCP. The City does not currently have a certified LCP, but it does have a
certified Land Use Plan (LUP). The proposed conversion is consistent with the policies of the
certified Venice LUP. The City’s decision will not set an adverse precedent or prejudice the LCP. A
change in the type of ownership of residential units is not uncommon. This project, as proposed and
conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance. Impacts to coastal resources, including community character, are important statewide
issues, but this appeal raises mostly local issues. While there are several local issues that the City
addressed, the City’s approvals do not raise issues of statewide significance.

In conclusion, the issues of this appeal relate primarily to the City’s procedural process for the
permit and to the proposed project’s potential impacts to the community character of Venice and to
affordable housing. The Commission has jurisdiction to review local government’s actions for
consistency with the policies of the Coastal Act. In this case, the proposed project is in conformity
with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, Commission staff recommends that the
Commission find that the appeal contentions raise no substantial issue relative to the project’s
conformity with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

11



A-5-VEN-16-0055
Appeal — No Substantial Issue

Appendix A - Substantive File Documents

- Appeal No. A-VEN-16-0055

- City of Venice certified Land Use Plan

- WLAAPC Local CDP No. 2014-2373 -CDP/Report
- WLAAPC Appeal Recommendation Report

- ZA Local CDP No. ZA 2014-2373 -CDP/Report

- De Minimis Waiver No. 5-90-740

- Local CDP No. 90-008

12
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" RECEIVED
T . South Codst Region

STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY MAX_l_B__zulﬁ EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION o
SOUTH GOAST DISTRICT OFFIGE ‘ CALIFORNIA

200 OCEANGATE, 10™ FLOOR COASTAL COMMISSION

LONG BEACH, CA 90802-4416
VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) §90-5084

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

SECTIONI.  Appellant(s)

Name:  Robin Rudisill, as an individual, not on behalf of VNC/LUPC, Lydia VPonce, Kevin Keresey, Ilana Marosi
Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk
City:  Venice ZipCode: 90291 Phone:  310-721-2343

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

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

Preliminary Parcel Map for condo conversion of 3 apartment units totalmg 8, 234 sq ft, on a 6,381 sq ft lot,
with 7 parking spaces.

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

328 Rennie Ave, neatr Rose Ave, APN: 4240-010-034

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

‘Ox  Approval; no special conditions

[0  Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

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

T O BE COMPLETED BY COMlVIISSION

APPEAL NO
DATE FILED % \ ‘5 \ \.a
’ DI"STRiCT B E)eu\\\ C.-=. Afa\v
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

[0 Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[0  City Council/Board of Supervisors

[Jx  Planning Commission
[J  Other

6. Date of local government's decision: March 30, 2016

7.  Local government’s file number (if any): ~ ZA-2014-2373-CDP-MEL-1A

SECTION I11. Identification of Other Interested Persons

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

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Eric J. Smith & Douglas C. Carelton, 2000 Broadway Street, #911, S.F., CA 94115
and
Heidi Burke, H.J. Burke Survey, P.O. Box 35522, Las Vegas, NV 89133

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either 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. :

o)

@)

€)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

. SECTIONIV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

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

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

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

1. VNC Recommendation Ignored = ‘ ' '
The Venice Neighborhood Council (VNC) voted to recommend demal of ﬂTlS prOJect The VN C Board recommends
denial of the project as presented as it does not adhere to the Venice Coastnl Zone Specific Plan for height and for provision. of
the Hiird Replacement Affordable Unit. SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT Al Many of us are more seriously concerned
than ever about how City Planning is ignoring the VNC when we recommend a denial, such as for this Coastal
DevelopmentPermit. Our work is not considered or utilized. The VNC makes recommendations that result from
a significant amount of hours worked by many dedicated volunteers, who care very much about their
Community and who take this work’ very seriously. We volunteers do all that we do in.good faith that it will
make a difference, as it should. To ignore these recommendations, particuilar when there is a recommiendation for
a denial, is unacceptable. In this case, the assigned LUPC Staff person analyzed the-case and the Venice Land Use
& Planning Committee heard the case: The VNC Board subsequently also conducted a Public Hearing forthe: case
and sent an official letter from the VNC Pre51dent recommendmg denial. Also, two of us schlepped all of the way
to City Hall (which is a huge hat dship for.a Vemce 1e1ated Pubhc I—Ieeumg) to’ both speal\ at the Pubhc Heaung as:.
individuals as well as to rep1esent the VNCi s '

Ne1ghb01hood Councils such as ours exist as per-City Charter for the purpose of "aiding in the coﬁduct of the

people's business." The City does not appear to be required to insist that a- Nelghb01hood Council review every

case for which the City issues a determination, however, they should not be allowed to ignore a Neighborhood
Council’s recommendations, which are achieved via a very carefully City and Brown-Act controlled process. Our
reports pr ovzdecl to the City also mclude zmportant evidence mzd caniot be ignored.

2. “Not a Project” Descrmtlon is Tncorrect

‘Clty Planner Greg Shoop claimed that:t is "not a project" and chd not require any : review for conformance to t11e :

certified Venice'Land Use Plan (LUP) or the Venice Coastal Zone Specxfic Plan (VCLSP) (see page 6 of the CDP,
Finding 2.). It is not explained why 1 he decided that this project was “not a project” for purposes of dete1mmmg
conformance. As per the VCZSP, pages 8 & 9,a CDP is required, - ‘which means that itis- developmentandis a-
project. The project does not comply with the VCZSP and LUP on many counts, two of which are indicated as the
main reasons for the VNC denial: height and provision of a 3rd replacement affordable unit. SEE ATTACHED
EXHIBIT B, The CDP determination indicates that the Applicant must assure that the project is in compliance. If
it was adequate for an Applicant to simply make a representation that their project is in conformance with the
LUP or the VCZSP, permits would not be necessary. However, both the CDP detelmmanon md the related Parcel

Map-determination require-compliance- w1th the VCZSP:

3. Testimony at Public Hearing is Not Addressed

See page 5 of the CDP, PUBLIC HEARING. City Plannihg curr ently has a strategy where they document the
Public's concerns and then do not address them, and in fact, they ignore them. That is the case here as in'many
other CDP determinations lately. This shows disrespect for the citizens AND is in violation of the law and Public
Due Process. Also, the ZA couches the Public’s testimony in a way that is: misleading or such thatitis impossible
to understand what we really said at the hearing; and they do not address the issues we raised.

3 30
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4. The Mello Determination is Erroneous

This is a Conversion for Mello Act purposes. Regarding the Mello Determinatiorn, tenant income data was not
checked for the Mello Determination, as is required. These tenants are currently living on the premises and
collection of that data should have been done. SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT C.

5. Condo Conversion Findings Based on Inaccurate Vacancy Rate Infmmatlon

As the vacancy rate for L.A. is less than 5% (and Venice has one of the lowest vacancy rates in L A.), the Findings
set forth in LAMC Section 12.95.2-F.6. CAN be made and thus the conversion to coudos should not be allowed as
per City code. SEE-ATTACHED EXHIBIT D.

City Planning and the West L. A Area lemng Comumission (WLAAPC) erred when they rehed ona 111anua11y
prepared, error ridden, untitled and undated schedule, purportedly from the Department of Water and Power,
which showed figures indicating a vacancy rate for Venice of 12.4%. The WLAAPC relied on this schedule in -
spite of the fact that they agreed that it made no sense that the Venice vacancy rate was that h1gh and all
indications were that the vacancy rate was much lower and-all agreed that it is common knowledge that the -

. Venice housing market is extremely tight. Exhibit D is an established, indépendent source, obtained from a

Venice Community IIousmg Corp Board Member, as it is what they use for this purpose.

6. Certificate of Occupancy Issued Based on Erroneous. Building Inventorv Data

Subsequent to the Public Hearing, City Planner Greg Shoop submitted building data for the “building inventory”
in order to obtain a Certificate of Occupancy. There had been many differences between the project description
and the assessor information. It appeared. that the Certificate of Occupancy had never been issued since the

building was built, in 1991. Erroneous data was used in obtaining the building permit for the Certificate of .

Occupancy, including for height, which is erroneously indicated at 30". As per the CDP application; the height as ’
measured from the centerline of the frontmg r1ght~of~way is44.5 fee’c SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT E.

7. Fence Height Out of Character and Not Per Code P o ‘

It should be noted that there is a fairly new fence'ar ound tlie property. and thatitis not only over herght as per.
code, but it was clearly recently put up-in order to make it extremely difficult to contact the tenants for’ purposes ..
of the Mello Act requirements, and it does-not conform to the Coastal Act Chapter 3 requir emcnt to preserve the
character and the walkability of the ne1g]1b01hood SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT F :
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledgeé/w: ﬁ‘kg/
< .

S 4 y

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

Section VI.  Agent Authorization

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

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date;:

5 20
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neighborhiond council

May 5, 2015

joey.vasquez@lacity.org

Joey Vasquez
Advisory Agency

Venice Neighborhood Council

Email: info@VeniceNC.org / Phone or Fax: 310.606.2015

IO Box 550, Veonice, CA 90294/ www. VeniceNC.org

L.A. Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Project Location:

Case No:

Project Description:

Dear Joey,

328 Rennie Ave (3 unit conversion from apartments to condos},
Oakwood Subarea, RD1.5-1 zone, Land Use Plan Designation:
Multiple Family Residential—Low Medium I

7 A-2014-2373-CDP-MEL and AA-2014-2269-PMLA-CC and ENV-2014-
2270-CE

Preliminary Parcel Map for condo conversion of 3 apartment anits, lot
area 6,381 sq ft, building 8,234 sq ft, with 7 parking spaces. Open
items: Advisory Agency noted in public hearing that the C of O has
not yet been found, need to determine whether there are three 2-
bedroom units as pex the January 7, 2015 Mello letter from HCID or
two 3-bedroom units and one 2-bedroom unit as per the Community
Planning Referral Form, need to determine why there are 10
bathrooms.

Please be advised that at a regularly held public meeting of the Venice Neighborhood Council
(VNC) Board of Officers on March 17, 2015, the following Motion was approved by a vote of 13-

0-2:

MOTION:

i

The VNC Board recommiends denial of the project as presented as it does not adhere to the

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan for height and for provision of the third Replacement

Affordable Unit.

LUPC Case Documents available on the VNC's website:
http;//www.'veu:'veuc.o:;g/SZS-rennic-nvg/

The VNC Board reserves the right to take a different position at a later date in the event that one

or more of the details of a particular project, as initially presented to the LUPC, is changed

without the consent of the affected parties. In
speak on behalf of the City of L.A. but only on behalf of the community of

the Board members and which will have to live with the related decisions, and that the advisory

1's YOUR Venice - gol invalved!

addition, please note that the VNC Board does not
Venice, which elected
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Venice Neighborhood Council

; S
o .
V E "I C E PO Box 550, Venice, CA 90294 ¢ www. VeniceNC.org
Email: infa@VeniceNCorg / Phone or Fax: 310.606.2015

naighborhood causcil

recommendations contained in this letter do not purport to take any action that may be required
under applicable law by the VCZSP, L.A. Municipal Code or the California Coastal Act.

Please provide us a copy of your detennination Jetter via email to president@venicenc.org,
vicepresident@venicenc.org, and chajr-lupc@venicenc.org, in addition to mailing it to the VNCat
the address indicated in the letterhead above; and please assure that this letter frou the VNC is
placed in ALL case files for the project, includinyg the files for Appeals, if any.

Thank you, and please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions on this
recommendation.

Yours truly,

S f 9 Fee
Mike Newhouse

President
Venice Neighborhood Council

CcC: :

Los_Angeles Department of City Planning:
Michael LoGrande: michael.logrande®@lacity.org
Lisa Webber: lisa.webber@lacity.org

Faisal Roble: faisal.roble@lacity.org

David Weintraub: david.weintraub@lacity.org
Kevin Jones: kevin.jones@lacity.org

Linn Wyatt: linn.wyatl@lacity.org

California Coastal Commission:

Dr. Charles Lester: charles.lester@coastal.ca.gov
Jack Ainsworth: john.ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov
Teresa Henry: teresa.henry@coastal.ca.gov
Chuck Posner: cposner@coastal.ca.gov

Al Padilla: al.padilla@coastal.ca.gov

Council District 11:

Councilmember Mike Bonin: mike.bonin@lacity.org
Tricia Keane: tricia.keanc@lacity.org

Chris Robertson: chris.robertson@lacity.org

Debbie Dyner Harris: debbie.dynerharris@lacity.org
Cecilia Castillo: cecilia.castiflo@iacity.org

Venice Neighborhood Councils
Venice Neighborhood Councif Board: board@venicenc.org
Land Use & Planning Committee: LUPC@venicenc.org

Applicant:
Heidi Jahanpour-Burke: heidi@hjburke.com

n sYOUR Venice - get invoivod! ‘
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stormwater, and on-site recreation consistent with the exisling scale
and characier of the neighborhood.

Height: Not to exceed 35 feel. Structures located along walk slreets
are limited to a maximum height of 28 feet, {See LUFP Policy 1.A.1 and
LUP Height Exhibits 13-16).

4. Oakwood, Milwood, Southeast and North Venice
Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures.

Density: One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots

. £
/@, : smaller than 4,000 square feet are limited to a maximum densily of
LO“{'" AW/ twa unils. '

m Replacement Unils/Bonus Density; Lols greater than_4,000 square
; Z U H { feel can add exira density at the rale of one unit for each 1,500 sauare,
. - Jeot olTot areain excess of 4,000 square feet on parcels zoned RD1.5,

‘ 38;1 ~5F one unit for each 2,000 square feet of lot area in excess of 4,000
:2*1 : square feet on parcels zoned RD2, if the unit is a replacement

. affordable unit reserved for low and very low income persons. {See ) M
’ —~ > “TUP Policies 1.A9 tHhrough 1.A.16). s
2 it L{; 5 073) |
- —  Yards: Yardsfshallloe required in order to accommodate the need for :
g g[ fire safety, open space, permeable fand area for on-site percolation of

stormwater, and on-site recreation consislent with the exisling e
and character of the neighborhood.

S W@@Ed’ Unid e T

Inn \9_},/\99__/,0./ Oakwood, Milwood, and Southeast Venice: Not lo exceed 25
M\i Toet far bulldings with flat roofs; or 30 feét for buildings utilizing a
Q‘ l WW\M slepped back of varied roofline. The portion that exceeds 25 feel
” in height shall be sel back from the required front yard one foaot

‘ b for every foot in height above 25 feet. Structures iocated along

walk streets are limited to a maximum of 28 feet. {See LUP
Policy LA.1 and LUP Height Exbibits 13-18).

North Venice: Not to exceed 30 feel for buildings with flat roofs;
or 35 feet for buildings utilizing a stepped back or varied roofline.
The portion that exceeds 30 feet in height shall be set back from
the required front yard one foot for every foot in heighl above 30
feet. Structures located along walk sireets are limited to a
maximum height of 28 feet. (See LUP Policy LA.1 and LUP
Height Exhibits 13-16).

Policy 1. A. 8. Muiti-Family Residential - Medium Density.
Accommodate the development of multi-family dwelling units in the areas
designated as “Muitipie Family Residential" and "Medium Density" on the
Venice Coastal Land Use Plan {(Exhibits 9 through 12). Such development
shall comply with the density and development standards set forth in this
LUP.

Viersieh Encal Covstal Prageam
11-13
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Replacement of
Affordable Housing

c. North Venice
Use; Two units per lot, duplexes and rmulti-family structures.

Densily: One unit per 1,200 square feet of lot area. Lols smaller than
4000 square leet are limited to @ maximum density of two unils per
lot.

Replacement Unils/Bonus Density: Lots greater than 4,000 square
leet can add exira densily at the rate of one additional unit for each
1,200 square fect in excess of 4000 square feet of lot area if the unit
is a replacement affordable unit reserved for low and very low income
persons, (See LUP Policies 1.A.9 through LA.16).

Height: Not to exceed 30 feet for buildings with flat roofs or 35 feet for
buildings utilizing stepped back or varied rooflines. The portion of the
struclure that exceeds 30 feet in height shall be set back one
horizontal foot for every footin height above 30 feet. Structures located
along walk streets are limited to a maximum height of 28 feet. (See
LUP Policy 1.A.1 and LUP Height Exhibils 13-16).

implamentation Strategies

Specific regutations for the implementation of the development standards for
new residential developments shall be contained in the LIP.

Policy 1. A. 9. Replacement of Affordable Housing. Per the provisions
of Seclion 65590 of the State Government Code, referred to as the "Mello
Act”, the conversion or demolition of existing residential units occupied by
persons and famifies of low or mederate income shall not be permilted
unless provisions have been made for replacement of those dwelling units
which resull in ro net loss of affordable housing in the Venice Communily
in accordance wilh Section 65520 of the State Government Code (Melto
Act).

Policy 1. A. 10. Location of Replacement Housing. The replacement
units shall be located in one or more of the following areas; listed in order
of priority: 1) on the site of lhe converted or demolished sfruclure; 2) within
the site’s Venice coaslal subarea: 3) within the Venice Coastal Zone; 4)
within the Venice Community Plan area east of Lincoln Boulevard; and, 5)
within a lhree mile radius of the affected site.

Policy 1. A. 11, Replacement Ratios for Replacement Units.
Replaccment ratios shall be at a minimum of 1:1 (one unit replaced for each
unit removed). Replacement ratios shall increase according to how far from
the affected site replacement units are located as defined in the Mello Act.

Policy I. A. 12. Displaced Residents Priority. Displaced residents
shall be given right of first refusal on he new replacement units.

Policy 1. A. 13. Density Bonus Applications. Required replacement

11-15
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dwelling units shall be counled as reserved unils in any related Slale-
mandated densily bonus application for the same project. In order to
encourage the provision of affordable housing units in the areas desighated
as “Multiple Family Residential” and in mixed-use developments, the City
may ‘grant incentives such as reduced parking, additional height or
increased densily consistent with Government Code Section 65918 provided
that the affordable housing complies with the foliowing:

This is an incentive program that allows developers of any one of the
ypes of residential projects described in Governmenl Code Seclion
65915(b), and which complies with all slandards sel forth in
Govemment Code Section 65915, to build no more than 25 percent
more units than a property’s zoning would ordinarily allow. In
exchange for this density bonus, the owners must make the unils
affordable for 30 years if an incentive is utilized in addition lo a density
ponus specified in Government Code Seclion 65915(b) or for 10 years
if a second incentive is not utilized.

It accordance with Govemment Code Section 65915(f), the density
bonus shall be calculated based on the otherwise maximum aliowable
residential density under the applicable zoning ordinance and land use

- element of the general plan. In the Coastal Zone, the ofherwise

maximum allowable residential density shall mean the maximum
density determined by applying all sile-specific  environmental
development  constraints applicable under ‘the ocoaslal zoning
ordinances and land use element certified by the Coastal Commission.
The density bonus shall. be applicable to housing development
consisting of five ar more units.

In the coastal zone, any housing development approved pursuant to
Government Code Seclion 65915 shall be consistent, to the maximum
extent Teasible and in a manner most protective of coastal resources,

- with all otherwise applicable certified local coastal program policies

and development standards. If the Cily approves development with a
density bonus, the City must find that the development, if it had been
proposed wilhout the 25 percent densily increase, would have been
fully consistent with the policies and developmen! standards of the
certified local coaslal program. If the City delermines thal the means
of accommodating the density increase proposed by the applicant do
not have an adverse efiect on coastal resources, the Cily shall require
that the density increase be accommodated by those means, If,
however, the City deterrines that the means for accommadating the
density increase proposed by the applicant will have an adverse effect
on coastal resources, before approving a 25 percent density increase,
the City shall identify all feasible means of accommodating the 25
percent densily increase and consider the effecls of such means on
coastal resources. The Cily shall require implementation of the means
{hat are most protective of significant coastal resources.

‘The Cily may prepare an LCP amendmenl for certification by the

Commission for specific areas or subregions within the planning area
where density bonuses in excess of 25 percent may be permilled

Vunioe Loest Comtnf Pryionm

1116

10

G.3

20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
10

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20


i

I

based on a finding that no adverse impacts on coastal resources would
resull.

e. In addition to a 25 percent density bonus, a qualifying housing

development shall receive one of the incenlives identified in
Government Code Section 65915(h), unless it is found thal the
additional incentive is not required in order to provide for affordable
housing costs or rents. If the City determines that ihe additional
development incentive requested by an applicant pursuant to this
section will not have any adverse effects on coastal resources, the City
may grant the requested incentive. [f lhe City determines lhat the
requested incentive will have an adverse effect on coastal resources,
lhe City shall consider ali feasible alternative incentives and the effects
of such incentives on coastal resources. The Cily may grant one or
moro of those incentives that do not have an adverse effect on coastal
resources. If all feasible incenlives would have an adverse effect on
coastal resources, the Cily shall grant only that additional incentive
which is mostl protective of significant coastal resources.

{  For the purposes of this section, “coastal resources” means any

resource which is afforded protection under the policies of Chapter 3
of the Coaslal Act, Califomia Public Resources Code section 30200 et
seq., including but not limited to public access, marine and other
aquatic resources, environmentally sensitive habitat, and the visual
quality of coastal areas.

Policy 1.A.14. Parking Requirements for AFfordable Housing.
Reduced parking is permitted for Jow income units anty if a) the project is
consistent with LUP policy L.A.13; and b} it is demonstraled thal the
prospective occupants of the project will have a reduced demand for parking.
However, if a unit changes its status from low or low-moderate income to
market rate unit, parking should be provided for market rate unils according
to the parking standards listed in LUP Policies A3 and ILA4.

Policy 1. A. 15. In-Lieu Credits for Replacement Housing. In-ieu of
construction of the required affordable replacement unils as set forth above,
residential projects shall be permilted to pay a fee, eguivalent to the cost to
subsidize each required dwelling unit. The in-lieu fee shall be sel forth in the
Citywide guidelines for the implementation of the Mello Act.

Policy I. A. 16. Exceptions. No exceptions to-the replacement housing
policies of this LUP shall be permitted within the Venice Coastal Zone
except as permitted by Section 65590 of the State Government Code (Mello
Act).

Policy 1. A. 17. Youth Hostels and Hotels. Development of temporary
housing opportunities, such as hotels and youth hostels, shall be permitted
through the conditional use permit/coastal development permit process in
the Medium Density Residential and Community Commercial calegories.
The capacity of the proposed youth hostel shall be a factor of consideration
for residential zones. Ovemight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels and
youth hostels, are preferred uses in Community Commercial and General

Venice Ligal Coasctal an
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! Los Angeles \

HOUSiNG+COMMU1TY Eric Garredtl, Mayor
tnvestmenl Daparlmeal Rushimace D, Direantas, Genaral Maodanre
Date: January 7, 2015
Ta: Kevin Jones, City Planner

City Planning Department
From: Robert Manford, Environmental Affairs OHicer {4 M

Los Angeles Housing and Community investment Depariment

Subject: Mello Act Determination for
298 Rennie Avenue (#1-3), Venice, CA 80261

Based on informalion provided by the owner, Douglas C. Carleton, Trustee of the Douglas Carleton
Living Trust dated November 26, 2013, and any amendmerits therato, the Los Angsies Housing and
Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) has determined that no affordable units exist at 328
Rennie Avenue (#1-3), Venice, CA 80281,

The property consists of a triplex dwelling comprised of three (2) bedrooms each. Per the statement
provided by the owner, he Is propusing to convert the existing triplex apartment to triplex
condominiums. There will bs no demclition or construction and a building permit has not been filed to
date. The property was purchased on September 6, 1996. ,

Section 4.4.3 of the Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the tello Act requires that
HGIDLA collect monthly housing cost data for at least the pravious three years, The owner's Metlo
application statement was recetved by HCIDLA on November 18, 2014, HCIDLA must coliect date
trom: November, 2011 through November, 2014. ‘

Per the owner, al units are curently occuplied. Based on lease agreemaents and rental checks
provided, Unit 1, a twa (2) bedroom averaged 2 monthly housing c¢ost of $3,225 per month since
September 2011 and Unit 2, a two (2) bedroom averaged a monihly housing cost of $3,400 per manth
since September 2011and Unit 3, a {2) badroom averaged a monthly housing cost of $3,050 per month
sffective April 1, 2008.

The lease agreements and rental chiecks provided showed a pattern of housing cost that was above
affordable for the three (3) units. Aﬁ

e (os Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department File
Douglas C. Carleton, Trustee of the Douglas Carleton Living Trust dated November 26, 2013,

and any amendments thereto, Owner
Richard A. Rothschild, Western Center on Law and Poverty, Inc.
Susanne Browne, Legal Aid Foundation of L.A.

RM:MAC:RB:r
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I

328_ &hnie, Au‘&— |
hed ﬁgg!!\caﬁw

type of use __ WA

number of units if hotel/motel

nuber of employees: total
per shift

number of students/patients/patrons _

hours of operation days of operation

number of square feet of each building

pagadof 8

Type of ownership proposed:

condominiums
stock coaperative
other

[N
s e
[E———

c. Forall projects:

Parking:
number of spaces existing _ 7

number of new spaces praposed __ 0
tfotal _2?

number of coversd spaces __ 1 . number of uncovered spaces _0
number of standard spaces 7 slze 9.5« X 18.5d
number of compeact spaces ___ 0 siza

Does tandem parking exist? yes ' no_X
1s tandem parking proposed? yes 1o _X
if yes, how many tandem sets? size

Number of flooss indiuding subterranesn ficors, lofts and mezzanines 3
project height: from average finished grade 27.8 _ fl. N
from centerline of frontage road 445 __ft 6—-——-«\.__\___ 92/0_/

e. Night lighting of the project EXTERIOR LIGHTING ON BIALDING

£  If fixed seats or beds are involved, how many? NIA
g. Peroent of total project proposed for:
building __N/A paving _N/A

h. Percent of tota project proposed for
buliding __N/A paving _ N/A

15
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Fuge 12 CITY OF LOS ANGELES
CALIFORNIA

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA
MAYOR

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY

ownER  CARLETON, DOUGLAS CTR Na buikling vr structurs or ponioa thgreal upil 1o lnsdler puak or pontioe
DOUGLAS CARLETON TRUST AND thereof shatl he used ar pecupived untid a Cenifients of Oecupaney had been
i } rosnsd shexead, Sapdinn
SMITH, ERICJ TR ERIC SMITI TRUST CERTIFICATE: Issued-Valid] . DATE:
77 DOW PL AFT 909 BY: MICHAEL SMITH|  07/22/2015
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107 J

Anbresy: 328 S RENNIE AVE 90291

LEGAL DESCRIPTION .
IRACT BLAGCK. LOTI ARE  CO.MAPREE # PARCEL PIN APN

CARNATION PARK TRACT 4] 34 M B ST 111B141 358 $241L010-D34

This certifies hal, s fir as certained or made kraws to the undersigned, the building or partia of building deserihed below and Jocated at te wbove sddress{es)
comyplics with the applicnble constvetion nequirements (Chapter 9) usdfoe dbie upplicable zooing requirements (Chupier 1) of the Les Angeles Municipat Code for
the wse and ecupancy group inwhich it is claificd and with spplicable cequirements of the State Bousing Low for the following, eccupaneics and is subjecs o any

COMMENT 3 STORY, 3 UNIT APARTMENT {per 1990193333},

USE  PRIMARY QTHER
Apartment ’ (-) None
PERMITS

15016-10004-11237 | 1501810081213 | .

ﬁ'l‘R!ICT[!HAL INVENTORY

JTEM DESCRIFTION CHANGED ‘TOTAL

Storfex 3 Storfer 3 Storfes

Length 11092 Feqd 140,92 Feet

Width 0 Feel 30 Feet

-> Height (4C) 30 Feet 30 Peet

Floor Aren {ZC) H141 Sgfe GT41 Sqft

Dwelling Unit { Unkts

R2 Qce. Group 6141 Sqit G141 Sqft EERON,

U Oce, Group 1201 Sqft 200 Syt - S ngrare .

Parking Req'd (or Blig (AuototBicycle) 7 Stails 7 Staits. CERTIFICATE NUMBER 137047

Provided Standard for Bldg 3 Stalis 3 Stully ARANCH OFFICE: WLA

Pravided Compact for Site $ Stalts 3 Statly COUNCLL BISTRICT: 1
BUREAU: INSPECTN
DIVISION; BLDGINST
STATUS: ColO Sssued
STATUS BY!: MICHAEF, SMITH
STATUS DATT: 07722015

4 [;.c.-«é/ &%;72(
APPROVED BYS MICHAEL SMITH
EXPIRATION DATE:
N8-1-05A

16

20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
16

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3


E.3

328 S Rennic Ave Pemitf: 15016 - 10000 - 12139
Plan Check ¥: BISLADEYIS Printed: 06/18/15 09:38 AM
Event Code:
Bldg-AlledRepair City of Las Angeles - Department of Building and Safery Issued ot 061812015
Aparment ) \ ) -
plan Check at Counter APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT Last Sumg  {35ued
Plan Check AND CERTIFICATE OF GCCUPANCY Status Dote; 0871872018
LIBSLT RLOTK Lonts ASH  COUNTYMAVKERY PARCELID ¥ (FIN WY LASSESSOR FARKCELE.
CARNATION PARK TRACT G 34 M B 7-57 1118141 358 4240 -Q10-034
- -
A PANCRLISFORMATION CA
Ades Plnnping Commmissian - West Los Angeles Census Trnes - 2731.00 Near Source Zone Distsnce - £,3
LADBS Bmnch Office » WLA Coastel Zone Cong, AgL - YES Thomus Brotbers Map Grid - 671-G4
Couneil Disriet- 11 vervap « LEEBE] . Thomes Brolkers Map Gad - §71-G$
Cenificd Neighborhood Councll - Venize Erupy Zote - 6
Contmunity Plan Area - Venite Earthquake-induced Liqueh; Arew - Yes
wese: RDLS-1 )

Jed | ABOCHMERTS

. u- 7110 SPA - Venice Costal Zoae
03) | 21. 21-2406 Die trter of Venice SP for Small ORD - ORD-121313

i~ | ZA . ZA-2014-2375-COP-MEL ORD - ORD-164844+-5A860
I SPA - [os Angeles Consia) Tramsporiation Cor QRD - ORD-168599

ORD - ORD-172019
ORD~ORD-172697
ORD ~» ORDV175693

ORD - DRD-175694

DTRM - D1R-1014.-2824.00

CPC - CPC-12425
CPC « CPC.1 98422651

CBC - CoC-1956-81-GPC

!

W[ e 4

ll‘hJ c Pernit Flug - Mot 1 Fire Lifc Safety Projest

ol e N
"

'

o £ FEQPERTY OWNES TENSNLARLIICANY (NFORMAYION.

" Owrer(s):

Joo CARLETON, DOUGLAS C TR DOUALAS CARLETON TRUST AND
L9 77 DOW PL AT 905, SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107 ~

I' o Tentnl;

Jth Apsictal;  (Releenship: Apent for Quner)

W3 U BRUKE -
I 830 S DURANGO, LAS VEQAS, NV 89145 - (330) 633-1213

"4 |z exsoe s i IROEGIER USE
{053 Apyrtmens

compdete invenaty fir peamit no. |$90wi93333; complete work deae sdder permit o,

F3016-10000-11237. /

[ 7=

10 ALPIICATION PROCPSSINGIRFORMATION
BLIG, PC By: ./ Catherine Chen DASPC Ry
OK for Cashicr: \_Catherine Chen ! Coord. OK;

Signature: e Dute: 064182015

UFecFoiod
I‘cm&M_‘& ; 3501 JS m C Vnlupsion:

Sewer Cup 1D: Total Boad(s) Duc:

AL STTALISENTS

T
Owner-Builder Declaration
Piot Plan

For inspactica tequests; call 1oll-fes (859) LAIBUILD {524-2845), Outsida LA Caunty, el
{213) 482-0000 of regaest ingpections vid weew, ladbrorg. To speak tu & Call Cenver agent, cnll
311, Outside LA County, culf (213) 473-3231,

T

For Casliler's Use Only

WHO #: S1612439

LA 0034 103064826 6/18/2015 9:36:10 AH

BUILOING PERMIT OO
BUYLDING PLAN CHECK

EI RESIDENTIAL

ONE STOP SURCH

SYSTEMS DEVI FEE

CITY PLANNING SURCH
MISCRLLANECUS

PLARNING GEN PLAN MAINT SURCH

$130.00
$58.50
$0.50
$3.78
$11.34
$11.31
$10.00
§9.43

CA BLDG STD COMMISSICN SURCHARGE §1.00

BUILDING PLAN CHECK

. Sub Total:
Pormit §:¢ 15016100001213%
Building Cacd §: 201SLA4954%

Roceipt #: 0103452625

$0.0

$235.86

17

20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
17

malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20


'

15 SIRUCTURK INVENTORY, (Forer Xumrric meamroase 11 4108 In the farmat “ronber nemter™ Lregs e * bt (5 wamestc valre ] wind remaliloy symcriey sl ™} 15016 = 10000 - 12139

{F) Floor Aren (ZC) +6141 Sqft /6141 Sqit (P) Provicint Compnzt for Site: +4 Staflsf 4 Seadls
(P) Height (ZC): +30 Fest / 30 Feet ~

(P) Length: + 140,92 Foer / 140,52 Fest .

(P) Storics: +3 Stories ! 3 Stovics

(P) Width: +20 Feet /30 Foet

(") Dwelling Unit: 0 Unies /' Unitd

{P) R2 Oce, Oruup: +614] SqR /6141 Sqft

Py U Oce, Grosp: 1200 Sqft /1200 Sgft

(F) Pesking Regq'd foc Bldg (Auto+Bicyela): #2 Stalls/ 7 S1a

(F) Provided Stambicd foe Bldg: 3 Sundls /3 Sulks

14 APPLACATION QOMMIXTS: 1 fhe event thi wry box (fe 1+16§ is Mied 1o copozity, it 15
preshle i aldiiocal infortision has bren caplured

dectreaicully trd coudd not be pwimed dos % space

restrittins. Nevertheless the information priated exceeds

that requited by secioa 19335 oF the Health and Safery

b Code ol the State of Califorsis,

S TIILRLNG WAL OCATED FROM;

14 CONTRAI R INEER N ABPREST LLASE LICENSE® ERONEE
{0) 0\5’NER-EU‘LQER 0

PRRUSIT EXVIRATIONREFUNDS: THa permil expires two yewsalter e dute o Tre Formil issuante, Taés perndt wdll b expire i mo et Son work Iy performed fos 1
pecied of 190 days (Sex. 9ECE02 LABIC). Claima for sefrnd of fo2s puid mrrest be filed within ene yow o e Zava of pepitutica for permits grasted by LADDS {Ses, 32 1223213
LAMC) The preatirtes may be entiled 1o remburszment of peechit fexs 3f the Depatctt teils 1o candust it fnsprction withia 63 dys of raceiving 3 foioest for final inspection (HS 17951},

3 "
{ mervdy offirm under penalty of perbary that t ars eseinpt framy he Cantractars' Seate Litreax Law for the fallowdng sessiie i 348 B i der. Ay
city or county which sequires 3 percrit i¢ alice, iRprove lish, or cepck Ly mructure, pris b §ts isrusnce, ala pequires the azplicat fise sk permit 1o file 8 signed siotememi
et he 01€% s Ticrond puruent 10 dee provisices of the Camractors Licesge Luw (Cheeter 9 (sommencing with Seegisn 203 ivisha 3.0 e Rusiness and Profecsions Cnds), of thatde
or she is suemg thereltom ead the basix for £ Wlepsd sxempst. Any \iafoten of Seetion LS by eny sisplieant for 1 pormiit subjeets the rpglican ¢a b civil penalyy of nof more than five

Tundsed dollws (§503).X

[} | the ouner of tha progeny, of Wy employses wib wage =\ el sele compeasasing, wilk do e wurk, and te seruciure i nal imtetided of offered Gt axle {Sen 2044, Busnessand
Pruleigiane Cody: The Coatracsors Livensr Law doet et apply 1o an cuner of property whe bl or Tmproves ieewts, and who does nuch work himzetf oy hersz (£ or duroogh his ok ber
aw eplayess, provided tht such keprovespants are €6 Imended or offered forsede, 12, howet, e bellding ce Smzsmvimess i« s5ld within e yeir iom compléaun, Bt owrer buitd=
il hve the burdéss of proving thes he or she 4 nos wild of foeprove for dva pirgase of ey :

Ok 4
Q% 1, a3 the ouner af the greperty, sm exe! lvely fngg wit Jicensed 15 constroct the projaey [Sar T4, T y T Conbraciars Licenta Law
does ot apply 10 3n oweer of property wha Fuilids oc improver therens, nd who congves foe nch projests with k coarramorls) eted ponint ty s Conirernrs Livense Laws)

.

1 hershy eSirm, usder pexally of perjury, cae of ¥ following delarabons:

() Thave tnd vall mizain s eextitherne of conisent 1o we)f fnsure for woakery' cesiaaseico, s pravided far by Section 3700 of the Labar Cndr, tix the periopmmze of the wark for whicy
this pestnat ik iszoed, .

{ theveaad will maintain warker’ campendatien Insuranes, s reqsited Uy Section Y200 al the Lebor Coth, fot the perfopmance of the wark for wiich s peemil s Timed My waikess
eeatpratios inssrenes carder nd policy aumbr e

Crsricr. Tolity Rumber

() 1 eexify that in te perfareance of the eenk fur which this permlt b ssued, § skall el ceploy acy persen in any meaner 3o i i Breame whiees 1o the weaker? compensation laws of
Califursia, 34 sgree tha i should became subjze o e workart esatpensetion provisions of Secdom 3709 of the Labor Cods, | shal fecthwidh comply with thase provisons,

WARNING: FAILURE T SECURE WORKERS' COMPENFATION COVERAGE 15 UNLAWEUL, AND SHALL SUBJECT AN EMPLOY X TO CRIMINAL PENALTIES AND
CIVIL FINTS U7 TO OKE HUNDEED THOUSAND DOLLARS (5100000}, i ADDITION TO 13{E COST OF COMFENSATION, DAMAGES AS PROVIDED FOK IN SECTION
3764 OF THE LABOR CODY, INTEREST, AND ATTORRTYS FEES,

9, A ) 4 Y

) eectify thetposificarion of nxbestos (erwsonl it €ither not mpptizable or hes keen s:bminied 1o o AQHD ar EPA s pe Satton 112718 of & Heade end Safery Collr, Tnfemution is avajladle 3t
(909) 356-2336 mad tn sarifieetion fasm at s pand #0v, Lead 1afe consaucion prastices are yequited whes daing repairs das disturd paintin peee) 978 tulfdings dus to the presence of keul paf saction
711 and 677 of The sar Coe. drdarmat f¢ pvaliable 1t Health Services for LA Cownty at (500 3245327 i the Snats of Cekifornin at {300} 1975323 ot vz o povfehidiad.

e A ———

a 2 )

1 censly that] have towd his wpdicaten INCLUDING 'THE ABOVE DECLARATIONS wid gute thed the dave information INCLUDING THE ADOVE DECLAKATIONS is cetrect. | agrec o
comply with al ity w4 asuaty ontinanos ead ate Jaws reloiug to duidding fon, 3nd hezeby autharise rep {wes of this ity 16 etter upon the arvesinzhiioned patporty farinszection
porplocs. i sealize hon this pemil is an appkenten fue inspection and that [t does not apzreve o aumherizs the wosk specified heaein, wl i Soet not sudtarize o permit vy Violstivn s frtisre to comply
wath nzy applicstle baw, Furhermars, sehther e Ciy of Lae Axgeles ropany bueerd, dpument uffiser, of exployee thewcol, nieke ey warpanty, 2o¢ shadl B¢ responsitde fue tha pecfoemanios o2 tesedoyof
sy wark described Beaein, sar the ceniition uf Gie property ree the 58 vpon whith susd swark is performed § further sfTirm ends( penzhy of perjary, that the proposed work will nal dessoy e
cniexzorably interfze with By atcess ur uskty exsement belongag 16 odvers e lurssed on vy property, Bt in bt evenl such wark does desony or unicasanebly interfers with suchi ¢rsament. o
sehulinite exsemensis) sesiefaztory o i boldeils) of the cxsement wll be proviced (Sec. 91.0105.4.3.4 LAMCYL

By signing below, I certify that:
(2} 1 ezcemall the dxcleetions shove tamdy the Crwner- Duilder Dectuation, Weekery! Camnpensatlan Declarstion, Askezins Hemavol Declanton ¢ Lend Huend 'Waming, and Feml
Decharoiia: end
(2} Thispermit in being obeained wilh s sussean of e Yepsd vunesof the prcgety.

printNaros; _SUSAN KAYE JOHNON Sigs: _ s Y A ey Due:_OGI4015_ (] owmer [ Ashorized Armt

18
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VENICE LUP POLICIES (certificd by the Coustal Commission June 14, 2001)

Maximum Buildiny Height

/m%ﬁﬁ 25 with a flag foof

30 *with varicd ar stippent ek taoffine
78" along Walk sireets

L &3 %,milding neinnts shalt ke measurod frem tha plevatinn
_,__———-——:ZL> af thys Trontrg 1ight of-warg.

Motwsthstanding niher puticies of thin LUP, chimneys.
pxhizust ducts, ventitarign shafts ond néher similer devices
penatiz lor hullding fumeion ey esnsed a3 wecifies teight
limiLin a resigetial 2one by five toe?,

*Sou Policy 11 far pobizy limiticg tagf actass siuctures,

“See Policy £B.7 for commercial ord mized-uss daveiap-
gt syandals.,

Exhibit 15a
Height o
Subarea: OakwoodeMilwoodeSoutheast Venice R\~

Moty Seale

19 20
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West Los Angeles Area Planning Gom
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, CA 9001§Cs1 Region
' (213) 978-1300; www.planning.lacity.org

MAY 25 2016

' " CALIFORNIA
CORRECTED COPY (HEARING DATE) COASTAL COMMISSION

NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT ISSUANCE

Mailing Date: APR i 8 2016

California Coastal Commission Case No.: ZA-2014-2373-CDP-MEL-1A
South Coast District Office ‘ : CEQA: ENV-2014-2270-CE
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 ' Location: 328 S. Rennie Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90802 Council District: 11 — Bonin
Plan Area: Venice
Zone: RD1.5-1
Applicant name/address Representative name/address
Eric J. Smith Same '

328 S. Rennie Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

The above-referenced Coastal Development Permit was approved effective March 30, 2016, pursuant to a
public hearing conducted by the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission on March 16, 2016. An appeal
was not filed with the City Council during the mandatory appeal period or no appeal to City Council was permitted
from the Commission’s action; whichever is indicated in the Commission’s Determination Report.

Appeals must be filed within a 20 working-day appeal period, to be determined by the South Coast District
Office of the Coastal Commission in accordance with said Commission’s procedures.

() The proposed development is_in the dual permit jurisdiction area, and will require an additional
permit from the California Coastal Commission upon the expiration of the above 20-working-day appeal
period.

(X) The proposed development is_in the single permit jurisdiction area, and if the application is not
appealed within the 20-working-day period the applicant may proceed with the subject project.

Attachments: Coastal Development Permit/West Los Angeles APC Determination Letter, Zoning Administrator's
Determination Letter, miscellaneous relevant documents

cc: Applicant, applicant’s representative (Notice, Coastal Permit/APC Determination)
Determination Letter mailing list (Notice & Coastal Permit/APC Determination)
Associate Zoning Administrator:. Jose Carlos Romero Navarro
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