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ADDENDUM 

 
 
August 8, 2016 
 
TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL NO. A-5-VEN-16-0055, FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF 

FRIDAY, AUGUST 12, 2016. 
 
 
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 
I.A.7.d of the LUP, which allow for up to four residential units on this property, or five 
units with a bonus unit.  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 indication of a 44.5 ft. height on the application form was an inadvertent 
typographical 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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STAFF REPORT:  APPEAL – NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

  
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. 

Appeal Filed:   05/18/2016  
49th Day Waiver:    05/25/2016 
Staff:              M. Alvarado-LB 
Staff Report:   07/28/2016 
Hearing Date:       08/12/2016 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE  
 
Motion: I 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: 
 

1. Certification of Occupancy issued based on erroneous building inventory data 
2.  Existing fence height too high and out of character; not per code 
3. Mello Determination is Erroneous 
4. City’s “Not a Project” Description is incorrect 
5. VNC recommendation ignored by City Planning and not addressed in City’s Staff Report 
6. Testimony at public hearing is not addressed in City’s Staff Report 
7. Condo Conversion findings based on inaccurate vacancy rate information 
 

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 I.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. 
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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  

 
 
 
 

 
 



 

 

 

malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1



malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2



malvarado
Typewritten Text
2

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2



malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
30



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
4

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
6

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
7

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
9

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
10

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
11

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
12

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
13

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
14

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
15

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3



malvarado
Typewritten Text
16

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
17

malvarado
Typewritten Text

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
18

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
19

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20

malvarado
Typewritten Text
20



malvarado
Typewritten Text
4

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
1

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
2

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
3

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
4

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8

malvarado
Typewritten Text
5



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
6

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
5

malvarado
Typewritten Text
7

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8



malvarado
Typewritten Text
8

malvarado
Typewritten Text
8

malvarado
Typewritten Text
5




