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Project Site: 717 E. California Avenue & 670 E. Santa Clara Avenue, Venice, Los
Angeles, Los Angeles County (APN: 06037-4239029001)
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Project Plans and Elevations (Page 1 of 15)
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New residential construction where landscape  iigation
water is planned, a water budget shall be developed that
conforms to local and landscape ordinace or the Califoria
Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinace (MWELO), which ever is more
stringent.

Prior to final inspection, the licensed contractor, architect, or
engineer in responsible charge of the overall construction
must provide, to the building department, official written
verification that all applicible revisions from the Green
Building Standards Code have been implimented as part of
the construction. CGC 102.3.

with the i of the
2016 Energy Efficiency Standards is necessary for this
project.  Registered, signed, and dated copies of the
appropriate CF1R, CF2R, and CF3R forms shall be made
available at necessary intervals for Building Inspector
review.  Final completed forms will be available for the
building owner.

All Plans Shall Comply with:
2016 Califoria Building Standards Code Includes:

Part 1, 2016 ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
Part 2, 2016 Califomia Building Code (CBC)

Part 2.5, 2016 Califomnia Residential Code (CRC)

Part 3, 2016 Califomia Electrical Code (CEC)

Part 4, 2016 California Mechanical Code (CMC)

Part 5, 2016 Callfomia Plumbing Code (CPC)

Part 6, 2016 California Energy Code (CEC)

Part 8, 2016 Califonia Fire Code (CFC)

Part 10, 2016 Califoria Existing Building Code

Part 11, 2016 California Green Building Standards Code
(CGBSC)

2017 Los Angeles City Green Building Code
2017 Los Angeles Building Code (LABC)
2017 Los Angeles Residential Code (LARC)

*Alicensed engineer or surveyor shall stake the property comers
of the subject lot. At the time of the underground plumbing
inspection, and prior to calling for any footing inspections for
these projects, the contractor shall provide string lines along the
propeity lines adjacent to the proposed wall lines of the new
construction®

SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCS:

BASEMENT

LEVEL!

LEVEL2:

ROOF DECK:

EXEMPTIONS:

BASEMENT

LEVELY

LEVEL 2

ROOF DECK;

1786 SQ. FT. INTERIOR)
96 SQ.FT. (STORAGE)
60S0. FT.(STAIR)

30 S0. FT. (ELEVATOR)

475 SO.FT. (GARAGE)
2,782 SQ. FT. (INTERIOR)
30 S0. FT. (ELEVATOR)

116 SQ. FT. (STAIR)

1,990 SQ. FT. (INTERIOR)
30 S0. FT.(ELEVATOR)

120 SQ. FT. (STAIR)

1107 SQ. FT. (DECK SPACE)
820S0.FT.

96 SQ. FT. (STORAGE)
60SQ.FT. (STAIR)

30 SO. FT. (ELEVATOR)
475 SQ. FT. (GARAGE)
30S0. FT. (ELEVATOR)

116 SQ. FT. (STAIR)

30 SO. FT.(ELEVATOR)
120 SQ. FT. (STAIR)

1107 SQ. F. (DECK SPACE)
820SQ.FT.

TOTAL EXEMPTIONS: 2884 SO FT.

TOTAL NET SQ. FT: 6,528 SQ. FT.

MAX. FLOOR RATIO (FAR) 3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
LOT AREA® 82067 SQ.FT.

SFR AREA PER ZONING CODE:

SFR AREA PER LAUSD:

TYPE V-8 CONSTRUCTION

MAX, HEIGHT: 25' FLAT ROOF + 10' 100 SQ FT.

ROOF ACCESS

FIRE ZONE: NON-VHFHSZ

ZONING: RD15+1

PARKING:
PROPOSED

HEIGHT FROM LOWEST ADJACENT GRADE.

HEIGHT FROM GRADE PLAN:

HEIGHT FROM STREET CENTERLINE: 250"

THE PROPOSED SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
CONSISTS OF 6 BEDROOMS. 6.5 BATHROOMS,
AND ROOF DECK. THERE IS A ROOF DECK ACCESS
THAT IS O FEET ABOVE THE HEIGH LIMIT OF 25 FEET.
THE PROPOSED PROJECT ALSO HAS A REDUCED
FRONT YARD SETBACK OF 7 FEET ALONG SANTA
CLARA AVE.. AND 9 FEET ALONG CALIFORNIA AVE.
THERE IS ALSO A FENCE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT OF 6
FEET AROUND THE FRONT YARD WITH A PROPOSED
POOL AND SPA. THE FENCE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT
ALLOWS FOR THE POOL AND SPA TO BE PLACED IN

THE FRONT YARD.

2 SPACES REQUIRES, 4 SPACES

SHEET INDEX
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A-01  DEMOPLAN
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A-03  PLOTRLAN

A-04  SETBACKDIAGRAM
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
301 E. OCEAN BLVD., SUITE 300
LONG BEACH, CA 90802

(562) 590-5071
SOUTHCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV

APPEAL FORM

Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY)

District Office: South Coast

Appeal Number:

Date Filed:

Appellant Name(s):

APPELLANTS

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations.
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission’s contact page at

https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the South Coast district office,
the email address is SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An appeal emailed to some other
email address, including a different district’s general email address or a staff email
address, will be rejected. It is the appellant’s responsibility to use the correct email
address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any
guestions. For more information, see the Commission’s contact page at https://
coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).

Coastal Commission
Exhibit 3
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 2

1. Appellant information1
Name: Dr. Naomi Nightingale

Mailing address: 415 Sunset Ave, Venice, 90291

Phone number: 310-663-6694

Email address: nightingalenaomi@yahoo.com

How did you patrticipate in the local CDP application and decision-making process?

v/|Did not participate Submitted comment Testified at hearing Other

Describe:

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process,
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.qg., if you did not
participate because you were not properly noticed).

Describe: | llVe very close to the subject project and speak for

surrounding neighbors against the destructive consequences

of building a McMansion in this multi-family neighborhood.

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP
processes).

Describe:  VENICE does not have a LCP.

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation
infeER3lINCBIARSSi akgeadditional sheets as necessary.

Exhibit 3

Page 2 of 26



Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 3

2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: Los Angeles

Local government approval body: Director of Planning

Local government CDP application number: DIR-2019-499-CDP-MEL
Local government CDP decision: vicop approval CDP denials

Date of local government CDP decision: JU|y 20, 2020

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or
denied by the local government.

Descrive: /17 California Ave/670 Santa Clara Ave

APN: 06037-4239029001

Demolition of an existing 773 square foot single-family

residence and construction of a 6,528 square foot

two-story single-family residence with habitable

basement, attached three-car garage, roof deck and

swimming pool. The proposed project has a reduced

front yard setback of 7 feet along Santa Clara and 9 feet

along California vs. the 15 feet required, and a fence

height adjustment of 6 feet around the front yard to

allow for the pool and spa to be placed in the front yard.

Other City permits:

ZA-2019-501-ZAA-F

ADM-2019-505-VSO

ENV-2019-502-CE

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision.

3 Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee.

Pieastad RUMPMSS|&Brmation sheet for more information.
Exhibit 3
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 4

3. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., the applicant, other persons
who participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.), and
check this box to acknowledge that you have done so.

Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet

4. Grounds for this appeals

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions.
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their
appeals by topic area and by individual policies.

Describe: S€€ attached

oasba0ditpnahsaestsas necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal.
Exhibit 3
Page 4 of 26



Coastal Commission
Exhibit 3
Page 5 of 26



Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 2

1. Appellant information-
Name: Citizens Preserving Venice (Sue Kaplan, President)

Mailing address: 703 Nowita Place, Venice, 90291

Phone number: 310-822-0161

Email address: preservingvenice@gmail.com

How did you patrticipate in the local CDP application and decision-making process?

Did not participate v/| Submitted comment Testified at hearing Other

Descripe: Letter to Zoning Administrator November 17, 2019

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process,
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.qg., if you did not
participate because you were not properly noticed).

Describe:

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP
processes).

Describe:  VENICE does not have a LCP.

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation
infeER3lINCBIARSSi akgeadditional sheets as necessary.
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 5

5. Appellant certifications

| attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are
correct and complete.

ori Citizens Preserving Venice (Sue Kaplan, President)
rint name

Signature

September 8, 2020

Date of Signature

5. Representative authorizations

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box
to acknowledge that you have done so.

| have authorized a representative, and | have provided authorization for them on

the representative authorization form attached.

5 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach
additional sheets as necessary.

6 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form
o dfleathy etharsmpeLppresent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.
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Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 2

1. Appellant information-
Name: Miguel Bravo

Mailing address: 011 Sunset Avenue, Venice, 90291

Phone number: (213) 274-6626

Email address: miguel@bravol.la

How did you patrticipate in the local CDP application and decision-making process?

v/|Did not participate Submitted comment Testified at hearing Other

Descripe:  S€€ additional page for other appellants

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process,
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.qg., if you did not
participate because you were not properly noticed).

Describe: | llve very close to the subject project and speak for

surrounding neighbors against the destructive consequences

of building a McMansion in this multi-family neighborhood.

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP
processes).

Describe:  V€NICE does not have a LCP.

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation
infeER3lINCBIARSSi akgeadditional sheets as necessary.
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September 8, 2020

4. Grounds for this appeal
5-VEN-20-0050

717 California Ave/670 Santa Clara Ave

I APPLICABLE COASTAL REGULATIONS

Coastal Act Section 30105.5

“‘Cumulatively” or “cumulative effect” means the incremental effects of an
individual project shall be reviewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects”

Coastal Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities

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 be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas...

Coastal Act Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts

New development shall ... (e) Where appropriate, protect special
communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique
characteristics, are proper visitor destination points for recreational uses.

Certified LUP Policy I. A. 7 d.

Multi-family Residential — Low Medium |l Density

Oakwood, Milwood, Southeast and North Venice

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures.

Density: One unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area. 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 parcels zoned
RD1.5...if the unit is a replacement affordable unit reserved for low and
very low-income persons.

Certified LUP Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community
Policy I. E. 1. General

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

Coastal Commission
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Policy I. E. 2. Sale
All new development and renovations should respect the scale, massing,
and landscape of exiting residential neighborhoods.

Policy I. E. 3. Architecture

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

kkhkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkk

lIl. ANALYSIS

The proposed project does not conform with the Coastal Act and the
certified LUP requirements noted above and thus would prejudice the
ability of the City to prepare a Coastal Act Chapter 3 compliant LCP. This is
an extremely large single-family dwelling (aka McMansion), 8 74 times
larger than the existing dwelling, which was deemed by the L.A. City
Housing department to be an affordable unit, in an area with a multi-family
housing coastal land use designation.

Permitting a new single-family dwelling would have a significant adverse
cumulative impact on the character of the area, which as per the certified
LUP is multi-family.

The lot is 8,207 square feet and thus, as per certified LUP I. A. 7. d., could
accommodate four units, two of which would be affordable units.

In addition, the proposed project has a reduced front yard setback of 7 feet
along Santa Clara and 9 feet along California vs. the 15 feet required.
Certainly, a lot of this size doesn’t need significant yard variances so that it
can build 6,528 square foot McMansion, which would be the largest in the
entire area. See attached EXHIBIT A for rendering and elevations.

The City approved an exception for a fence height of 6 feet around the front
yard, almost double the 3 7% feet required, to allow for the pool and spa to
be placed in the front yard. A 6 foot high front wall would set a dangerous
precedent and the cumulative impact of allowing this over height fence
would be for the entire neighborhood to have 6 foot high front fences This
would close off the property from the street and neighbors and destroy the
Coastal Commission
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pedestrian-friendly character of the neighborhood. In addition, a 6-foot front
yard over height fence would even further increase the bulk and mass of
the front fagade of the project.

Venice, especially the Coastal Zone, is known as a pedestrian’s dream,
with its unique neighborhoods that offer pedestrians opportunities to walk in
its unique scenic neighborhoods. High fences cut off the sense of
neighborhood that is a defining character of the Coastal Zone. Our certified
LUP has identified Venice as a special coastal community and is to be
protected. In compliance fences (3 'z feet high) protect the character of this
special coastal community. Every high fence that goes up in our
neighborhoods detracts from that sense of community.

Certifying an illegal fence would open the floodgates and we would have no
recourse to protect our coastal neighborhoods from property owners who
want to isolate themselves and destroy the neighborhoods.

With the proposed project, this multi-family zoned parcel would not be
utilized to its full potential. The project may not be resulting in a loss of
density, but it is proposed on a lot that is able to accommodate density of
four units. Any new project should be brought into conformance with the
certified LUP coastal land use designation, for which the Use is Duplexes
and multi-family structures as per certified LUP Policy I. A. 7 d.

lll. FIVE FACTORS FOR DETERMINING SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Factor 1: There is inadequate factual and legal support to find that the
development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

1. Lack of evidence re. whether the project is visually compatible with
the character of surrounding areas

The City of Los Angeles’ Chapter 3-related findings do not adequately
address Coastal Act Section 30251 and certified LUP I. E. 2. and I. E. 3.
The decision maker only references number of stories in making its finding
that the project would be compatible with the character of the surrounding
area and does not consider height, bulk, scale and mass, as required in the
certified LUP. In fact, certified LUP I. E. 3. states that: “...varied styles of
architecture are encouraged....while maintaining the neighborhood
Coastal Commission
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scale and massing.” At 6,528 square feet this project does not maintain
the neighborhood scale and massing (streetscape evidence to be
provided).

2. No analysis of whether the project protects Venice as a Special
Coastal Community

The City of Los Angeles’ Chapter 3-related findings do not address (and
even seem to purposefully evade) Coastal Act Section 30253(e) and
certified Land Use Plan Policy I. E. 1. re. the protection of Venice as a
“Special Coastal Community.”

3. No Analysis of Cumulative Impact

In order for any development to be approved in the Coastal Zone prior to
the approval of an LCP an analysis must be made that it will not have
significant adverse individual or cumulative effects. The City Decision
Maker erred by not concluding that the construction of a McMansion would
cause a significant adverse cumulative impact in this multi-family subarea
and immediate neighborhood. The property is to be developed by
demolishing a 773 square foot home developed with a lush garden that is
well known among Venice residents and designed by the award-winning
landscape designer Jay Griffith for purposes of construction of a 6,528
square foot home. If approved, other lots in the multi-family land use
designation could redevelop their lots with single-family residences. The
project, when viewed cumulatively with past similar projects in the area
(streetscape evidence to be provided), would set a precedent for more
single-family residences to be built in multi-family zones, which would
downzone an area that is intended to provide multi-family structures as per
the certified LUP.

Given that the subject lot can accommodate four residential units (two of
which would be affordable), approving a single-family residence has the
potential to set a negative precedent and an adverse cumulative impact
with respect to housing density and social diversity and thus the overall
character of this and surrounding multi-family neighborhoods.

Coastal Act section 30253 requires the protection of Venice’s unique
community character. The Venice LUP, certified to implement these
policies, also requires the protection of Venice’s character, including social

Coastal Commission
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diversity. The LUP advises that all new development and renovations
should “respect the scale, massing and landscape of existing residential
neighborhoods. . .” However, neither the City of Los Angeles nor the
Coastal Commission has ever identified, in an Implementation Plan of a
certified LCP, the necessary development standards supported by a
cumulative build-out analysis, that would legally define the cumulative
build-out character necessary to accomplish the protection of Venice’s
character. The only real guidance on this question in the certified LUP is a
maximum building height. In particular, there is no specific guidance or
analysis of either the existing massing and scale of Venice, as required by
the LUP, or of the potential cumulative massing of development were
every developed parcel in Venice to redevelop similar to the proposed
project. The LUP guidance states that protection of character should be
considered with respect to existing development and further, that this
character should be maintained, not increased significantly and
incrementally on average with each new project:

Overall, given the lack of the legal implementation standards of a certified
LCP Implementation Plan that is based on a cumulative evaluation of
potential build-out, or the implications of this build-out on Venice’s existing
community character, the project by definition significantly lacks any legal
and factual support for the conclusion that the project is consistent with
Coastal Act Chapter 3.

Thus, the City Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion in not finding
that this project could cause a significant adverse cumulative impact to this
multi-family neighborhood.

4. This determination was not quided by any applicable decisions of the
California Coastal Commission.

None of the Coastal Commission decisions cited are applicable as they are
not in the same subarea, are either not in the same land use designation or
are not comparable in size. Thus, Finding 4. of the City CDP is in error.

Factor 2: The extent and scope of the development as approved or
denied by the local government

Though only a single project, the issue at hand is the cumulative impact of
the project on the character of Venice. As just discussed, the cumulative
Coastal Commission
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impact of the projects approved since LUP certification, together with this
project, and reasonably foreseeable projects, were they to be developed in
similar fashion, is unknown. This analysis has not been done but would
potentially show a substantial change in Venice’s community character,
including total scale and massing of residential development. Therefore,
the extent and scope of the development in this context is significant or
must be assumed to be such until shown otherwise (the Coastal Act
directs that its requirements be construed liberally).

Factor 3: The significance of the coastal resources affected by the
decision

The significance of Venice’s community character as a coastal resource is
great. It is specifically identified in the Coastal Plan, the founding document
of the Coastal Act, and in the certified LUP itself. Continuing to allow
development such as the proposed project absent a certified LCP that
would determine how to protect the character of Venice risks harm to a
significant resource.

Factor 4: The precedential value of the local government’s decision
for future interpretations of its LCP

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall
issue a coastal development permit only if the project will not prejudice the
ability of the local government having jurisdiction to prepare a Local
Coastal Program which conforms with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act. Any decision that does not conform to the certified LUP would
prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP that conforms with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

As should be clear, the precedential value of the City’s decision is that
there will never be a meaningful analysis of the cumulative impacts of
redevelopment in Venice to the community’s character. As lonqg as each
project is compared to the ones that have come before, each of which
has been on average larger and bulkier than the existing housing
stock, the scale and mass of Venice will continue to increase. This
trend does not respect the existing character of Venice. Without a
definitive cumulative assessment of the specific development
standards proposed in the Implementation Plan of a certified LCP,

Coastal Commission
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each individual decision may be prejudicing the completion of an LCP
consistent with the Coastal Act.

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

Protection of special communities is a core policy of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. It is thoroughly discussed in the Coastal Plan and is identified
in the certified LUP as an issue of statewide concern. Venice is specifically
identified as a special coastal community of statewide significance.

Environmental Justice: The project raises a substantial issue with
respect to the Coastal Act requirement to consider environmental
justice.

The loss of affordable housing must be evaluated in the implementation of
the Coastal Act’s Environmental Justice provisions and related policy in
consideration of this appeal. In this case a 773 square foot single family
dwelling that was deemed by the City to be an affordable unit under the
Mello Act is being demolished for purposes of construction of a 6,528
square foot McMansion.

Venice has seen its multi-family neighborhoods and affordable units be
decimated over and over again, with approval after approval of single-
family dwellings that are incompatible with the existing neighborhood,
which has caused and continues to cause a particularly detrimental impact
on our lower income residents and long-term renters.

The special character of Venice includes its unique social and economic
diversity. In fact, one the concerns addressed by the Commission in its
review of the LUP in 2000 was the past and potential future “gentrification”
of Venice’s coastal zone as older housing stock redeveloped. This concern
continues to this day, not just in Venice but in many of California’s coastal
communities, where affordable housing is increasingly unavailable. But
without a comprehensive assessment of how Venice will change
under the current case-by-case approach, the social and economic
effects of redevelopment are unknown. What is known, though, is that
the average cost of housing in Venice has continued to rise, much more so
than for the state as a whole (see Figure 1 below). This project, therefore,
raises a substantial issue with respect to the Environmental Justice
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provisions of the Coastal Act, because there is no certified LCP that
addresses this question or shows how equitable housing and access in
Venice's coastal zone, and Venice’s unique social diversity, will be
protected.

Figure 1. Zillow, Average Home Values

In addition, the City of L.A. is well aware that McMansions must not be
allowed in single-family neighborhoods. A motion was approved by the L.A.
City Council on September 1, 2020 that states: “At a time when affordable
multi-family rental housing is so desperately needed the City has an
obligation to ensure that single-family housing stock is not competing for
the same lots. It is contrary to the housing needs of the City of Los Angeles
that existing multi-family housing and future multi-family housing sites are
lost to McMansions. It is contrary to our environmental and housing goals
that McMansions continue to proliferate throughout the City.”

IV. RECOMMENDATION
Please find Substantial Issue and give your Staff an opportunity to make a
recommendation that could help to prevent further adverse cumulative
impacts thereby preserving our housing stock and protecting our multi-
family neighborhoods.
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EXHIBIT A
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