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Proposed 5,783.2 sqft

35'-9"45'-0"

Allowed: 9,480.0 sqft

MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED

PROPOSED HEIGHT

ENCROACHMENT PLANE DIAGRAM
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

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

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

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 (COP) 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 COP 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
hUrlS-'Ucoasta l..c.ag.cLv:L.cnn1a.c.1L1il).

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
questions. For more information, see the Commission's contact page at https'l/
coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).
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Phone number:

Mailing address:

Appeal of local CDP decision
Page 2

1. Appellant information1

Name: Robert Shelton c/o Thomas A. Nitti, attorney

1250 6th Street, Suite 305, Santa Monica, CA 90401

31 0-393-1524

Email address: tnitti@prodigy.net

How did you participate in the local COP application and decision-making process?

DDid not participate D Submitted comment [Zhestified at hearing DOther

Describe: I opposed the COP application in front of the Los Angeles Director of Planning

and I appealed the Director's decision to the West Los Angeles

Area Planning Commission. Me and/or my attorney appeared at both

hearings and argued against the COP.

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

Describe:

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

Describe: I challenged the COP application at the first stage of the COP

review with the City of Los Angeles. I also appealed the Director

of Planning's decision to grant the COP with the West Los

Angeles Area Planning Commission.

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. California Coastal Commission
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Page 3

2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: City of Los Angeles

Local government approval body: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission

Local government COP application number: DIR-2019-6145-CDP-MEL

Local government COP decision:

Date of local government COP decision:

[{] COP approval D COP denial3

11/18/2020 or 1/8/2021

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

Describe: Development is located at 7012 Vista Del Mar Lane,

Los Angeles, CA. See also Attachment 2.

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

3 Very few local COP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee.
Please see the app.eaUn.f.o.rmati.on...s..b.e.e1 for more information.

California Coastal Commission
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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.

[l]lnterested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet

4. Grounds for this appeal4

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: See Attachment 4, which is incorporated herein by reference.

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal.

California Coastal Commission
A-5-DRL-21-0015

Exhibit 7
Page 5 of 119

 
A-5-DRL-21-0015 
(Streams) 

 



Appeal of local COP decision
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5. Appellant certifications

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

Print name Robert Shelton

Date of Signature ~z-h~/Z.oz,/
7

5. Representative authorization6

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.

[l] I have authorized a representative, and I 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
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.

California Coastal Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE (415) 904-5200
FAX (415) 904-5400

DISCLOSURE OF REPRESENTATIVES

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

If you intend to have anyone communicate on your behalf to the California Coastal
Commission, individual Commissioners, and/or Commission staff regarding your coastal
development permit (COP) application (including if your project has been appealed to the
Commission from a local government decision) or your appeal, then you are required to
identify the name and contact information for all such persons prior to any such
communication occurring (see Public Resources Code, Section 30319). The law provides
that failure to comply with this disclosure requirement prior to the time that a
communication occurs is a misdemeanor that is punishable by a fine or imprisonment and
may lead to denial of an application or rejection of an appeal.

To meet this important disclosure requirement, please list below all representatives who
will communicate on your behalf or on the behalf of your business and submit the list to the
appropriate Commission office. This list could include a wide variety of people such as
attorneys, architects, biologists, engineers. etc. If you identify more than one such
representative, please identify a lead representative for ease of coordination and
communication. You must submit an updated list anytime your list of representatives
changes. You must submit the disclosure list before any communication by your
representative to the Commission or staff occurs.

Your Name Robert Shelton-----------------------
COP Application or Appeal Number _D_IR_-2_0_19_-6_1_45_-C_D_P_-M_E_L _

Lead Representative

Name Thomas A. Nitti, Attorney
Title Attorney---'-------------------------
Street Address. 1250 6th Street, Suite 305
City Santa Monica
State, Zip _C_A'--,9_0_40_1 _
Email Addresstnitti@prodigy.net_--=:._-=..:..-_------------------
Daytime Phone _3_10_-3_9_3"_15_2_4 _

Your Signature ~_/ -

Date of Signature ()Z/03',!CAZ.(

California Coastal Commission
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Additional Representatives (as necessary)

Name -------------------------
Title
Street Address. _
City _
State, Zip _
Email Address
Daytime Phone _

Name -------------------------
Title
Street Address.
City _
State, Zip _
Email Address
Daytime Phone _

NameTitle -------------------------

Street Address.
City ---=::-- _

State, Zip _
Email Address
Daytime Phone _

Name -------------------------
Title
Street Address.

City ____:::-:-------------------------
State, Zip _
Email Address
Daytime Phone _

Your Signature _

Date of Signature _

2 California Coastal Commission
A-5-DRL-21-0015
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'LetTER'OF DET'=~INAtlON

~Dt:C '17 '2020"'alliog Date:'.,... ---.

CASE NO, DlR·2019~G146~QDP..MEL~1A
CEQA: ENV..2019':6146-CE

, Plan A(ea: Westche$ter,.PI~Ya' DelRay : '

,COUflcllDi~tri,ct;,11 ".Bonln

, Proje,ct Site:

Appilcant:

701.2 Vi$taDeI Mar Lane

" Mi:ltkahdSherrtSlrearris '.' ,
Representative: SU$an'S~inber9, Howard Robloso.n ,& A$soc.iat~$

AppeJlanl$:
:' . ..' . .

JtiUe Ross;

Robert Shelton '
Represent.ative: 'Thor:tlas' A. Nitti, L~w Offices of Tho~as A. N1ttl~. ,

, lilieehand An<ilrew :¢a~iII;,": ' , ' '; . , ,..

, ,.

. ~ .... '.. ,': .'

l.JsaFarrls;

Bonnie:CulUnan; and·",' .

Jaffrey Burke and -Amanda ;E~arrett;, . ,

, 'At:'its m'e,eJi'lfof NO,verri~r 1"~2Q20;, ih~ 'Westl~. Angel~s Are!ilPlanning,'ComrniS~iQnt()Pk:tfi~
soli,ons below in «!njonc.tiori.wfth the aPPf.Oval,' ~fth~folloWi~g:Pfoje«;' ,': .", ,,' , .,', . " .

'~nioiitioP 01'aQ,n~~sto~,;1,~87Squ~re..f~,ot~,ngl~-f$m!ty :~~~UiQ9'ari~ ~hEi:c.Qfl$tr~d;o,n'ofa~~W
·tt)r$e s.tory,; S;7(~4squar&.-foot; slngk;l family.:. dW$lIln,g, 'with a ,1~7Z~ ~ql.l~re';fqofl;'la$~t.nent level,
containing a three-car!;garag.e: andstoragl:i!(~q, habitat,)r~room$). Thepr,ojectproposeslhe,C'\Jl
and expert'of 1;500 cubic yards' O,f: dirt. '. ,

·1; " DetermtnecJ:baS8d ~ntheWhQle ofthe'admi,nistratlve reCQrd;tl1~ttM;PrQje~t is exemptfr0/11
,'CEOA ,Pl!rsi:lf~nt to CEQA GUI~eltnEJ.$j, S~ettphs ,1 $3Q1'a,nd :1f>303)' and fherels, n:Q'$Ubst~ntl$I, ',
.eyld.¢e'd.emo,hstr~ting tnat~ri ex~ption to ,,~ c8t~gQrk1alex$mptib.n pU~$uanttc)' CEQA
GUidl!;!lin~$,Section 15300.:2 aPPU~$; , . . " "

2.. .~riied ~~eapp~~lsand$,f.:I.t~,n.d,the pii'e,~Qr's De~~rrilill~~lon,d.a!e9 /~\uQ~~t 11.1, ~02Q; ." .
3., .' ~'pprQved" p:urs~ant tathe: 'Lo.s: Angel~$ Munioip;iJ. ':e;ddeSeof!plt 1.2.20.2,$:;COastal

Pt)\felopmentPerniitauthari.~intfttJe :deirit)fi~()n ,of a' ,()ne,.sfory, 1,~a1$qu~fe';foot,~ingle·,
family dweflingand.the ,Q.Q"'$truct,i9{l.'ora 1j$W:1bree,;storyl ~)784'sQUIiITe-footi' ~jhgle-.f$mUy
dwelllng.with,8 1;722squate-1oofbasememt le"e~ potltf;llnfQg,Er.~hree.~p~nsa.r:age. EJrtd Storage
(no fuibkat:>ier,POm$,), an~ a h~ur'rQ~te'fot t~~: put.,ande"ct,x>rt,of1:..500, GO~1Q yard$of dirfln
ttf~ Dual perrri~Jurj~.etion ·Areaofthe Cal,lfdrriia C' Iaon~: . . .

4.Appro.v~CI; purst,lant to Government Code S.e~tlonsO and 65$.90.1 aodlne...CityoflQs,
Angeles .lnt~iQl M~lto Aot: Compliance Adl'Ylinistrativ~ PrQcedur$s, a M~I[6 ActComplian~' ,
Review,forihe demolltlonofone Residential Unitandthecon$tructiCilI'i ,of;onenew.ResidentialUnitlnthe ,Co8$tal ZQn~: ' " ,'.,. ". ,..' " ,.. " ' " .,.. ,',

,~:, '-Adopt.,~ the attacl1e~ ;Condltioosof approv$'1;, ,arlQ'
6~ A~QPt$q the~ttaohed Findlt1g$. .

California Coastal Commission
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DIR~2019·61415-CDP~MEL·1A

This action was taken by the following vote:

Page 2

I~\

Moved:
Second:
Ayes:
Absent:

Vote:

Newhouse
Yellin '
Margulies
Waltz Morocco

3-0

James K, Williams, Commission Executive Assistant "

Fiscal Impact Statement: There Is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through
fees.

Effective Date/Appeals: The action by the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission on this matter is
final and effective upon the mailing date of this determination and is the final appeal procedure within the
appeal structure In the City of los Angeles.

California CoastalCommiSsionlAppeais: Pursuant to Se'ctlon12.20.2,1 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code, 'the Area Planning Commission's action shall be deemed final only after 20 working days' have
expired from the date this deelsion letter is deemed received by the Executive Officer of the California
Coastal Commission B provided that a timely, valid appeal is not taken by the California Coastal
Commission,within said time frame. The proposed development is in the dual-permit iurlsdiction area.
This Coastal 'Development Permit shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 12.20.2 J of the Los
Angeles MuniClp,al Code. '

Notice: An appeal, of the CEQA ,;:Iearance for the Project pursuant to Public ResQurces Code Section
21151 (c) is onry available if the Determination ofth,e non--eIeCtEid decision-making body (e.g., ZA, AA, APC,
CPC) is not further appealabldo a City appellate bod~ ,and the decision is final. The applicant is advised
that any work undertaken while the CEQA clearance is on appeal is at his/her/its own risk and If the appeal
is granted, it may result in (1) voiding and rescission oHlle CEQA clearance, the Determination, and any ,
permits issued'ln reliance on:the Determination and (2) the use by the City of any and all remedies to return
the subject property to the condition it was in prior to issuance of the Determination. '

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate. pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the
90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final pursl.lant to California Code of
Civil Procedure Section,1'094.6. There may be other time limits YJhichalso affect your ability to seek judicial
review.

Attachments: Directors Determination dat~d August 11~ 2020, Planning Entitlement Appeals Fact
Sheet, Interiin Appeal Filing Procedures

c: Jul'ietOh, 8eniorCity Planner
" Kevin Fulton, City Planning AssiErt.ant

California Coastal Commission
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CONDJTrON$ QF-AP.PR,OVAL

1. Exc~pt as' modified hel'$in. the -proj$et,hal' be in ~ubstantiall::onformance with theplan$
.and materialssUbroitt~ by the ApPliC8.T,1f, stamp¢(l "E':Chib~ A;~ :and. attactu~q to the subject
CElse file. No change to the plans will be made witho.iJt prior review by' the Department of
City Planning ahd Written approval by theOireclor of PlannillQ.. Each change.shan be
identified and Justified In writing, MinQr deViations may be. allowed In Q~r to ~mpIYw.ith
the provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Cod.a or the. project conditions. .

.2. All other US~l heigljt aod ar~a reg",lations of the Ml,ln~pal Code ~nd all other applicable
governmentlregUlatoqt agencies $hall b\! strictly complied with in the devel9Pment and
use of the property, except a$such regUlations are herein speclfioally varied or required.

3. Approved herein is' a COastal Development permit authorizing:

a. The demolition of aorie~sto.ry, 1,987 square--foot, single-family dwelling;

b.' The constt'UQtion of a new three-stoty,5,784 square-foot singJe..familydw~lling With a
1,722: Squal's..foot basement levet containing ·a three--car garage and storage (ho
tiab,~ble rPQ~)i and;

c. A liaul.route for the cut and export..of 1,500 ~ubie yards of dirt.

Th~ developmellt sht;tll be: limited to a maxlm.urn Q.verall height ()f 4.$ feet. T~ pro,pos$d
project shall have an overaii height of 35' 9,1,8S shown 'in ext1ibitA. .

5.

.6,

7.

8.

10.

The.pl'o.p~ P,fojects.h~1I maiotain. thf~:parking spste$ on the s.ubjeet property in an·
$ttached garage..' . .

Oua.l PfJi'm~ Juri~dlQtlo~ Area. The project lIS lo~a~ Within tt)$ O~I Permit J.!,Iri$diction
Area. of the Califotniii.COa~1' 20.0e" The.1ipPJlcantshan: file. ,an applicatlbh for a seccmd
(or "dual'·) Coastal'Development Permit wit~ the'¢oas~1 OommiSslon and shall·subinit
pr~()f of'a valid ("duaf') permit is~ed by the C()as~1 Oo'runlsslon. '.

QutdoO,r Jightlngshall be designed ~nd. Installed .With .shlelding so that light does. not.
overtlow Into adjacent residential' propert.. . . .

All graffiti on the site shall~. removed. or ~~~d over to matCh the color of the surface to
which it isapplb!d within 24 hOurs of its occurrence~ .

. /
Pri,or. lathe 'issuance of ELbuiJdiog permit, :a revocabl.e enG.f0,8chment·permit; or 'proof of

.filing for' $ .revoC$ble. permit,shall be obtained from· the Department. of Public Works 
Buteau QfEngi.neering (BOE), for an.ye~~oach~nt$ within,Vl.sta' P.el Mar I,;ane.

A 'copy of thefll'$t page of this "rant and all Conditions and/tit: any subsequent appeal of
. this grant anc;f ffsresUitant o.ondltlons andlorletter~ofclariflcaijon shaH be.printed ()n the
building .plans supmltted to··the Dev~wmem. $eivJ,,:e.s: Cente.r~\nc;l ·tI'!e Oepartm~nt. Of
BUilding and. Safetyfof purpOse$' of having a building perinit issued. .

Priori<> the fi,\iQn..Off of"m; by the' Devf;Jlopment.ServiC$sCe~t"', t~~ 8p,PUoant shaH
submit the plan$.· for revieW and apj)rov~J 'tathe Fire De.part,ment.· S.ld :Oepar:tmeltls
approval sh~ilbe ,fncl.uded tn, the piQtlS submitted to t~ D,eve~()P~i1t Se'rvices ~,nter.
.' . . .' ". '.

P8gE120(15
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12.. Prior to the' commencement of s,lte extavatlon arid construction actMtilaS,construc;:tion
...sclledule· a~d., :~<mtact iri(o~inaUol1 fO.f,any,'ilJqulrles, :r.e~rdirigo:onstr~~~on actMti$.$ shall

'. beprQ\(ided ,to,resiqents ~nd"property oWh~.rs' .ymhl!'1 ~ 1'()O,--fQ.ot,ta,~iU$'oHhe pt()ject~ite.
,:Thecon~~ .jnfor.matipn sha.ll ·inqlu~a ,¢OnstfuQ-tion ,m~~'Ejli. ~nd.t(;tel~hone n~riibel',

.. ' ',ar-tdshan. :be:PP'$t~d.~n t,h$$.ite,-lna ·rn*'U1rl$r, which '8 r.~dilYVisjb,le,to;i;Jny',il1terested·party ..

,.13.. ' ;Prior tgthe .l~§u~n¢e,ofID~ permits. a.cOVen'arit aeknowlef.igirig..aruf·~gteei;ng to'comply
wlt~ all the .terms. 'lind ctl"dltlons esta.bl.lshed, her~in$h~II'~ ~r.~ed in theCourUY .
'Reeorder'f,1 Office. The agree.ment (standard m~.t'co.venant and ~reen'lent form CPo. ,

, ',. 6770lshall rUn, With the)aild alld shalt.b$ ·bii1~ing Oil: !3n.YSlJ.~UfJnt OWo_IlS, heirs 'or
.$5$19n8.•. TI)~ ~greem~t Wi~. th<:J: cpnd.IU(ms ,attach~. rn~st,·b~ :submitted to the'

, ".,Developr;nent Servi~sCtmtef. for approval before:beingre«Wd$l. After reCordation,' $ .
". certmed copy ,bearing. tne ~ecordet'$ nUn)l;)er .and '. date .. sh_" J)e. provided lothe

Dc;:partOlEtOt of CitY Plar.ming .for.a~~mtmt to the ·$LJbj~t. c~~ ~,IEh

Ad.minlstr8tive, Condltibns. ,
<., .

14, r=iilaIPians~· Prior to the· issuance·ofanybuildlngperrnitS fottheproj~·bythe Department
· ,pf' Bl:ilJdingaJ\d :eafety,the. ,appli.cantshaU sQbmit~lI·final f;:onstruotlon plalls.th~tare·

'. '~wajtll'lg' rssuanceof Iii. building perrol. by.,the' [).rtm~ntot StiUding:snd Safety for final
, 'review ·litldapprovalbytheQepartment-.:Of Ci~yPlai1nlng; All, plalisthat are awa!tlng

i$$4ao~e' 6f a btdldiog p$r,mtt by the DeparlmemofBt.ljlqing·..and Saf~ty ·shall be stamped
, i ' by'Department of .city Planning staff "Fina.l Plans"., A copy of thaFinal Plans, sll,p'pliedby

·the aPPUClinl;s.hall' be :retalned itt lhesubjElct casefll:e, .' . ,"',", " ,'". '

': ..15, .N~t~tlon .. 'Ql).PI....s~ Plans. ~Pbmittedt<;tthQ. ~partme.nt-of BuOdjhg ,and Safety, f~ th~
putpo.se ,6f procE!Ssing a buildingpe,rmit ljpp!icatioriShall. incfudeall pf the COnditions of
Approval ·berelnaltiilched,· as.. 'a Q9ver :,s~t; 'and ~haU include .•any mQC.tifieations or
nf.ltations required. herein: . '. .

.' ,16. '. Apptovalt ·, Verification' and$ubinlttals., CO'plesot' any approvals, gU~lr,anteesor
v~rifi(iation Of con~ultatl()nsl re~w of approval, :plaJU;, etc., ~s.tr.l,ay,Pe re.qlJlred by the
sl,Jbje.et·pondilioi1S, shall be. provided fa the Department .of City"Planning prii)rtoc'learance

, . of. any buiJdingperrnlts,.for ~Iacement i1rttje ~ubjectfile. .
. .'. '. ~, ", ',:-

, , 1,7. 'C.odeOo.mplicmce. Use,. are.a, helght,.and Yard· regulations of fhe zone cliis$1ficatlon of
',the:SUbjeet.ptopertY·shall be.co.mp1iecfWitb,~cePt,where granted cOJi~ltiori~:~itferherein.

18.De~.rtment o.f e,JlldJng aod Safety. rl1e .gramlng of ttlls determlnati(jn by tpe' Director
.' afPlatmingdoes not In·any way ii'\dicate·full¢pt:tlp.llahce,With ;~pplicabhlptovJtlion$of the

,'Los. Ange.l~ 'Municipal ,C.ode.Ohatlter ,IX ,(atlildrng:0Q4.~). Any' ·corre.ctl¢ns,andlor
mOdlfi¢atlons t~'plans I'llad~ sUbseq\,l$f\t tQthjs ctetermln~tiQ".by.~ 'Departltl~flt,ot BliUdJrig

... and ,Safety:Plafi Che~k' Engin$erthataffeQt·any·patt.Qfthe e>rtedbr.~!gn ar'~ppea.rance
., of 'the· project ,o'app,fOveCl':by the. DireO~()rt" and: :whiQh .are. dee.in.ed necessary \by. ·the

· 'D~p'rtmen~ of Buildlnsj"-tmd Safety for Building.. C,Ode ,compliaf)C&;,Shall,:(~q\,1lre ·a re.f$~"
· . pf"·the J:e.vis~d·plaos. ;baQk to ~he· P~rtmeot :ofCftYiPtannbig fQr addltlorial":rev.i8w and
,sign-offpr.iorlo the i$suarice·of any ~n:iit.in.coi'1nfjctiQn.·wit.h thpsE;.,plans. .

19. ,CondltiOJ1COmpna:n.~e; ,qoi'nplial1~ with the$eQQodltions ~n(l:~b.~ if'l~nl 'Qfth~e .
¢ondltioos $haU,be t() the: stitisfi:JCt!bn:of the Department Of City; Plannjng~.

20; ~nde~niflcation' and Reimbur.$em&rit of·:Utig~iOnQQs ••.

Applicard $tta,1I do all of the following:
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(I)

(iO

(v)

(iii)

(tv)

Defend, ihdemnffyan4 hb.ldharmless the City from any al)d alJ actiom~against the
City relatios to or arising ,out of; in whole or in' part, tf)e Citys processing and •
'approval pf thlsentltlemelit, inclUding' but not "Ifroltedto, an action to attack,
,challenge, 'set aside, void, or othE:!rwiSEi' mOdify or aMul th$ appr.oval of the
entitlement,the environmental review of the entitlement" or the&pproval of
$"",bs,equern p~rmlt decision~,or to olaim personal pro~rty'damage, inciuding from
inversecondemnatl()n or anyothetconstltlJtlona.l'dlaim, ' , '

Reimburse lheCiW for any and all' co,is incurred in defen$.e of an action related to
ottJri$il1g, out of, In Whole or in part,the City'~ procer:ssJng and'EiPproval of 'tile
entitlement, ihcludingbut not &mited to payment 'of aU 'court costs and attorneY's
fees. eQSl$ of any judgments or a~rd$ against, the CiW (Including an award of
attorney's fees). damag~, a~or settlement costs;

Submit 'an: Initial deposit for the ,Cityls litigation costs to the City within 10 days'
;notice of the City t~nderi"g defel1se to the Applicant ~nd requesting a deposit. The,
.inittal depo$ltshall be In an amourit.set by the .CitY Attorney's .Office, in its. sole
discretion. based,on the "ature arid scope of action, but in no event shalf1heinltial
,deposit be les$ tf:lan $50;000, The City's falJ\Jre to notice,~r collect the deP9Sit doetio '
not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimbUrse the CitY pUrsuant to the
,requirement 1n paragraph (ii).

Submit supplemental deposits upon notice bythe City. Supplemental,.deposits may .
be reqLilrEKj ,in' an increased amount from tM initial deposit if found necessary by
the, .cIty to protect the. eltts ,interests., The City's failure to notice or collect the
'deposit ,does not refl6ve the AppllCl;lnt from responsibility to' reimburse the City
pursuant to the requirement il1paragraph (il).. . ' .

If the Olty detf;:innines it necessary to prqtect the City's interest, execute an
indemnity and reirtibu.-ment agreement with th$'C.~yunder terms conslsten.t'wlth
the requirements of this eondjtJon;

The City sha.1I notify the applicant within a rf;l3sonable perloc;f of tIme. ,of' Its reCf;liptof any
actlo,n and the City, shail cooperate l'il the defense. Ifthe City faits to notify the applicant of
anycl'aim,aetion, 'or proceeding itl:a reasonable time; or if tne City tails to reasonably

. cooperate in 'the defense, ·1he .a.pplicant shall not ther~fter be ,resPl3nslble. to defend,
Indemnify'or hold harmless the. City.

, The'CltysMIl, havet~ :sole light to choose its c,ounsel, inclll~il1g the'Qily AttomeY~$ office '
or outside couosel; At its 8016 di$ctetion, the CitY may:part/eipate at 'its own'expen~ in

... the· defense of ,any aetion, but su,ch participation Shall not relieve the applicant of any

. obliga1ionimpo$ed by this condition. In the 'event the AppliCant fa1~, to ,compIY'wlth this
~ndition. inwhot~or In part. the .City may Withdraw ,its defense, of tna ,action) void its
approval,oHhe,entitlement. or take anyotheractiQn. Tne City. retains the. riQht ,to make cdl

.. decisionswi(h respe« to Its repres6:lntations in-anylegat proceeding, includlnQ it6 inh$rent
rlt1ht to 'aban(ton or settle IIUgation.

For purpbses Of this. condition, the following ,definitions applY:

i'CitY" shall be ,defined to Include the CitY, its ag,~hts, Qffi~rs., bOard.S,
commiSSi.ons; commlttees~ ,employees" andvolonteers,
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"; ;'

, "Aqtion"' shall be define<;:!: to include suijS, proceedings (inclodingthO$e h~l~: lU1~ ,
" alterr.t;i~lve: dl~put~ f.e~,91.L4tlon,pro¢e(j",r~S),: cl~.i~·1 ~rJ$Ws~ff.~;. ,A~ti,o,,~ inofude~.
:,atitions, as. defined 'f\e~IQ, ~1I.eglrigf8i1U~ tQ eor;r1P1ywiU:t :any fe.d$ral,,:$~~eor local
law.' '. . . '.

. '

,Noth'ng:Jrtthe' ttefinitjj;)ns,lm::llJdEldin U1ls,~~r!1!pb, af:~ Jflt..d~ tQ l;mitth~.ii~bts .~f the
City Of the ',obligations of th~ Appl~nt otherwi$G.,created by this oonctltfon~' ,

.,. "

,BAClSG'RQUND '
. ,

" The SlJpj~et,p'rop4arty it;; a downwar(l'Slopi1l9j frreguiattysh~ped tli~ribr'lotWitb a total· area of
S,61~.5 squar.efeet,The,$ubjeet prop~rty· n$sf;l'frontage"of 00 .~~Iong Vlst,Oel Mliir,Lane ~~
an average depth of 113 feet. It Is zoned R1-.1 anciH;i~$ignat~<Hor, L()w Re$ldentiaHand lI6eS' ~n . : '

, the Westchester-Playa,Del RElY Community ptan Area.,rhe,subjet;f property is in. the DualPermit
J~risdi~ion of the Callforni~ Coastal Z~me and t~ Los Angeles C()astal iransp~!on:PorridQr .
SpecifiePlsn"Ares. It- ~ also·tocatfJd With,ln til Sp~Ci~1 (3f!ldlog Area, fl1e',Calw Exclusion. Area; a

, ;.Methane Zone, and.a·pprO;Xim~tely, 7.5~,~i1ometersfr()m.thePa.lbSVerdes ,l=auItLi~e. :The,prQperty
"is c.urrerrtly improv~ with a 1;~,7~quare:-footi slngle",family d.lling, constructed io.1-~5fJ. There
are n0 known historic ~ur¢es· Qr cultural mOl)umeot$ pn,$lte•. ' . , .

The oeighbQrhood,and ,pro.pertieS,immediately surroundingtheilbtarez;one<l R:1:-:1 anddeVelPp~d.
"with sirl91e.;fa.miJy dwelUngs.rlilnging frOlllqAe,to th~;.st(.)lies ID-'b'1li0I1l.'f,he a~p'l¢ant~.y"t$ t;l

·,"Coast$ID~:)Ve.!QPment,Permlt autnoriZlng·thJu:f$mofitlQ.n-,o.f:.a,.one-stoty; t987 $4Qa~Q()l~single,.
•.Jamlly,tfv!elllng andthe construetlonGf'a n8Wthree,.stO.i':Y:i 5,7$4,square-1oot; Singl~ar.nl~ dWelfing

w.ith 8' t 72.2sq~are~fO<>t ~mentlev~lcotltail1ipQa tt:m\~e"~r gar.ag~anpi$tor;ig~ (nQ· h$bit~ble
rooms), 'snd ahaul routefot the. cut and'export of 1~~()() tfubiQyards ofdirt..The 'prOp'~$,e(tProjept

'~Iso requires,s Melk:l Act Compfian,ce·Rev.iew fotthei,~moliti(m,,$nd: ~w col'l~l,IctlO!l of 'olle.· .
.Re~ddentialUn!Un'the Coastal Zone~, ' .

,. V§t@ bel:MsrLane is:a Locaf.Slfeet,:w.ith,a de'slli3natecfrigtlt-:'P1~waY" width of aefeefandia,,rQadway
'. ,wi,dth pf40:feet; the ,aetu$l.right-of,,~y·Wld.th.i$5.tfeet with .s, roaaway! wl.dth ot34,teeK,~ta Oei.. .
-Mar Lane jsimpfoved w,ith an ,a~p!lalt roadWay."g,l4ter; ·Q\.!rb;, and ·,sidewalk.: '. ',: "

• I • .' ~. .' . ,"

. "There' are At> previous ,~onin9 r.elated'aCtions on the Slfbjett,prope~.",· , . , '

Previous,~()oiDg"TelatedactloMiI) th~ '$UfroYoding;~ru ,include:, " ", ". .

." :,D.lR;.201&4046wCt)P;.MEb .,.. O!l'J8nua~ 1-0. ~:O19, the Direc,ti)Fof Planning ,apprQvsd a.
'Coastal Dev6lopment Permit aufhQrjzlng t~,additiof1 of a' 780 sq~art:)"foQt.Ac_sory
. OWelllligUnit (ADU) above an exlstlng1 .361squar&-ft)ot single-family dwelling Iocate~ in .

the Dual Permit Juiisdictloo of~he California'Cqastal Zone. at '7,000 Vlst/iJ,O~IMat ~f1~ .

. • 'J~IB~201q"222"QDf:" ~ :011' December 28, ,2Q1;7·;. the Director; of ,Ptai1ni~g':~ppiov.eda'
,,~stal oeve.top,rneht Permh autllorizing the.additlon ofa secoM stor}Nind roofC'te¢k.over

.: ':~n'.e.xjs.ting, ·$ingl~f.~mlly, c,1Welling. T,-·pr(.lJe~,I$ .hl.ttw' iSi:.,g~perrriILJUrjsc;ti~~n ~ tbe·
',:Califorriia.Coastat Z0l1e,at2~9E:ast,Sundd9~. Stteet • ","'.;":,' '

" " . ,. . " ..,. . .

•' . ZA.--2q15';~&.-'OOP"MEL. ...:,:()n~~~r $" '2015,.tJ:u9.; l(;ming Adrn101.stratot"~pproVe.<ta
Coastal D~",elopment permit:'auth~rlzlng, Ute: 'dem:alltibbM '82,432, s(;juar.fQofsingl&- '
family dweUing ~nd the ooi1struction Of $ 35"foottall,3.442squate..fOQt sin~famUY .

," . • dwelling ;wi~ til· 456 square-foot ,attachedga~g~" snd. the" conversion 'Of ·an··~stlng
··,detaQhed· 9,arag~ :Imo'08.$67' ~quan.J~foQt re,Qr.e$tion~· roQm, The 'PtQj!i'C[:\$,b;~ :Singte

,,' Perrfllt,Jurisdlctl()h Area of. the .Callfomia:CGastallooEJ~"JO'cated lM·7,3~'$· ~uitlTrask
.Avenue. ' '.' .' . ' "

" Pag,e ~:Or'15
, ~ '.
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.. DIR;.2012;:3537;.CDP-DJ3..SPR-MEL .... on Maf~h' 16; 201~, ttje Dire,ctor of Planning
approved '. a Coastal DeVelopment Permit authorizing the demolition of a one-story
commercial buildilJgandthe ~nstruotion ofa new, four-story mixed use'development with
7~ dwelling units and 14,500 square f.t, Qf comn)ercial a~. The pr()j$ct is· in the Dual
.Permlt JOrl$dictlon ofthe Callfomla C()8stalZone 81·138 East'Culver Boulevard.

- lA-200fi-8407-ZM "'" On JulY. 21, 2005." the Zemlng Af;jministrator approved. ~ Zoning
Adminlstrator's Adjustment (ZAA}fo allow the addlticJr) Ohl third story o\iEtran f!xlstih'gtwo
stQfY single-family. <iwelHng an~ \he. addition of a fireplace and chimney on.the south·Side,

,The ZAA allowed a reduced side-yard setback' and the' Chimney toencroaoh 2:;5 feel :into
the side, yard'&etbaCk.The project is' In the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Oalifornla
eo6$1:al'Zone at 730~ South Rindge Avenue.

Publig HeAting ,

,AHearing OffICer (~uli~lOh) h$ld' a p~blic hearing on M~rc.h2,2020 at 1'2:30 p.m. $t the We$t
,Los·Angeles Municiplil BUil~lhg; The applicant's architect, representatiVe, and twenty-five (25)
members of plJblic wer.e in attendance.

The prQject'fE!presehtative '(Jared JOMSOn) and. ·architect (Patrick Cunningham) proVided' a
de$Ctiption oHhe ,soop.eofwork ·and 'requested actions.'The architectdetailecJ the ~~ps,that will
be, taken to: ,,~uce:the ·proJ~of.s pcitentialimpact Qn the surrounding neighborboOd, such as
plating rnostofthe'fir~t floor ·underground. Th$Y al$o pre$(:\lnted evidence that the project height

· and square footage are hotdramatically latger~than homes in the 'surroul1dlng.neighborhoOd

Fifteen (15}members oftl1e'publi~ spolee during the:public oomment period:. Among them. thil1teen
(13) registered their opposition to ,the .ptojeetwhile two (2),tpoke in,f~voj'. Th,OS&OPPOSH~tated .
that the project ~s out of scale with the surrounding homeS and WOuld have an adverse effect
00 neighboml:>O(.f character. They ~is~con~rns t~ t~ project WQuld·:ob$truot vt~ws()f the:
Pacific Ocean .end that the grading r$10ired for the prroject couk!, exac~rbate hillside erosion.

· Additionally, a member ofthe WestchEl$ter;.PJaya Del :ReyNeighborhood Co.uiicil'e}(presset'l her
displeasure that th.e EiPplicant had n(lt i3Ppeared bef~re their Planning E)nd Land .useCpmmittee,
,Finally, concams were raISed that the' project would become a vaeatio,n Ilomeslneet~ ~pplibant

mUTently lives outside California. Ihase in favor stated that they found the projecfsdesign to be
aestheticany pleasing and ,that ttte appliesnt would make the home their primary residence.

TheCa$e was.. taken under ad'ViSement for four weeks to all.oWfol' additional commerits to be
'submitted.

Cormpon(ience

Twenty (20) l_rsopPO$ihg ths"prQject were receivedduring the ~QVls(\)~lltpe.ti(ld. Many letters
· eGhoe.dconQer"srai$fxidljring thepUblh; hearing $bout th$ pr'oposed·,.proj~et being out of soak!
'With thenelghb,orhoo.d 'sildthEt, potEintialfer .ocean Views,to 'be .obstructed. Others expressed
'ff~stration .that ·th~ r.equlremehUo notify all properties Within ,a·tOO-fOOt mdius !oflhe .project site
wa,s '{nsufficient and ,exc.luded community rnelT:!~rs that would be aff~eted by the proje~ ..
AdolfiMal concerns 'were raised that ·approval oUhis 'project wlll,ddseta :pr.ececfeot that WOUld
:allawslrriilar-holTl8& to be built ·in the·fUfuf& throughotittheiT'commonity.

,OnAPriI22~':2.020. the, applicant SUbmitted rev~$d: ,proje~plaAs in respoose to eommonity
.' conceFh$r$Ise.d during the public' he~ring .. The pro1ect initially proposed a'. four;.SioryJ ;,651.5

sql,lare.:.nmfslngte-fSmily, (lfwelilhg. T!ie'hew planS removed·" story and reduc...-J the floor ar.aof
the prppoS$d single-family dwelling by Z.OOO$quare feet..

. D1Pr.2D1~.6145~dDP-MlEL Page8of1'5
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iC().a$tal.bev~IQRm.entp_r,,"'1t '. ,. . . ,. ," . "",. " .. " .
Itt.qrder {ora: qoasi~I.OeYe.l()P.ment· Permit to be. gr:a.r'lted; ··~II.of:!he. ~ul~fte flrldlngs maintained

..in $EiQtion t2.2l;>.2pf th~ .L~!&. AnQ.e1e~ M~nicl~t Cqd~mu$t: ~ rn.a~· !f! the ~fflrm~~v~'~

'.. Til;;.(ieve~PPrn,ntis in :conf~.mlitY with ,chapter 3..o.ftheQallo,tnla: 'Coa~tal Act of·
.1976~ ,. , '

", " .

.. "

.. Chapter'~ .of the Coastal.Adt ,inoh,l,dR ,pr.~vjsi(ms.:th.t :a~~ress, the' ImPt1lct of dfWeloprrtent
.··,on .. pUbll~. ,ac~$S, ~tlon, .marine '. enVIr.on~j,landre~ou~s.·; aha .existlng

develoPl1ieot irtthe CQa6tallb~;Tt)eaPPlipableprovl$iOil$ at:~'ij,fliUo.Ws~ ,

SectiOn, 3D244!AichaeoJoglcaran.dPaIeor;toJ~ic~I.Re8ouroe$. " ,
. Where de,veloprrwnt,WoUld. arJv~rs;Iy Jrnp~C( iJtr;h8$()k:!gipfll, or:{){f./eQflto.lori/¢al~$burceB
. as· /(I&.ntifNHJ :by the State HisfOric Pf$selVlJtiQn Obr. rea$onable mltlgation'mea$u/fJs
shall'/» requited" The ,projectoonsists of the demolition or ,8 one-'$wry,,1,Q8l $quarta·foot

·~1.ngle-ff,lnltIY"d"lIing, .the. coD$truction ofa thr~story,S;784 ·squar~footsingle-tamlly.
. ;owelling~'iiI rid: ,a haol. 'foU't$ for, the.~ut.:an export of1 ,qQO·:cublcyards"ofdirt,.:AII'grading and "

excavation .is 's",bjecHorev.lewby the Department of B~i1dlngand:Safety; ,andwlJl ¢omp1y
·with the requirements of the grading, divisiOn. The subject .Site .isnot ~ted in an atea
·with known ar<i:ha~Q'Q9io,al orpal.eonloIQQi¢al: rest?u.~s.and q~rr~mtly' maimaiQs a sIngle·

..··'f'atnilyqwelling!HQwever, If,·such resou~ ar~ diSQoyered. dU,rt,ng ,any f;u~cav.ati6n or
.... grading ~ctivitiest ,the.projeot is subject to :compJlance wltli' ,F_ral,,:St$te,: and Local
'.. reg,u'-t!9~S. $,I~",d.y'in .platte;. .',' .'. '.,. '.

Stlt:t.iOn:102:5Q. Lf)@tion;.exlstirlg developed.area. , ".' '.'
.(~J~W'f.liJ$ident;al, ·QOinmeraiBi. ,otindustria'fderliJJopmenti:excepta$ otberwi8fj, provided
In.thls,dlVi$JDn,,shalrl).e foca~d within, 'contiguous with., or in cfose'fJmx/mity:to,6xlsting

'. .develiJpedamas. able tQ8ccommOc:lafejt.··.or..w,h,ere·sUQh '~~8t9 ,not'.~ 10 .
accommOdate:/t,. inothe.rateas~ with .Qq.uat&.PllbJicse~ ,Qndwhere, it .will n9t have·
·8Ignific8nf..adv.f/Jtse .-effects, either: IndividuallY. Of: cumu(atlvefY, DIl coast81·~$Oi!¢e~./11

. additiOn, laflddNiskJf1S,:otherthankJaS(3sfo.r agrlcultural'use~,.()titslde",,-x.lsti,jg'developed
are8S ,sheffbe P$imltte.dc:mly, where 5OJ'er0t9JJt·of the. usable. P8.~J.s.; lnthIJ 8f$a' have

'.' ,bf;1fi1n .'deV8.loped$h:d thscreatfld patcels .wou!ct be no 'smtJllet thsri.the ;ave.~ges.izeot

· $.ur~ndiiJg parcels., The: ·~ubj~t .property· is 'located ,in'8 ·deveIQPf)d: re$lden.tial
neighborho.od. improved with :single:-famiJy ,dWellings. ,Currently, ttae.$lte:cootijins. a one-
story 'singe,familYdwell~ng to bedemolished and replac,~wlth ,a three-story:si;lgfe..f~miJy
dwelling. SUfflclentparking anc;t s8J;backs reql,llted,byl~1 ZQtlihg a.nd building' and $~ety

requirements are provJded ~nd vehleutal1a~ to tt:!e.property Wilt: Pe ,malolaineclaloog
'" Vista.Del Mar Lane.. The:prop~$,eclproject Will maintain existinl1lcoonediona to utilities and

. ..' W1il:be,setv~ :by the,&xisting: p.oIlCe .andflre'stations) :$cI'l()()ls; and,otf;ElIi' ,PUblic. services in
· .the:ar~a.,A~ $uoo;th.e·p~po~d proj~ct Is tooate(1,wltliln'adev~,oped,area·Wi\tl !iQequa~~
.PUb"Ciservices and Will Mt:have '$ii;Jrilficanta~rse: effects: "'0 coastat re6~Qrce$.

" i, '.

· ·8.eCt1Qn 3Q.261 SCfJn;r;N~nd 'Vlsl!eJ:QiJallt;e~;. ,. . '. .
.The#f>.nk: and visuiJI,quslltle$> of CQa.$la( lJm8S, $haJI,l~(HXm$lde$(t: a.tit/prorecter,Ja$ (i,

· '~~tJtq.$ of pUblic 'impOrt~~ Petmltte:d, di3VeJop1tl&.11t $htiJl ~. Silf:ttl'$'r(J :Pe.sfgfI8d to
prt>teOt:·vie,w.~-to' .hd:aiongitb,.DiJealJ ,lind scenic 'c6asta!amas;' tomlnim'JzeJh(l. alteratIOn
'Qf natulal (and '((JnnSt i(j :~~, IIlsuallY com~tibl~· YV}fb:,theoharai,:ter of:SUItQLfrK1,ngare~$.;
and;Wheie f{/f)I$ible, ~,tesloifjandgithance lii$1J8"qualityo;n,:Yi;;u~lly·:rmg~dQd,~rQ8.Si :N$.l(II

. deVelOpment iil-hJghly:.hiCare~:ts.uch $8~: thd@(/8slgflat$.;tJ In the ~11((Jmi~ CoaStline
.p~fl.nra.tkJn:l:mdRecreation PI9n PlfJpaied by·thi;) f)~Pf#rtment:Qf PiJrIc$ and'ReQieation:
~hd by.IOoal:gQ~mment' $hl!ll be$ubprcJi"ate,. tp,tbe Chara¢le.r\ofits ·seWilg. The' subject,
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property is IQcated on a downward sloping lot nearly 1QO ~~t above sa.a level and 652
'feet from the Pacific: Shor:ellne.. The P(i)pO$E;1(,f project irwoiv&s the .demolltion Of a one
story, 1,987 square footsin.gle~family dwelling and the construction of d new thr.story,
5,784' squarefQot ~ingle-fam!1y, dwelUOg. The proposeQ.lS!ngl&'family (lwelling will have a
ma)dmum' envelope helghfof '35';'9~" and ·willolJserve·the required yard .setbaCks. The
project does not exceed the maximum Residential Floor Area limit for this lot (9,480
square-feet) or thema~imum building height (4$ feet). There f;Jre 11 lots on the eastern
side o.f Vista Del Mar Lane (bourid~d by Manche$ter Avenue aOd FioWlin.9 Street).
excluding. :the subject property. Th.ese lots are developed with slogIe-family dwellings of
WhiCh three (~)an~ th~e-$tory,six (6)are·two-stoJY1 and one (1,) Is oncrstory. The existing
dwellings on the block f~~re adiverse range of archlteotural:styles ~d masEllng, omei'
.common· design eJeml:Jrll$- IncludS recessed' entrances, balconifts,varied fSQade
articulation. and step-backs on the upper levels. The proposed project observes the
prevailihg front-yard $&tb'ack ~nd includes an entrance· that 'is receSsed 7' -1" ftom the
bUilding faQ8de ~t- ground .1e.veI.Additronalry., the ,second and third .story are stepped back
.from the propel1yi linl:J 171

- 4" and 24' -6" respectively~ThEise step backs'. along with the
, balporlies aod sloped roof line, breal( up th.e massing ofthestxucture and provide a'Varied
.fa9adearticulatit:ni comparable to·oth$r homes bh the block. As suc;h/ the. propo$ed' project
will be visually compatible With the. -character of the surrounding community' and .is
designed and sited to protect views te;. 'and along the ocean.

$ectlon'302S2 Maintenance and Enh8ncetnent dPubllC'AC0'e.8S.
The location arid81ru:)unfOfneWdevelopmentshould maintain and.enhance pUblic access
fo: the ~st by (1) ffJellitating the provision or extension of transit setvice, (2) providing.
·commfm:;ia/ facilities. w.ithln·or adjoining reSldepllal,developmentor' in othera~asth8t will
minImize the use ofcoastal accessroad.s, (3) providing nofJautomob;fe circulation within
the development, :(4) provldingedequat9 parking 'facilities orproviding substitute means
ofserving th6 dev£llopment With puMic transpo!ta.#Onj (5J ass,urjng th& potential forpublic
transit ·for high IntenSity USBS SI1ch as high-rls.e off/cf! buildings; .andby (8) ilssuring .that
the recreiJtlonal needs (jf he.w residents ·'Wil/'not oveitoadhearby C08Sta! recreation areas
.by (1prralating the: ~mo.unt ofdevelopment with local parka.cquisition and development
plans-with the provisiond on.nJoreationa/faoHlties:tosefVtiJ the ·new development. The
subject property is)oeated 652 feetrrornthe .p.~eifjc .Shoreline, but: at· a higher elevation
arid is separated from the shoreline by Vista DelMar and a residentit:ll development. The

.. project Will proWde th~ pa~ing sp~cesfQt the ,single-family dwelling. No permanent
structurl!J.s will be ereetedWithJn the public:rfght-of':'way'and public access to the coast Will
not be: obstruCted. A$ such,. the proposed project will not conflict with any·public: access
policies·oHhe·Coastal:Act. .

SectiOn 30253 Minimization ofAdvef'S8 Impacts. New development shaD:
(1) MinimiZfJrlsksto·Jlfe ant) property in areas Ofhigh..geoiOgic;, flood, andfite. hazard. (2)

. Assure stability and $truqt~1 integrity, errd rieither'~ate nor contribute significantly to
fgf'Oskin, 'gooJogic .Instability; :CJt deStruction Of ths SIte·or surrounding area or in any way
raqulretheconstruction .of protectiVe devk.:es that wouldsubstantlaHy alter natural
I.tindfOrms along I)IuffB and I)/lffs, (~) Be consi8.tent'with RKluint.ments imposed by an air
pollution control.distriot or the State Air ReSOUtt;S$ Control Board as 'fo·each particular
devekipmel1t. (4) Mih,imlZe ene.tgy consumption and VehiG1e milest:raveled. (5) Whe19
'appropriate, prot,ect special Qommunities andne'ighbothoods which, 'because of their
unique,. characteristics; ant popw8r visitor destination' ,points formoreationaJ uses~ The
:subJect'l»'o~rty IS IQCated on a downward SI()piJ1lg'I~, but i$ notwlthii'uJ designated hillside
at$$ or along a bluff or Cliff. The-site ')s located!n a Methane-ZOne: and the proposed
project willb.e sijbj~ct ,fp th~ developmemal.regulatlQrls. requjre4 by theOlty pertaining to

.·VCi!.lntllatIQJ1 and rnlathtim'~'9~sd$t$etiQh$ystem~.The slt$ 'ls·IQca(ed In a Spec/af Gr:ading
Area' and the proposed project will require grading ,and the cutaod ,export of 1,500 bubla
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yar(l$ of dirt duriogoo"$tr:ijction~ MoW~¥e.r, a,1I·W<)rk. will Q~SQ~ject to th~ requlrer:n~ntso{
... the: Suilding' .and.Zoilli'\ge()dea$w~lI as.r.tQWatofY'Qb~plian~:in~a.l?ure$: ~,f;lbibli$hedby

the/various Ciw.departi1lents,.r)d~heCoOditlons:01 APPWWiI irro)o,,~' "'~~in, A,dditiq,lially,
. " '., "th$,s~b.jecl:prQP~Y ~ not, ~',P9P\JI~n(isit1)H:le$lgnationPQlritJor r~ot6atip~t U$~ 'and dOe$

.h~t.proyid~ a~S.stQ ,any:-recf~tio.nal uS$$;. ,"
! "

··2.

The p'topnsedpr,o)eQt-wjUnQt ,produ.(:e ~f1Y ,acJV$[s.. lmpacts as It reiat$s tq pt!:~Uo acce$s, '
, .. r~oreatlon, marin$ emfircmmetnt,.. lanQrel$Q.lJrce.s~ ·:or f»(1$ting dev,elop.~"t ~~.the subject
,,pro.perty., is located In '.an,'uH;anlzed residehtial ~t~a ,~re ::tt:ian :e~2.feet fF,on1 •.tttepaciific
,Shoreline. The .proPQ~!=ld pr.oJect:will.n.etth~r.lnte~re oQ.n$duce ,a<;~S$'.to the 's:borelim~
,or along the coast. The pr~pOsedp.roject will :r:iotadvers.e.ly impact any :repr~tipnal' u~~
and acfivltles,the:marine environment, and otherenvironmenfally'sensitive habitat areas~

, The sub.i~ pro~rwi$'nQ.t"ocatedJn'an area Wit~kt:1own ar~aeolOgl¢atoipaleon~olog.i081
.resourc~sand ,will, ,be re,qlJired t9 QQmply'With ex.istjogieg,ul~bQns"lf such. r6$ources 'are
discov~ted. Theprop,o$El,d prQJect willnotjttvOlve,tbe:Qi,kinQ;,fifing,ordredOingcfthe op,en
.c~W\I;waters. The,proPQs(i)Q proJe.o~,vtUlbe served,by,exll!ding, pubficfaci,lItle$and wlil n01

.,' de9rad,Edh~ scenic sncli V1SU111 quaJ.iti~.Qf' nQ.r.jnt~rfer,."W!th ]~ublic~eS$ ,\0 :Ule. c~~tal
'area. 11'Ierefote, the propos(Kfpr01!Ct wUi 'be in con~ormity with Chapter 3 ofthe Coastal·

, Aot.,· ,. ",' . ., ,
..,

'The develQpment:wUJ notp~J",d.~~, Ule',a.bi,Uty ()fth~ CltYiQf:"'~$ A~g~J~, t~ prepare
slotal ~stalpi'ogramthatis "" 'conformltY'with 'Chapter 3 ohhe C.!liIf.,rnlaCc>sstai
AGt .01:1:9.76., , " ,.

,. ,:

3.

the. Cily does not"hav.e ,an approved L~al,QOa$~I: progr~m (LCpi) fi:)f,the WestOhest&r- .
Playa Del Rey _rea, In th~ interim" the Westche~ter~P.I$ya ~I Ray Community Plan. a'
portion- of .the "Land Use=;E~ment of the City's" G~rI$raLPlal), ..selVes as the functional

'·,~qulvalerit. The :vv.est¢hesterl.Playa OeiReY:,Comm!Jn\t'y f.ila~'deSigl'\~S the $~bj.~
. propelty:'for Low Residential 121M,,uses :Wlth the .c0iT.6Spondli1Qzo.i'1e ,~ ,R't:-1, The use of

the subjectprope~) fpr ~ 'sing~~famllY dwelling, is consistent with the Communi,ty Plan
.", .land u$e,designatlon.$l'ld,ff:'I$.v.ant:ZOlilng,. The: prqpq~$.dJ:iroject will m.t .the Community .

", ' .',Pfan~s objective of proteCting establi$h~ residen~.lfieighb.ornoOd$trom 'incompatible
,U$es. Furthermore', the PfQpOS~Q· pr.oje~t 'is 'd~igned lobe:' i"corifoi'rnEince with .a.1I ,

" applicable' provisions of {heLAM9 including.. but' not limited, to•..those '~gul!iJting height,
, .setbaCks. denslJY, and parkihg. As'oondrtloned,: UleprojectWill not prejudiCe the gQ~is and
'objectl~ of, the' Westchester,":" Playa d.el,Rey ,Cort'!munity Plah or the. Clty.;sabilily to ' '
prepare a 'Local C~sb~l Program"

"Th~ Interpretive, 'Guideiinu for:Coastal Plan~il1g and ".finils .,"•••t~bllShedbytile
, ,.' C,Ufor:nia O.08.$tal" CQm:nj,..IQO date~,· February, 11,1:$77.:anq a"'Ytsubsequent
" I!mendrilents tl)ereio hay. been revleMd, artalyZ,d ~rtd·,· c;onsl.d~~ 1.11 .Ifghtof the
, 'indiv.idualpro.jecUn,. makingtti1fS d~tentd~,on. ' .

... , The LO$ An~le~ Cpunty ·lni~pre~v~,Gujd~line$ ,wer~ ,~dOPtep, .'b:Y, ~e, Co~tal
Comtnlssloli (Qptober '14~ 1980) to s.U'pple.i'nel"i~ the SUlteWide Glddellnes, eoth regional ..
:and,$ta~d~,gui~,llnes, pur$u~nU~ ,~$¢t19Ii,:aQ620.(~) Qf:th~~oa~tal Aett,'are- de$~ned .

'to 8$Sist 1~1. gQv~rnmetl~~the regional commi$$j~n~i,t~pommJ~sio.n, and perSons
.. ' .. s:u~lect tothe,:prpyi$jQns .;of thi$ ,chapt.r '0. dl1ltertninjng :how,the.:,pollcle$of tflj$, divis,ion

, ,shall be applied to the Oo.stal Zoh:e p~iQr ~O( .the.te.rtrrl~tiPn::of a 'LOP.I\S, ,~tated 'In the
Regional Interpret$tive Quldeli!'l~I· the·,9I;tidE)lines' ar~d!ltend~ to ~ l;Ise<Pin ,~ f1ii)xib~
Itrahlierwith con~i~,~ratlon fot1o.cal·at'td re.grqn,al e,o.nditi.on$,f i~jyi(J~I'prQje(:t,;param$t~rs
and constraints, and IndivIdual and c:iurrll;il$tlve impacts on C:oastill te$o.urCes!' . .

Th~,'R~g~na,lq(lid~line$,f~r,P~Ya,del'~Y :aq~~eS$ p~r~inQ, de~~, ,and Inqil"lde special .
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provlsions··for .preservation of"public acoes•• compatibllityWnh wetlands and habitat areas,
ahd the maintenance of vista· points .aOd natur:allan(Jform$. The 2lppl,oabfe prOvisions of
the. C~lifomia·C.oa·$tal C.ornmis$lonlsR'egionallnterpretive Guide.lliles ·have been reviewed
ahdconsl~red 'In .prepa~on .of these flndlng~. The proposed project inv.olvet; the
demQlition of a one-story, 1;987 ~qua~ foot 'singl$-.~milY dwelling and the construction ·of
a new three-story. 5,784 .square foot slngle.,famllydwelling, .and a halll route 'for the cut
and e)(port of 1,500 cub1c yards of dirt. The projeot, which ttl n'otlocated on a bluff or

· desigoat@ ·hHlsld~.area,. would notalter:any 'nat~ra,1 land forms, norWQuid It. Impact acoess
to the coast The Interpretive GuldeliJ)e8 have ~i'i reviewed, anal~ed,. and 'considertld
In light ofthe iridividualproject in making thisdetermination, and the projectas conditioned
is consist'ent With $aid Guidelines.

. '4.' ThedeciSJon 'ofthe penn'lt granting authorltyltas been guided by any-applicable
decision of th, C'aUfomlaCoasta. Commission pursuant to Section30626(c) of the
PUblic Re-ources: .Code, which provides :that p-rfor· decisions of the Coast$1
·Comrilis.slon; where·appllcablet sha'i guide 10(:81 governments· in· their actions in
canyln(f9utthelr res~nslbilltyand aUthority under the Coastal Act of 1976.

The Director of Planning has been guided by the aotions Of the Coastal Commission in'
reviewing the. proposG!:f project. The Coastal Comml~sion took action on the following

·.Pt9jects in the Wa$t(:hester~Playa Del' Ray ~mmurnty:·

In· December 2016,. the Commission approved the demolition 'Of adupiex, anc:J the
construction of attuee-story. 3.571 square-foot; sjng.le..family dwelling With amaximum
envelOp.e height of 37 feet. located at 7()37 TrollGyWay (Aliplication No. 5.16-0.10.0).

- . In August 2015, theC()mmlssi(m iss~ed a De Minimis Waiver for the conversion ofa .
duplex- ioto a 2-un1t condominium structure with an interior remodel, .29 feet in height,
located at 6325 Vista Del Mat (WlaiVer No. 5-15-(457).

InJ~1y 2002; th$ Commission '8p.proved the demQUtion of til twCHllQry,·' ~800 square;.
f09t dUplex" and. th'econstrudion /)f athree~st(J(y;.3.201 squar.~ dUplex' with a
maximum envelope height of 41 feet" lOcated at 112 & 114· 'Culver Boulevard

.(Application No. ·5~02-138).

i'n November 1998~ the CommissiOn a!JIJfoved the: construction ofa :tW~tory, 4,400
square foot .single-family dwelling with a baStmle.rtt and a maximum envelope height
of 40 feet, located at 8120 Billow Vista: Ptive (Application No. 5-98-331);

· As SUCh, this decision ofthfJperm\t.-granting authority has been gUided by applicable
.deci$ions of the 'Coastal Commission pursuant to· ·Section 30625(0) of' ;the P.ublic
'Re$Ourc:;8$ Cooe, whiCh proVides tflat prior dec;i~lons' of the Coa~tal :Commlssion, wh~re
applicabl~,shall guide localgo~rnments io their actions In carrying out their respollSiblltty
and authority l.mdei' the Coastal·Act of'1976. . .

5. The deivel()pment Is' .notlo~~ed .betweenthe.··nearestpublic 'r()8'dand tf\e sea or
shoreline of a~)f'bodY o.f'watet'Ioeated~wlthln the.coas~1 zone. and thedev~lopment

. is In confo.rmity with the publiC access and pUblic recreation .pOlicies of Cha.,ter3
of ·the CallfQmla Coastal Act 'Qf1$76.. . .

. S$ctiQn 30210 of the Coastal Achstatesthe· follOWing in regards to pUblic acoess:

In f:.~rry!ngout the requlrrlment OfSBation -4 ofArlj(;le X9,fthe ~lItoml.aConstitutiOn,
maximum aCc6$$, '. Which $hti.11 be ¢onsplcuouSly posted" ·and re.C1¥Jstk!flal

.. T~ '(
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oppodunities she/lhe provided forall tbe P'90ple CfjfJsistent with pUblJq,~fety ne.e.ds
anC/ the' need ·toprotect public rights, light orprivate.propettyownem; ~n.dn8tlJraf

r.esof;Jr~ from q,veni$6o: ..' , ;

S~ctioh30~11 ,0,1 ·t"$Oo8$tal. Act 'states the f~II()Wing 'in: ,.regartts tp;publfq recreation
poIiCiEl$; ".. ., . , .

.' ,.:·O~velQpmentshfjll·nPt, fntetfere with th~'.PUb'iP'~rfghtQf.·~(X)~ to :th&sea ,where.
. '. .·acq:uiri;)d thtQugh.· U$fJ ,or.ll1gls.faJivs' suthorizatlOn, in(11t1ding, .but not limiiE«J !t>, the

",86 ofdiy~$and. 'and rocky· tDastal bfJa.ches, to, the flrst.line. of:terrfJstrial vegetation.

Th~ SUbject :P.rop$.rtYi$·IQPatedm(?rE:t:,th~n,6.5Z ·feetffom,tb~.,P~~lfiO, $hp~iine. In a
residential' n..,ighborhob,d developed: with ,other sing~family t1weiliilg.s. It Is not located

'.' betw~enij1e neare$t public· r08(Land .tte· sea ()t' sh()rel.ine;:9f~ny. body· of water. No
·Perman$lf$truct~reswiJU:)e.plac:edjn thfiJ pyblic rlgf1t;.of~way. Th$re.quired I>$rking space$
. Will bEl,provld~:on the sUbject prop(ir.ty...aci~ frOman,eXi~ng cfrhleway, Aa such,·th.e
.proposed proje.ct wilt not cOhllict with any pu~l~c. access or pUblic ~creation policies of
Ghapter ~ of the Coastal Act. "

",6,. ' ,,: .Ana~pr.op~iateen~lr~nmentalcleara~(;~:und~;:tJle·GiUlformaEn;lrOfimental quality
, .' Act h8$~n,grant..~~:.,

.~tegori~l.EXe.tnptipri ..No. ENV":201,e..61·46:'CE-.s pteparedJor the prOposed proJect .
. con$lstentWith tI)~l provisions of CEQA. The.proposed proj~~ invo.lves the demt>litiooQf'
; ,.aone,,;stQry, ,1;987 square fOotsjngl~fami~y dVielling, and tb~..«Wl')atruetion.ofa: new thre.~

'.' story, 5,7$4 square-foot ~ngle'\fatnlly dwelling. The project incJu:d~s.excavation,gradiflg •
. " :and 's'hauLroute farlhe eKp~rt of1,5OQooblt.;.yar,\is ofdilt. TheC~goricai ExemptiOn

. p~pared 'fpt' the proposed ,proJe.ct Is appropriate .pUf$lJant to. GEQA GUldelines$.ectkms
• 1530,1 (Clasa·1) 'Sn~ 15.303 (Class 3).'; ,. . ' .

Th~ C1a;l$s 1 Categ,orical Ex~mptlon allc)W$' for the qperatitm,' repair.' m$IRtenanQ8,
.:, ··permitting.. leasIngjllcen$Jng~ot .mlno.ralt$'atiOn :of eXisting pup!ic, or prl'it¢e ,strnctures';

.. ;. . facilities; mechanlcaJequipmeni, ortopograJ)hioal' feab;J'r$s., .il1¥OMngn~gilgible pt· 09 .
expan~ion 0' use.,The'C~ss·tO~~g,orical exemptiQn ihc::ludes .~e: demolition and removal
of; Indlvidual sm~II'structures: (1) One single-.farnllY .ft!si(lenC$, I'n urbali~ed ·~lr~a,. up tti
.threesihgl&'fa,mlly reslClences, .m~y be (femolis'hed under,thiS exemption; (2) A duplex or
similar multifamily.'.residentl$i structute~· rn·.l:lib~nized areas, thlsexemptlon 'applles to

"duplex~and Slmi'ar $trUl~tures wh~re oot more,t~o $.I~dwelling ,unit$will~ demolished;
(3) A:store" moteil, office,. restaurant,or' slmll8r small. CCJPliTlercial struetL!re. if designed for .
ail occupant loadot" 30pers()ns 'or' less. In urbaniZed areas, this 'exemption al$oapplies
to the (iemolition of, up to three $uch commerc~1 building~ on sjt~$ zOIle4 for su.,m u~ei

.~r1I(;l,(t4),ACce$SPry (~ppurtenant) strlJeture.s irteiuding:garaQes, ~rpo.r't$rpatiOs. s.Wimtning
,paol!i, and:fence..: The, ptQPosetl ptoj~,lnY().lves, tbEj detnoiltlon.of 'oneslnS)le-famlly
dwelling,: TherefOre" this exemptiCiln wol;lld a,pply. . .

The Class ,3, categorical exelTlptiPrl allows for the' COt'istruetion am location of.,·a:liMltett
:nurnbers of new, ,small facilities .or·stnJti:tures;: instaliatlan of 'small neweq~iprhental'1d.
faoilif;l$$ 'in 'small·~truetu(eS;al;,1ct th~ ooover$lpn.ofeXi$tlng, smEllIsti'~~nJre.s fr9mone. u$til
tQ'a,n()iher wflel'S0nly mihQrrnodifitaii~ ~re~de,:irrfhe.exteri~r-'oftb$".~te; this,

,·lnelll.: on(;),$lngJ&.fainily re$ldence,or a .se~ond"dweJllng 'unit in a I'esjdential'z~n$\. As
.pribviCil,AslydiseusS$'J, the propo$ed prQject InvQlves the Qonstruction··ofone$fngle.-ofamily

.·~lIog. TherefOre, thj$'~emptlon ~~ld~Ppty;., .
. , .

. furthermore. tije ·ExQeptlonso!Jtllned in $eotlon15300;26f th.eCEQAGl:l!d"eUIle$do ri9t. :,

.f .
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(f)

" ",'

I •. '

apply to th~ proposed proJ~et:

(a) Location. The· projee1. ,is located in a Special Grading Area and a Methane Zone.
H(>wever; sp~olfic Reg~latory Compllallce Measures (ReMs) in the City of LQs
Angele$ regulate the grading ,and cC>r1stfUclion ·Of projects in these ·lOcllltiOhs and
wjll. reduce any' potential ltnpacts to less than siQnlficant. lhasa ROMs have bef:iln
hi$toric;any .proven tq. w()rk to the satisfac;tion of the City Engineer to reduce any
Impacts: 'on the surrounding envlro:nme.nt. 'located In a ·sensltlve enVironmen(.

..Although the project site i$ iDeated 'withinthe ·Coastal Zone.ltls not Identified as
an ~nvironmental' resource~ .Additionally. t~pr()posed project is cons~ent With
the seale and U$9~proximate tQ the area. CoofSequently, the prbp~ed project will
.not result in a significant."impact based on Its location.

(b) , CumUlative Irh~ct. The ptOjectis consistent With the type' of development
permitted for the area zonedR1~1 and dellligna1edfor Low Re.sidentialland Uses.

·'Thepro,posedproject will not .6)(ceed thresholds Identified for impacts to the area
O;e. traffic, noise, Eitt.) and witl notresult in s.lgnificant<:umulative Impacts.

(0) Significant E~t. A Categoricsl Exemption shall not.be used for an actiVity where
there is 'a reasonable possibility,that the actlvitywill'hav& ~. significant t\lffeet or'! 'the
,enYitonmeht due to unu$ual circumstancesThe Pr.opose.d: project consists of work
typ.ical to til developed residential neighborhood. Thot?,there are no unusual

, circumstances thatwill lead to'asigJ}ificant impact on the environment.

(d) Scenic Highways.. The' only Sta~e$lgnat&d Scenie Highway in the City of Los
Angeles is the Topanga CanY~nState Scenic Highway., State 'Route 27, whioh
travels' through a ,portion of the Topanga State Park; The subject property is
locmed severalmiles from 'Topanga Canyon State Scenic, Highway,. Therefore, the
proposed project wiilri6t create any impacts to scenic resources within a State
designated Scenic Highway.

. (e) . Hazardous Waste-Sites. According to··.the EnvlroStor. the State of California's
·dElta.base ·of hf:lZ~lrdous -waste sites, neither the SUbject property nor .any property
in thevlolnlty. i$ identified asa hazardous waste site.

Historical Resources, The s'ubject property or existing. structure 'haYe not been
klentified 'as a historic resOL!r~ C!f within ·8' historic district; have not been
dete.rmlned to' be eligible. for listing 'In the National Register 'of Historic Places,
Callfomia .Register of Historical Resour.ces, Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments Registerj' and/orany "ocal register..

Therefore~the .prOposed project is determined to be categorlcaity' .exempt and does not
require mitigation :ot mQnitorlng· m••ur~. No alternatiVes of thepropo~ proj~ were
evatuat~(t The appropriate enviroNmental clearance has been granteet .

MellC) Act;Compllan~ 'ReView
. Pursuant :to the 'City Of las Angeles Intedm Admini$tratlve Proc;edtt~sfor 'CompfYjng with the
. Mello. Act, all Cotlver$iotis. Dem.olitlons. Slid New Housing oev~pmentsR:lUst be Identifier.! in
'order-to determine if any AffordableRestdentialUilits ,areonsite :ahd:must b.e ma'intalned. and if

. the PrQjeetls s\4b.jeet to thEf loCluslon~lJy~~s.identlal Un~ requirement Accordingly. :pu.rsuant to
.the settlement :a,gteementbetween the Ci~y.ofL.os'AnQeles and the. Venice Town Council, Inc' l

. the a~lIton Hill NeighbOrhood Orgariizatlo.hl and CIllr'olBerman concernlhQ irnplemenlati0n.,of1he·
Mello. Aet in the Coastal.Zone portioni,sbf th9 Oity of Los Angeles, thefll"ldirigs are 8!i> f9ltows:

·OIR.201iM14fj-CDP.MEL Page ·12 ort5
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., ',. '.' . ,,':

1.

'. '..

. Demoiition and 'c.onve.r$IOns (Part 4.0).,lhepfppoSed;:prOj8.eiif)v.PlVesl~~moJitipnof
one ResidentialUriil. A Mello ActDet~rinlnation i$sued by:theLos·Angtate~.Housin.gand .

·GQrnmunj~y lnve~tment Oep~rt.ment(tJCIP'l,A).,,~n. N~V~m~r2~¥,~019!~a.te.s tili:J,t no .
,,' . ·affor~$ble .unit:.e~\$.ts .1.01~. Vh~t~ Del. 'Ma(,L$n~~ .HCIID.V\'~II,ec*~q~~ta:fr~[lo.ptQbe(

.~016.:thro~gll.O~Qber.~QtQ~· .. . '.> .':. '.::..'. ... .....' .' .. ~.:.:...,
.The·Cvr.r~ntp[Qr*tY()vmer purc6~!i\~d ·7012 Vista, :~I:,Mar. Lane On.May 31,~·~017., T.n~y .
provide.ct·leaseagreeroeQts.,aod..monthrypopi$$ :otca~lI~ Ch~Cks,frqm Qc1;o.~ ~Oft .'
through October 2019. The Deteftninatlon·statesthat 1012,YistaDel Mar Lanewa~tentEtQ'

.. 10($6,3.0.0 ~r IllQo.h '~~l pfQdob,er '2Q19:~~d JtuilUotatOl!1ts~."n :Oct9P~r :2P·17·and

. ·,Oetobet20.1aaveraged $4,1()8:p$rmonth" The.~20,1·S, t.artd ·U$eaf;h~ul.Vn th~e$hold of
'•...affbr:dabilliy fOf.a·thr~~$dro6m: .uniHs$2.010: pet rno~th.~th':¢lJrrentni~ntbIY rentas.of

.,O(ltQ.ber20t9 ·and·the.av.eragempnthly;rent.are,abovethls"affQrcJ~bllity. thresholcJ". .'
'.: ;

Therefore,ho·. Affordabl$. Existing ResidentIal Ur1lts ~(e propoti3d ,for d~mOlition or .
:'·emwerslpn; ~ridttle ~pplic::ar:lt i$nQ.tJeQJ1ired.tQpf'oV!de:~~yAffQrd.at>Ie.Rep~c~me.ht \jn.its, .

. ' 8,:. ..CategorJc;i11 exemptions (Part-,2.4) Small N_WHoualng· Devtlopm,ntS.
, . . . . . .'

... ~ . '. . , ..

'. ; " .. Thepr:oject proposed the cOnstruction ·.of one new tuJsidentlalUnitPorsual'1t~ Part 2.4:2
Qfthe l:ot~rim AdmiAi~traliVeProC$dutes. j;levekJpmen~: whl¢b ooflsjst of~lne o(f,ewer .,

.,'. . .. :.. ReSi(Jentlal Vnlts. are Smd New HOu$lng:'Developme.n:l$t:lng .aJ:f.:t.:c~degorioally:exempt
. from the InclusiiJnaiy Re$itientialUnit requirement ,theretore, the: pro~Sed dev.eJopment
of 'one new Res.iQentiallJnlt is founq tQ ~ca~oriQ~'ly ~x~mpt, .. '. . .

ADbITlONAL· MANDATORY ·F'NDINQ
", '" ..'.. '

.•; Q~' ,: The:,Nationa!·.FloQQ il1sura~se PrQgr~m ral$;.maps,wfilqh':are;ii\:partoHh.e FIQod,H~
..... , Management:Speclfic Pian adoptetU>.y the:.CJly.G.olilt:iCIi.bY Ordin~nce.:No. 112.0$'1,'.have

;.been,reViewed and it'has.be8n; determined· that thiS. pfqjeclls·iocated in ,Z.one )(,; 'Brea$ .
.aeb;lrtnin~to l>e,;()tJtside. th'~' .5{)o,..Y$arflqo~ plain,". . . . .

.~ :

.. "." .'

. ; ..... '

',' .'

' ..' .'.'

i . .'; .

'.. ' ,', ". \ .'

>'. '.', .••. >

':"': .' ," ,

. ~.',
>.:,."
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'-"""""1,;. ,"

., ;.

TIME LIMIT - OBSERVANCE OF cO'Noi'rIONS

·All tei'l'rl$ and C()nditions oft~ DIrector's Determinatlbn sl1all be. fulfilled before the ·use may be
established'. 'Pu(suan~'to LAMe Seetlon 12.25 A;2,the. ihstant authorization is fur(herconditional
upon the privileges peing utillz~ within three .yea,.. after the effe¢tlve da~' ()f this ~termlnation
and, if .such .prMlege.s 'are .not utilized, bUilding pennits are not Issued, Qr sUbstahtlCllphyslcal
construdionwofk is not be.gon wlthin'said time andearried 0.0 diUgentiy sO that building ~r!llits
do not lapse,' the authOrization shall'terminate and .become void~ . . .

Theapplicantls atlantloA is called to :the 1ac.tttlatthis·grant' Is not s'perrriit:or license aM·that any
permits· and llcen.ses required by· law mlistbe' o.·b.talned from the proper public ag~ncY.

Furthermore, if any condition of"thie grant is violat~d·or not Complled·With,then·thellpplicant or
his sucoessor jri 'interest may be f.'>rosecuted for violating these conditiolls the' same as for any
violation gf the r~lremen't$ contained In the Muniqlp.al Code, or the approval may be revoked.

Verification ofeondi6('incompliance With building plansandfor buiidlng'petmit ~ppUcatioris are
~9ne at the.Development Servic. center; of t~e Department of Cltf Planning at either Figueroa
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles'or'tlie Marvin Br.aude Constituent Service Center In theValley. In
order to assure that you receive service. with amiliitnum amount ·Of" waiting, applicants are
"~ncour~ed to'schedule an appointment with the Development Services ~nter either by calling
(213}4e2-7077~ (SHU 374..5050, ·(310)231':29,12'1 or through the. Department of City Planning

·website. at oJanning.!@city.o!'9;The applicant :is. further advised to notify any 'consultant
. re,presenting you of this reqt.drement as well. .:

Section 11.00 of the LAMe ~tates in part (m): "It shall be unlawful for any person till violate any
provfsion or fail to comply with any of the. requirements ·offhis Code. Any.person violating any of
the provisions <>r failing to comply ·Wlth ~IlY of tf\e mandatory requirements of this CO(fe shall be

. guilty' of ,a ml~dei'neanor unl$sS that violation or failure is deolared 1n thatsectioo to be an
infraction. An irtfracti.onshail be trIed'·and be p"unishableas provided In SeetiOn19•.6 of the Penal
Code$nd the provi8tons of. this· section. Any viQt$tion of thhi Oode thl.it is c:Iesignated as a
mlsdem~normay .be charged by tfle·City Attorney as either a mlsdemt\l8t1Or or aninfraCtiejn:..

Every violation ofthis determination is punishableas a misdemeanorunless provision is'othelW~

mad¢!, :andshall be punishable by ·8 flne of not more than $2.,500or by imptisonment in the County
Jail for a·Pf!lriOd of not mote than six months, or by: both a fine .and imprIsonment"

TRANSFE~ABILITY

·this determination ruils with the fand. In the event the property Is to be sold, leased, rented or
occupied by aliy.person or Qoi'poration other than yourself,' it.is incombent that you advise them
reg~i'dlng ~ conditions of this grant. (f any portlem of this ·ElPprovai Is utilized, then' all ottler
conditions and requirements set.forth·herelnbC3C0me Immediately operative and must be stlictly
ob$c:JiVed. . . .

APPEALPERJOD ...EFFECTJVE DATE

The ~pplicant'~ attention is ~lled to the faeUhat this authoriZation is not a permit or license and
that any permitS· and .'iQenses required by .taw m.ust be' ob~ined ·frQrn the proper pUbll¢ agency.
Furthermore,: Jf any'Condition of this.grant'ls,violated 'Or not compiled. with, the-n this authoriZatiOn
shall· be subject w'revocationas provided in "Section 12.27 ohlle lVIunieipaIO.ode. Th~ Di~~or's
deterri'1jn~tl,Qn ,0 this m~. will, t)eeome eff~tlve~er 10 working daYS. unless ~nf;\ppeal

thersomiS.filed 'with the' giN Planning PePartJnpnt. It .is ·stfonglyadvised that appeals b$ filed
.~. during the appealperioo and in person $0 that ImpeffedlonsJlneompletenes8 may be
corrected ~fQr~ the .appeal peri9d.expir,s, Any appeal must be flIed of,) the prescribed 'Wrms,
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, I':

. ~..

. ," ." .

j' .... :'

.,: ", ,.

..:.. . " . .
.:' '.,

.,. .. ' '

. :.". ,;' . '.' .
.... . ' .

". " d'.' ....

'. '. "

.. ;.~ ..... ' .... :.";
.;.... . ·· ..: ... :1'.:· .,. '.''', '.'

• .: ':. . "~." !" . .... .

aet~mp~rtied::~Y :tnE)' t~q~i~:~.;~·~~PYQi th~"o~te~min~tlon. '~ncl··,fen~ive~:and:,,r.~t~ipted.,at·~· ,.".
, . .',pltt)nC} bffl~$:qfthe'l¥Part!lTelJt:c)fCity: PtaniJi09gn;Qt·before:th~·aQov~· d;t, Qr·~~~apPeal jll.~..nl',l.. .., .'

.'. : ..b~; a¢cer:>te~. .F~nia$..ii~ ..·:.¥an~b'f" .OIj4rne~tb"~.:J/Pla"nii1"'''ltVr~tS~ ,~~~!.i~· .~~tf.io,~s.ar.e., ". '
'·",·;l~aat~:at::·: . .:.",,' .. : ...' :.. :." .'".'.,.<:' ',". : ,:: ::. ":':. :"" "',

. .' .;" . ~. . .

,:~iQ~,~Pl. '.:. ·M,arJ.ln,iBra9~e.$anF~.~~.n~\l~lleY,:West 4~A~g~~: '.' .'.'
?Q1 ,N~'fJgtleroa,~tr,.., .C(JnStituentSerVlce,Cent~·· . : :':~'~t ~rviCei'Center'

.' . . '4thFlOoi:' .'. '<. .'., "6262:\nin: NuySBQUle~iit\· . . 1a28:SJWt~.lIe BouleVard. .
L~Ahg~Ie$~ CA :9001.2 . Roo.l1'r251. '. , 2nd Floor:"'.. ",'
(21~) 4$2-7077 Van Nuys. CA 91401 'LosAngeIR,CA900~5 ..

(518) '374':5050. '(310)'231~912

Furthermore, thi$~~staldeVC:llopmer.it per,mit $h~1! be'sl,Jbject t!:l'revQcatiorl a~~'proVid~d Ir'j.~tiQn
·12.2tt2-J 'of the Los Ang$1$S MUhiciipal Cbde.t U 'authorized bySeclion 3.03:33 of' theC$JlfQfnia .
Public: .Resources Code and·Section 13105 of the California Administr;atiVe. COde. Provided no
appeal has been filed by the a~-nQted :4ate.;.acoIiY of th~ permit wilt ~:$entto .th$CsJlfomia
Coastal Commission. Unless an 1ilppeal is fOed wifh.the California Ooastal'Commission ·befo.re,20 :
working days hav~expired from the. date ,the Clly's. deterrnin~ion is dee~recelv~d'by such
C4mmiss.lon, the Citrs actlonshall bE! c,feemed final. .

". Ify()u, Seek Juqlcial r~vieW'ofs"y deci~ion ofthiiCity ptJr$uanUo CalifOtn.ia'Code ~fCiv.ilP,tbCedunlJ
sectiQn:1Q94;5.: th~'P.etltron for Wf:it ofmsnd$tep~rsl;lanUo thah~ctionmos.t be.f1ied no:_r tt:lt1!O .
the OOth:day follOWing thedateofl,Wfti(lh the Cit(.s.:deci$ion ~mefloal purslilsnt to Callf,Qrnia
:Code of CiVil Pt.oc.edi.lre .Se,ction1()94.6. There may'. be otf'iertitil~ limits Which. alee), ~ffect:youJ'

. ability to seek judiciarr'eview~ .," ,...... . ':'. " . , .

VINCE,NT P. ,BERTONI. AICP ..
Dir~torof Planning

'" '.

Approved by.;

. .'. .

.. J~"iJl~Janoer •..

RevieWed' by:

..~ "" .. ".,,.. .. _: .....
~~·r~z;? '7~. . .....",'. . '.'. .... ; '; . . ~ :'" : .

. ,.';., ..' .
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P·lannin.g Entitlement .Ap:·peals

Summary .

Di~cretionary planning decisions in los Angeles can be appealed, at times, to one of the
eightCity Commissions that oversee planning-related issues and, iti some instances,
direptly to the City.9ouncil. These appeals provide members of the'public with an
opportunity to challenge certain planning decisions, exercising their rights 'in
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe). City Planning has developed
an informational fact sheet, complete with frequently asked questions,.to inform the
public of their rights and opportunities for filing project appeals.

Background

The LAMC outlines a process to allow members of the public to appeal land use
decisions that are issued by the City. Appeals are intended to challenge the merits of
the decision, specificaJry to contend that a decision maker erred or abused their
discretion. To allow.community members the ability to appeal qualifying planning
decisions at aminimal personal cost, City Planning has consistently (and significantly)
subsidized non-applicant appear fees. This has allowed indiViduals to be part of a fair
and equitable proqess, one which has provided the public with t~e opportunity to
question certain decisions.

j'

The Department has developed a fact/sheet to further clarify the process for filing
project-related appeals. This document will be updated periodically, as needed. For.
additional information, please contact the planning staff located at the Figu~roa Plaza
(Downtown), Marvin Braude (Van Nuys), or West los Angeles Development Services
Centers preferably via emc:iil atplanningJigcounter@lacity.org.

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING I 1
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Frequently Asked Questions

Where are ,proJectappeal~ ,filed?' ,

.:'
•. ! •

Appeals 'can benled at any oHhe three DevelopmentServices Centers (DSCs)-"
Downtown, Van Nuys, ,and West Los Angeles-:-where planning staff is located.A
physical drqp Qff area has been set up at each location to allpw applicants to submit
their:appiications, without having to fiie aninitialapp:ointment or enter ih~ premises~As

an additional option, the Department has also created an online portal for electronic ,
appealapplications. Click this link to access the online forms and submitthe re,levant

, information electronicaily., , "

,How long" doappli<;:ants"have to submit a project-related,appeal?,' ,
. " .... '..

An appeal mustbe filed within aspecified 'period of time 'as' established by the LAMC
varying tn length from 10 to 15 days of the issuance of the Letter of Determination '
(LOD), depending on the planning entitlements being appealed. Asa ,point of reference,
deadlines 'for filing appeals are noted 'in the 'Los 'Angeles Municipat' Code (LAMe) and"
typically also identified within the LOD.' " ,' ,,

Where can applicants'access the appeCilformanq corre$por:n;Ung ,,'
instruct.ions'?, ,,',<,', "

'The appeal form andinstructlons can be found here. Both an applicant and "aggrieved
party" (a community member opposing the decision) may clioose to file an appeaJ~'AI1 ' ~'

appeals will be proce~sed' atthe same time. Each appeal form represents one appeal,
, regardless of the number of individuais Who', have sigriedthe 'appeal form. For certath',

planning 'entitlements, such as determinations for projects that file under the Density
Bonus and Transit Oriented Communities Incentive Programs, appeals are limited to
adjacent and abutting owners of prbpefty6r occupants, as,speCified in the iinplementing
Stateand/or loc~lstatute.Neighborhood Councils and/or,Clty-appointed decisioli- "

,makIng bodies'may naUile an app~a[ "

Who decides the'outcome of project appeals?

'Letters of Determination are issued by the Directbt ofPlanning (DIR), Associate Zoning
Administratar{AZA), Deputy Advisory Agency (DAA), Area Planning Commission ,

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING I 2
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(APC), or City Planning Commission (CPC). Depending on the initial decision-maker.
there are three appellate bodies for planning cases in Los Angeles: the Area Planning
Commissions, the City Planning Commission, and.the City Council. The LAMe.
establishes appeal procedures including which types of decisions ate eligible for a first
and second-Ievel.appeal (meaning thatin some cases, the project can be appealed
again to a higher decision maker).

How. long does the City have to consider the appeal.of a land use decision?
. " . . . . .

According to the LAMe, the. City must process appeals under strict time limits.
Depending·on the planning entitlements, the date thatan appeal·hearing must be
scheduled varies between 30 days from appeal submittal up to 75 days from the last
day ofthe appeal period. These time periods may be extended if there is mutual .
agreement between the applicant and the City. The LAMe does not, however, allow a
non-applicant to request an extension beyond. this allotted time peliod for project
appeals.

How (andwhe~)are notifications sent notifying the appellant of their
hearing date?

The LAMe specifies the timelines by which appeal hearings must be held. In general,
appellants receive notice of their upcoming hearing at least 10 days prior to the hearing
date. Notices for some appeal hearings may be published in a local newspaper. If
unavailable to attend the date of the hearing, the appellant can submit written
comments to ·the decision-maker or appoint a representative to prOVide public testimony
on their behalf at the public hearing.

Who ,from City Planning can provide assistance, shOUld there b~ any
, questions'? .

Planning staff at the DSCs serve as a main point of contact for general inguiries: Once a
project appeal has been submitted, questions can·be directed to the assigned planner,
who will process the appeal and take it to the hearing. The contact information for the
'assigned planner may be found on the Department's Planning·Case Tracking System
(peTS).
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:':Whe:~,ciln(Jo(:urnents~be' sent to,t~:~'ap'p'~I,I~te:decis:ion,ma,ker:wh:Q,:'\Vi,IJ:t1'ear' ,'" ":,';'
:',the:'appe~:I?:::'" ,':' ,', "" :;,',::',,",::, \, ',:,':,':"::",' :,::;~.<;; : ,,

: ...... " •••. :,.':' •. :' ,.' ". :.:.", t; .... ", ' ':" ,,; : ' • '.'

:lnadditiqO tothe a,PP(7atappiic.ati6~, jh~',appeUant:rli~y'Su1?mitdoct;nl1ent; todhe,offi¢ia~ :', ': ,,: "
public record at the time'the appeai is filed., If there is 'a need to provide addjtional '
documents after the appeal has been filed, the appellant can send them ,to the planner

,assigned to the appeaL Info.rmation'submitted after a staff recommendation' ,,'
report has been drafted willbe inciuded in the public -record, but it will notliav~ been,
considered at the time of the writing of the staff report.

\

City Planning's Commission Office requires tht;lt supplerr'tentalihf~rmat'ion lie provided'
more than 48 hours in advance of the hearing, arid meetthe criteria' asoutJii'led below~'

REQUIREMENTS FOR COMMISSION SUBMiSSION ,OF MATERIALs ". ..,. . . '.,..,: .' "".. '.

Regular, Submissions.; Initiai Submissions, not limited as to volum~ rrwst be
received no later than by 4:00 pm on'the Monday. of the weekpriorto the: ,week of
the Commission meeting., Materials mustbe. ema/led to the assigned staff and

, '. .
Commission identified on-the pfdject's public hearing notice; :

Rebuttal Submissions: SecondafySubmissions in response to a Staff·
Recommendation Report and/or additIonal comments must be received
electronically no later than 48 hours prior to the, Commission meeting. For the
,Central, South Los Angeles and Harbor Are~ Planning Commissions, materials
,musfbe received no later than bY"3:00 pm, Thursday of the weekprior to the
Commission meeting. Submissions, including exhibits, shall not exceed ten (10)
pages and mustbe submitted electronically to the Commission identified on this,·

" '

announcement.

,r.'

Day ofHearing Submissions: Submissions less than 48 ,hours prior to, and including
the day of the hearing, must not exceed two (2) written pages, including 'exhibits, '
,and must be submitted electronically to the staff and Commission identified on the' .,'
project's public hearing notice. Photographs do'not count toward the page limitation.

Non~ComplyingSubmissions:'Submissions that do hotcomply with these rbies will '
be stamped "File Copy. Non-complying Submission." Non-complying SUbmissions
will be placed into the official case file,but they will not be delivered to o~ , '
considered by the Commission and wiIJ not be included in the official aclministrative
record for the item at issue:
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Consistent with Mayor Eric. Garcetti's "Safer At HomeH directives to help slow the spread of COVID~19, City
Planning has implemented new procedures for the filing of appea,ls for non~applicants that elimiriate or
minimize in-person interaction...

OPTION 1: Online Appeal Portal .
(planning.Iacity.org/development-services!appeal-application-online)

Entitlement and CEQA appeals can be submitted online and payment can be made by credit card or
e-check. The online appeal portal allows appellants to fllf out and submit the appeal application directly to
the Development Services Center (DSC). Once the appeal is accepted, the portal allows for appellants to
submit a creditcardpayment, enabling the appeal·and payment tobe submittederitirely electronically. A
2.7% credit card processing serVice fee will be charged - there is no charge for paying online bye-eheck.
Appeals should be filed early tQensure DSC staff has adequate time to review and accept the documents,
and to allow Appellants time to submit paymen1. Onthe fInaL day to file an appeal, the application must be
submitted and paid for by 4:30PM (PT). Should the final day fallon a weekend or legal holiday, the time for
filing an appeal shall be extended to 4:30PM (PT) on the next succeeding working day. Building and Safety
appeals (LAMC Section 12.26K) can only be filed using Option 2 below.. .

OPTION 2: Drop off at DSC

An appellant may continue to submit an appeal application .and payment at any of tile three Development
Services Center (DSC) locations. City Planning established drop off areas at the DSCs with physical boxes
where appellants can drop.

MetroDSC
(213) 482-7077
201 N. Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

'Van Nuys OSC
(818) 374-5050
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard·
Vari Nuys, CA 91401

West Los Angeles DSC
(310) 2.31-2901
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard
West Los Angeles, CA 90025

City Planning staff will follow upwith the Appellant via email and/and or phone to: .
- Confirm that the appeal package is complete and meets the applicable ~AMC provisions
- Provide a receipt for payment California Coastal Commission
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Commission email addresses: '

City Planning Commission: cpc@lacity.org

Centra.l ,Los Angeles Area Planning Commission: apccentral@lacity.org

East Los Ang'eles Area PlanningCommission: aRceastla@lacity.org

,,Harbor Area Planning Commission;' aRcharbor@lacity.org
. . '.,'., . ... ".

,North Valley Area Planning Commission: apcnorthvalley@lacity.org

, South Valley Area planning' Commission: apcsouthvalley@laCity.c>rg " . ,

South·Los Angeles'Ar~a PJanni~g Commlss,ion: apcsouthici@lacity.org'
'. . .,' '. ., ..:.' " ; .. ' . . ".

West Los Angeles Ar~a Plahning.Comrrli$sion:·a(jcwestla@lacity.org,

Are appellants required to sit throlJ~h the. entirerrieetingVtf.hen'thefe'are·'
,multiple items on the agenda? .

The answer is no;, however, the- agenda items yan be taken out of order. Therefore, it is
in th€3 'interest·.ofea~h appellant:to,att~nd, the ·full ~eeting at the ·s.cheduleq st~uttime, :
until their item is, taken up for consideration., Depenqing on how many, iterri~ (;lre on the,
agenda, and the agen<;ia order,. yo:ur it~mcould be heard very quickly.pr yourru:.iy have
to wait through .several items which cOqld taJ<e a few hours. AS'a pOiflt ofreference,
commission meetings forArea Planning Commissions and City Plam;ing Commission·
generally start at 4:30 PM and 8:30 AM,. respectively. For additional details, please
consult the "Events Calendar" on City Planning's website. ForClty Councit and Council

. Committ~e meetings, piease consult the Meeting Calendar page for Cit'l Council and
Committees.

Will 'the appeilant lJavean' opportunity to~peak'during.th~hearing'?,
. , . ' . . '. " .' .'..... .

Following the presentation by the planner asSigned to the appeal Ci3se, the appellant
..can presenttheir caSe. ·.Afterthe appellant's presentation, the project.applicant will be,
given an equal amount of time 'to provide a rebuttaHo the 'appellant's presentation.
There is often time for an additional rebuttal by the applicant or appellant. While there

'·are exceptions to th~ rule,the appellate body may invite the apPellant to re~pond to .
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questions. It is important to note that the appellate body will not engage in aback and
forth conversation with either the applicant or appellant. This is done to be b'oth fair and
consistent in the amount of time allocated to each party.

, ' ,

What is the format and structure of a typical hearing for, a project appeal?

Each appellate body follows a s.Hghtly different set of procedures when hearing project
appeals. That said, there are a number ofcommon features that apply regardless of
whether the appella~e body is. the Area Planning Commission, Cultural Heritage
Comrnission, City PlanningCommission, or City Council. A formal public meeting
structure is always maintained in order to ensure a fair and predictabie process-one '
where all sides are heard, and the meeting is 'conducted in an orderly manner. In the
case when a planning commis,sion is the appellate body, there are additional steps,
such as: a presentation from the Department, an opportunity for the appellant to testify,
a forum for the applicant to offer their rebuttal, and time reserved far public ,testimony.
Tliiswould take-place leading up to 'any formal action on the part of the commissioners,
as it relates to a project etppeal.

T'o slow the spread of COVID-1'9, City Planning has implemented new procedures for
pUblic headngs and outreach· meetings in arderto'practice proper physical distancing
protocols. Until notified otherwise. commission meetings will be conducted virtually to
allow applicahtsandthepublic to participate using a webcam or by telephone. 'Fornlore
information, consult the City Planning's website with detailed instructions.

How much time does the appellant have .to present their argument?

The time allocated to the appellant for the purposes of their presentation varies. It is
ultimately determined by the appellate body and communicated at the start of the
meeting. More often than not, appellants are allocated five to 10 minutes to make their
presentation. Project appeals that are'heard by City Council follow slightly different'
procedures, which the assigned plannercan explain.

Is there a need for the appellant to submit a PowerPoint presentation?

Appellants Can prepare a PowerPoint presentation, ·in additibn to making verbal remarks
when it is their turn to speak. If a PowerPoint is being.prepared , the appellant should
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submit the document to City Plannhig no le~s,than' 72hQ.urs in advanc~ of the 'meeting.
Th~ assigned planner will coordinate the submission for the appeJi~nt.

What role does 'th~ p'anner ,assign'edto this pr<>je~t p':ay'during the appea'i
, process? ,,' , ' " ," ' ,

The role of the assigned planner is to ensure that an appellant' is riotified'cithe appeal'
hearing as an interested party, to provide them with a courtesycopy,of the staff report'if
prepared, and to make sure that all parties are informedofthe outcome or final decision '
of the appeal. The assigned planner wil; analY4e the appeal points and prepare astaff
recommendation report responding to each of the points raised by the appellant. At the
hearing, the assigned p'Ianner will make a presentation tO,the decision maker. All
informat~on about the case is available for public view in the case file, and the Planner
can assist in making an appointment to review it. The planner can also ensure that
translation and special accommodations for individuals with disabilities can be provided
at the public hearing, if requested.

What happens afte~ the Appellate Body Issues a formal decision, one way "
or another?

After the Commission takes a vote, a formal Letter of Determination is issued. If the
decision Is not further appealable, this concludes the appeal process. Under,the LAMC
and City Charter, only certain Commission-level appellate decisions are further,

,appealable to City Council.

When can a CEQA appeal be filed?

Generally, a standalone CEQA appeal to the CitY Council may onlY' be filed if a project's
'land use determination is not further appealable to the City Council (with some
exceptions). If a determination made by an Area Planning Commission qr City Planning

, Commission is further appealable to the City Council, the City Council will consider
CEQA related appeal points made by an appellant when considering the entire appeal
of the project.
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When should appellants fill out the 'CEQA Appeal Form?

The CEQA Appeal form shall only be used jf the Area Planning Commission or City
Planning Commission issues a determination fora project that is not further appealable..
In these situations, an individual may file an appeal of a projeCt's CEQA clearance to
the City Council. Forms and procedures for the appeal of CEQA documents can be
found here fisted under "CEQA Appeal Application."
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Attachment 4
Grounds for this Appeal

Appeal of City ofLos Angeles Case No.: DIR-2019-6145-CDP-MEL

JUSTIFICATIONIREASONS FOR APPEAL

The reason for the appeal, the specific points at issue, how the
appellant is aggrieved by the decision, and why the appellant believes the
decision-maker erred or abused their discretion are as follows.

I represent Robert Shelton, the appellant, who is the neighbor directly
east of the above-mentioned property located at 7015 Rindge Ave., Playa
Del Rey, CA.

My client objects to the issuance of the coastal development permit at
issue ("the Project") on many grounds including but not limited to the
following contained in this letter, and which will be detailed below.

The Project sits in the neighborhood ofPlaya Del Rey a few blocks in
from the beach. A view ofthe Project's existing single story structure is
attached hereto as Exhibit A. A view of the structures located to the right
and left of the Project, including the animated mock-up of the proposed four
story structure is attached hereto as Exhibit B. A survey of the two blocks
surrounding the Project shows the following heights of the single family
homes:

• Total number of one story single family homes: 30
• Total number of two story single family homes: 27
• Total number of three story single family homes: 3
• Total number of four story single family homes: 1

My client's objection to this CDP are as follows:

1. The Coastal Development Permit Would Violate The
California Coastal Act

The Project is inconsistent with the California Coastal Act because of
the following non-exhaustive grounds:
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• it is out of scale and out of character with the neighborhood. See Cal
Pub. Res. Code §30253

• it would eliminate scenic views from my client's property and other
adjacent properties. Cal Pub. Res. Code §30251

• it has significant adverse cumulativ,e impacts on coastal resources. Cal
Pub. Res. Code §30250

Additionally, Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act require
permitted development to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas and require protection of communities and neighborhoods
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination
points for recreational uses. Here, the Project would violate the
aforementioned Coastal Act provisions because it is not visually compatible
with the 1-2 story structures of the surrounding neighborhood.

In the case ofKainel Gardens, LLC v. City ofLos Angeles (2016) 3
Cal.App.5th 927, the Court of Appeal affirmed the city's denial of a coastal
development permit on the basis that it was inconsistent with the
surrounding neighborhood where such permit sought to construct a 15-unit
housing project in Venice amid a neighborhood where one and two story
structures outnumbered taller structures in the area by a ratio ofnine to one.
Here, in the instant neighborhood in Playa Del Rey, one and two story
structures outnumber the only four story structure at a ratio of 57 to one.
This is obviously a much higher ratio than the nine to one ratio in the Kalnel
Gardens case.

2. The Coastal Development Permit Would Violate The City of
Los Angeles Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan.

The Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan of the City ofLos
Angeles ("Community Plan") was enacted to implement the goals and
policies of the California Coastal Act, establish a local coastal program for
these areas, protect, maintain and restore the overall quality of the Coastal
Zone, and guide development with provisions addressing land use, height,
density and other factors. This Community Plan provides for aesthetic
benefits, public access, and scenic preservation, while ensuring compatibility
with the existing community. The following are various objectives and
policies of the Community Plan that support denial of this Project.

• "Objective 1-1: Provide for the preservation of existing quality
housing...

a Policy 1-1.1: Protect existing stable single family and
low density residential neighborhoods...from
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encroachment by ...and other uses that are incompatible
as to scale and character, or would otherwise diminish
quality of life." See Community Plan, page 1II-3.

Here, the instant Project would result in the substantial loss ofmy
client's ocean view, a photo ofwhich is attached hereto as Exhibit C. The
loss of this ocean view would violate the above objective and policy because
it diminishes the quality of life for my client and other adjacent property
owners that would be impacted by the Project.

o "Policy 1-1.2: The City should promote neighborhood
preservation, particularly in existing single family
neighborhoods..." See Community Plan, page III-3

Here, if the City approved the Project, it would be violating the above
policy which seeks to preserve neighborhood preservation because the
Project would block my client's and other neighbors' access to their present
ocean views and access to natural light. As it stands now, the neighborhood
is almost exclusively 1-2 story homes, and most with ocean views; a four
story Mcmansion (i.e. the Project) is wholly incompatible with the existing
neighborhood.

• "Objective 1-3: Preserve and enhance the varied and distinct
residential character and integrity of existing residential
neighborhoods." See Community Plan, page III-4

Here, the character ofneighborhood would not be preserved if the
Project is approved because a four story structure is incompatible with a 1-2
story neighborhood, especially when that four story structure blocks coastal
views for multiple other properties.

• "Objective 1-6: Preserve visual resources in residential areas.
o Policy 1-6.1: The preservation of existing scenic views

from surrounding residential uses ... should be a
significant consideration in the approval of... [coastal
development] permits.
Program: The possible impacts to existing scenic
resources, designated scenic highways or public view
sites, and the overall visual quality of adjacent
residential areas shall be considered in the approval
of all discretionary permits." Emphasis added. See
Community Plan, page III-6

Here, the Project would substantially block the ocean view ofmy
client and other neighboring properties.
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o Policy 1-6.2: Protect the public views and scenic quality
of the highly unique residential areas in this community"
See Community Plan, page III-7

Here, the Project would substantially block the ocean view ofmy
client and other neighboring properties.

3. The Proposed Project Does Not Fall Under Any CEQA
Exemption

The Applicant requests that the Director ofPlanning consider two
CEQA exemptions, located at 14 CCR 15301 and 14 CCR 15303. Neither
exemption applies to the Proposed Project as follows.

• 14 CCR 15301 exempts "[a]dditions to existing structures
provided that the addition will not result in an increase ofmore
than:

(1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less; or
(2) 10,000 square feet if:
(A) The project is in an area where all public services and
facilities are available to allow for maximum development
permissi~le in the General Plan and
(B) The area in which the project is located is not
environmentally sensitive."

Here, this exemption does not apply because the Project does not seek
to add anything to an existing facility: the application is for the demolition
of a 1,987 sq.ft. structure and replace the old structure with a much larger
structure of7,629 sq.ft. According to the application, the Project does not
seek to add anything to an existing structure: it seeks demolition and
construction of an entirely new·structure.

• 14 CCR 15303 does not apply to the Project either. This
exemption applies to the "construction and location of limited
numbers ofnew, small facilities or structures". The proposed
new structure on the lot will be 7,629 sq.ft.; this number is not
small, and is in fact massive, especially compared to the size of
structures in the surrounding neighborhood.

4. There Is Substantial Evidence Demonstrating That An
Exception To The Categorical Exemption Applies Pursuant To
CEQA Guideline 14 CCR 15300.2
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The Applicant requests that the Director Planning determine that there
is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to the Categorical
Exemption applies pursuant to 14 CCR 15300.2. In fact, there is substantial
evidence that exceptions to the Categorical Exemption applies as follows.

The Project is located in the Coastal Zone - a highly sensitive
environmental resource protected by at least two major State acts of
legislation in addition to local protections. Pursuant to 14 CCR 15300.2, a '
CEQA exemption is inapplicable where there the project presents a
significant effect on the environment (14 CCR 15300.2(c), and where over
time similar projects that are approved present a cumulative impact on the
environment (14 CCR 15300.2(b), Here, this Project presents a significant
impact on the environment because it mostly eliminates the coastal view and
access to natural light from some neighboring properties, including my
client's.

Also, there is another four story structure located in the area of the
Project. If this Project, which seeks approval for another four story
structure, is approved, the cumulative impact of this Project and the other
four story structure means that the coastal views, and access to natural light
of many other existing structures will be eliminated after more and more
four story structures are approved by the City. In order to preserve these
environmental issues, the City should deny this Project.

5. This Appeal Violates The Los Angeles Rules For Posting
Notice

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code §12.20.21(E)(5), the
Applicant was required to post notice that the application was filed for a
coastal development permit at the time the application is submitted for
filing. Here, there is no evidence that the Applicant posted notice at the time
the application was submitted for filing, which was on 10/5/2019.

6. The Subject Project is located immediately below a large
swimming pool and a sewer pipe behind a retaining wall. There is zero
discussion ofwhat would happen if the retaining wall would fail in the event
of an earthquake, or otherwise.

7. The Scale and Mass of the Single-Family Residence, as
Proposed, is Not Compatible with the Surrounding
Neighborhood
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Vista Del Mar Lane is a two-lane street which begins at Vista Del Mar along
the beach
and rises to the top of the hill. It is a very comfortable street, often a pass
through for people who drive from the South Bay to Culver Boulevard and
frequently a street which provides beach parking and, along portions of the
bluff where there is no development, a viewing opportunity of the ocean and
sunset. Development on this street is layered. The residences on the Playa
Del Rey bluffs facing the ocean, with limited exception at the bottom of the
street, are all single-story at street level. The residences on the inland side of
Vista Del Mar Lane, with limited exception, are one and two story homes,
much smaller than the applicants' proposed house. Still further inland and on
the bluff above Vista Del Mar Lane, the houses on Rindge Avenue are
predominantly single-story, with ocean views over the roofs of the homes
below.

The application here proposes to demolish an existing one-story, 1987
sfhome and to replace it with a four-story 7,629 sfhouse and with a 1,704 sf
basement level. It is not clear from plans whether the basement level is
proposed to be fully below grade or whether the development is actually
four stories "plus," but whether viewed as a 9,333 sfhouse or even just a
7,629 sfhouse, it will dwarf the existing development on the street.

The following are the square footages of the existing houses that front
on Vista Del Mar Lane:

6948 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,354 sf
7000 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,339 sf
7008 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,617 sf
7012 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,987 sf (this property)
7016 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,752 sf
7026 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,360 sf
7030 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,015 sf
7034 Vista Del Mar Lane 3,356 sf
7040 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,438 sf
7046 Vista Del Mar Lane 3,005 sf
201 Manchester Blvd 6,312 sf
7303 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,984 sf
7306 Vista Del Mar Lane 10,887 sf
7310 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,832 sf
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7314 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,090 sf
7324 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,602 sf
7328 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,048 sf
7334 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,557 sf
7352 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,621 sf

Attached are photographs of each of the above houses to give you an
idea of the current mass and scale of the neighborhood (the last photo shows
the existing residence in relation to the single-story houses above it on
Rindge Avenue). See these photos as Exhibit D.

If the project were not located in the coastal zone, it might be
permissible to simply comply with Municipal Code restrictions for siting
and designing the house. But it is the coastal zone, and therefore this project
is governed as well by a set of overarching requirements set forth in the
Coastal Act (Pub. Resources Code, §30000 et seq.).

Because the City ofLos Angeles does not yet have a certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP) for Playa Del Rey (or any of its segments), the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 30200
30265.5) govern review of the application. Further, because the City has
assumed the authority for i~suance of CDPs in the first instance, the Coastal
Act provides that the "[decisions of the [Coastal] Commission, where
applicable, shall guide local governments [here, the City] ... in their future
actions" under the Act. (Pub. Resources Code, § 30625(c).)

Two Chapter 3 policies, in particular, that govern review of this
application. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant 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 ofnatural 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."

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act further provides, in part:
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"New development shall: (5) Where appropriate, protect special
communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses."

There are no Coastal Commission decisions on this street, which
underscores the precedential nature of the City's decision here. There have
been, however, Commission decisions in like circumstances which provide
apt guidance here. In 5-05-414 (Shaw), the applicant proposed to demolish a
1400 sf single-family residence and to replace it with a 30-foot high, 3900· sf
residence in Venice. The Commission denied the application for the
proposed project because it was found to be incompatible with the character
of the surrounding area and would set a negative precedent for future
development, citing Sections 30251 and 30253, above. As noted in the
Commission's findings: "The Commission determined that the height (33
feet) and mass (3900 sf) of the proposed three-level house would not
conform with the character of the immediate neighborhood, as there was a
significant contrast between the size of the proposed project and the existing
homes in the area, the neighborhood being overwhelming single-story with a
few two-story homes." (P. 1) The link to this decision is:
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2005/1O/THl Oc-1 0-2005 .pdf

In 5-18-0393 (Kashani), the applicant proposed to construct a 9,898 sf
single-family residence more than twice the residential floor area of 90% of
the homes along this portion of Tramonto Drive, in Pacific Palisades. The
Commission noted (at p. 16): "The City-approved development would be
more than twice the size of the existing row of structures seaward of
Tramonto Drive in this area. While this may be consistent with the City's
Zoning Code, it is not, in this consistent with the scenic and visual resources
policies of the Coastal Act." The latter point is particularly worth noting
here. The project plans note that max FAR allowed is 9,480 sf, and that max
building height allowed is 45' with a roof structure housing elevators and
stairways potentially exceeding the building by 5'. While this project may be
at or slightly below FAR or building height, the Municipal Code
requirements are not the key. They are merely maximums, but in applying
the Coastal Act, the neighborhood compatibility and scenic and visual
resource policies are the governing standards, and this project is inconsistent
with both. The link to this decision is:
https:lldocuments.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2018/10/W12c/W 12c%20&%20W
13a-10-2018-report.pdf
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The average sized home on Vista Del Mar Lane, even including the
few exceptions, is 3,029 sf. That is well less than half of the 7,629 sfhouse
proposed here - or one-third the size of the total square footage proposed is
considered. If you take out the one outlier, 10,887 sf, the average size home
is even far less, 2,593 sf.

There is no good formula for dictating appropriate mass and scale. But
the proposal here, by any measure, is way beyond what would be considered
consistent with the neighborhood compatibility and the scenic and visual
policies of the Coastal Act. For that reason, unless revised and reduced in
mass and scale, it should be denied.

8. Approval of the Development, as Proposed, Will Create
Adverse Cumulative and Precedential Effects

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act further states:

"New residential... development... shall be located ... where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal
resources."

Given mass and scale of the current proposal, it is abundantly clear
that it would set an adverse precedent for Vista Del Mar Lane, giving license
to every other property to redevelop at some point at a grand scale. It would
convert the street, one-story at street level on one side and at modest square
footage on the other into an imposing string of exceptionally large
residences.

The impact, however, is not only to Vista Del Mar Lane. It is as well
to the homes above this street on Rindge, predominantly single-story and
with significant views of the ocean. The last photo attached shows the
existing house and the three houses above it. Not only would this proposal, if
approved, adversely affect those existing residences, but it would likely
force larger homes on Rindge in the future to recapture the view, a domino
effect experienced in other coastal neighborhoods of the City, such as
Venice. This further demonstrates that, as proposed, the applicant's house
would be inconsistent with policy in Coastal Act section 30250 regarding
locating new residential development.
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9. The Applicants Have Not Provided Meaningful Information
in Support of their Application

City staff graciously provided me with a copy of the project plan. The plans,
however, are, utterly unrevealing. They focus only on the house, but there is
no rendering and no meaningful elevations, especially important for
something this large and a proposal, unlike any other on the street, that
proposes substantial excavation and a basement garage entry. There is no
context, so one cannot truly evaluate its visual impact on the surrounding
homes, the street, or the homes on the street immediately above it.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act also provides:

"New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize risks to life
and property in
areas ofhigh geologic, flood, and fire hazard."

There is, apparently, no geotechnical report so that Building and Safety and,
importantly, the neighbors on each side of this sloping street might
understand the lateral support and related implications of the work proposed
on their adjacent properties. This is not an immaterial point. The application
proposes a substantial excavation, _ cubic yards, to create aI,704 sf
basement and subterranean garage, a design which itself would be
anomalous on this street.

to.Approval of the Development, as Proposed, Will Prejudice
the Preparation of the City's LCP

The City ofLos Angeles, unlike most cities in the coastal zone, has
yet to complete a certified LCP for any segments. Indeed, Playa Del Rey
seems virtually ignored. Coastal Act section 30604(a) requires a finding that
the proposed development "will not prejudice the ability of the local
government to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with
Chapter 3" of the Act. The factual record here demonstrates that the mass
and scale of this house, as currently proposed, is way beyond what would
satisfy the above-referenced Coastal Act policies, would create an adverse
precedent, and thus would necessarily prejudice the City's ability to prepare
an LCP for this area that is consistent with those policies.
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Re: Case No. DIR-2019-6145-CDP-MEL 
            CEQA No. ENV-2019-6146-CD 
            (7012 Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa Del Rey – Streams) 

I am appealing the above residential project because, as currently proposed and approved by the 
City, it is way too big and its mass and scale are wholly incompatible with the pattern of existing 
development on Vista Del Mar Lane and the street above it, Rindge Avenue.  I am requesting 
that the Commission find the appeal to present a “substantial issue,” and then to deny the 
application or require the applicants to revise their plans to better complement the mass and scale 
of the surrounding neighborhood.   

The Scale and Mass of the Single-Family Residence, as Proposed, is Not Compatible with 
the Surrounding Neighborhood

This area of Playa Del Rey is in the dual permit jurisdiction and is one of the few communities 
on the California coast that still does not have a Local Coastal Program (LCP).  Vista Del Mar 
Lane is a two-lane street which begins at Vista Del Mar along the beach and rises to the top of 
the hill.  It is a very comfortable street, often a pass-through for people who drive from the South 
Bay to Culver Boulevard and frequently a street that provides beach parking and, along portions 
of the bluff where there is no development, a viewing opportunity for the public of the ocean and 
sunset.   

Development in this hillside area is layered and specifically designed so that the residences may 
enjoy their coastal views.  The residences on the Playa Del Rey bluffs facing the ocean, with 
limited exception at the bottom of the street, are all single-story at street level.  They are subject 
to a very limited height restriction so that views from the east (or inland side) of the street are not 
impacted.  This is a pattern throughout the streets of the hillside area, which was developed 
dating back to the 1920’s and sold with the promise of these sweeping views.  The residences on 
the inland side of Vista Del Mar Lane, with limited exception, are one and two story homes, 
much smaller than the applicants’ proposed house.  Still further inland and on the bluff above 
Vista Del Mar Lane, the houses on Rindge Avenue are predominantly single-story, with ocean 
views over the roofs of the homes below. 

The application here initially proposed a 9,333 square foot house.  When the local residents 
protested in mass, they revised the proposal to demolish an existing one-story, 1987 square foot 
home and to replace it with a multi-story 7,506 square foot structure, of which 1,704 square feet 
are referred to as basement and excavation of 1500 cubic yards of dirt for a 1,704 square foot 
basement level.  It is not clear from plans whether the “basement level” is proposed to be fully 
below grade or whether the development is actually four stories, but it is all habitable space and 
it will dwarf the existing development on the street and obstruct the views from the homes 
above.   

The Project, by any measure, is far out of character and scale for the neighborhood.  The 
following are the square footages of the existing houses that front on Vista Del Mar Lane: 
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6948 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,354 sf 
7000 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,339 sf 
7008 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,617 sf 
7012 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,987 sf  (this property) 
7016 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,752 sf 
7026 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,360 sf 
7030 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,015 sf 
7034 Vista Del Mar Lane 3,356 sf 
7040 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,438 sf 
7046 Vista Del Mar Lane 3,005 sf 
201 Manchester Blvd  6,312 sf 

The houses on the downhill-sloped angle of the street are arrayed in a way that conforms to the 
downslope, allowing for greater square footage, while mitigating impact.  While there is a much 
greater opportunity for a larger house to be developed on the south end of the street, that is not 
true of the north end of the street where this Project is located.  The homes at the south end of the 
street have square footages of: 

7303 Vista Del Mar Lane 1,984 sf 
7306 Vista Del Mar Lane           10,887 sf 
7310 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,832 sf 
7314 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,090 sf 
7324 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,602 sf 
7328 Vista Del Mar Lane 2,048 sf 
7334 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,557 sf 
7352 Vista Del Mar Lane 4,621 sf 

Attached are photographs, first, of all of the existing homes on Vista Del Mar Lane, starting at 
the top and then to the bottom of the street to give you an idea of the current mass and scale of 
the neighborhood  Second, I have included a panoramic view of the north end of Vista Del Mar 
Lane.  Lastly, I have included a site photo exhibit which will give you a further perspective on 
both sides of the street. 

If the Project were not located in the coastal zone, it might be permissible to simply comply with 
the maximum Municipal Code restrictions for siting and designing the house.  But it is in the 
coastal zone, and therefore this Project is governed as well by a set of overarching requirements 
set forth in the Coastal Act (Pub. Resources Code, §30000 et seq.).  

Because the City of Los Angeles does not yet have a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) for 
Playa Del Rey (or any of its segments), the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 30200-30265.5) govern review of the application.  Further, because the City has 
assumed the authority for issuance of CDPs in the first instance, the Coastal Act provides that the 
“[d]ecisions of the [Coastal] Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments [here, 
the City] . . . in their future actions” under the Act.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 30625(c).) 
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Two Chapter 3 policies, in particular, that govern review of this application.  Section 30251 of 
the Coastal Act states, in relevant 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.” 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act further provides, in part: 

“New development shall:  (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses.”  

There are no Coastal Commission decisions on this street, which underscores the precedential 
nature of the City’s decision here.  There have been, however, Commission decisions in like 
circumstances which provide apt guidance here.  The Coastal Act provides that decisions of the 
Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments in their future actions.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 30625(c).) 

In 5-05-414 (Shaw), the applicant proposed to demolish a 1400 sf single-family residence and to 
replace it with a 30-foot high, 3900 sf residence in Venice.  The Commission denied the 
application for the proposed project because it was found to be incompatible with the character 
of the surrounding area and would set a negative precedent for future development, citing 
Sections 30251 and 30253, above.  As noted in the Commission’s findings: “The Commission 
determined that the height (33 feet) and mass (3900 sf) of the proposed three-level house would 
not conform with the character of the immediate neighborhood, as there was a significant 
contrast between the size of the proposed project and the existing homes in the area, the 
neighborhood being overwhelming single-story with a few two-story homes.”  (P. 1)  The link to 
this decision is:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2005/10/TH10c-10-2005.pdf

In 5-18-0393 (Kashani), the applicant proposed to construct a 9,898 sf single-family residence 
more than twice the residential floor area of 90% of the homes along this portion of Tramonto 
Drive, in Pacific Palisades.  The Commission noted (at p. 16):  “The City-approved development 
would be more than twice the size of the existing row of structures seaward of Tramonto Drive 
in this area.  While this may be consistent with the City’s Zoning Code, it is not, in this 
consistent with the scenic and visual resources policies of the Coastal Act.”  The latter point is 
particularly worth noting here.  The project plans note that max FAR allowed is 9,480 sf, and 
that max building height allowed is 45’ with a roof structure housing elevators and stairways 
potentially exceeding the building by 5’.  While this project may be at or slightly below FAR or 
building height, the Municipal Code requirements are not the key.  They are merely maximums, 
but in applying the Coastal Act, the neighborhood compatibility and scenic and visual resource 
policies are the governing standards, and this project is inconsistent with both.  The link to this 
decision is: https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2018/10/W12c/W12c%20&%20W13a-10-
2018-report.pdf  
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The Playa Del Rey community, in general, is distinctly low in scale.  It is worth noting that in 
2012, the Legado Companies proposed a 57-foot high, 72 mixed use project with 10,000 square 
feet of retail one block from the beach in lower Playa Del Rey.  Community members opposed 
the project on the grounds that, among other things, it was out of character and scale and would 
set a precedent for the rest of commercial development in Playa Del Rey.  In March 2018, the 
Planning Commission approved the project.  Community members and groups appealed the 
decision all the way up to the City Planning Commission and ultimately to the PLUM 
Committee and City Council.  In August 2018, the City Council granted the appeal and 
overturned the Director’s determination in approving a CDP for the project and adopted findings 
and disapproved of the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The Council found: 

• The development is not in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act.

• The proposed project fails to satisfy the Coastal Act.
• The proposed project is not compatible with the character and scale of the

community.
• The proposed project does not comply with the Coastal Act requirements for

protection of scenic and visual qualities of the Coastal Act.
• The development will prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal

Program that is in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

Unlike this Project, the City of Los Angeles understood its obligations in implementing its 
coastal permit authority.  Legado sued the City challenging its decision and lost.  It is unknown 
whether Legado has appealed.  

At the City’s March 2, 2020 hearing on this application, I spoke on behalf of the Neighborhood 
Council of Westchester/Playa, where I am the Chair of the Planning and Land Use Committee.  I 
informed the City’s hearing offer that I had made numerous attempts to have the applicants’ 
representative present their project to my Committee, and they refused.  The hearing officer then 
instructed the applicants’ representative to go to the Neighborhood and present their project.  I 
confirmed at the hearing that I would put them their project on the Committee’s next agenda.  
The hearing officer then gave them 6 weeks to accomplish this.  While the Committee received 
numerous letters from Vista Del Mar Lane and Rindge Avenue residents concerning the Project 
in anticipation of a hearing, the applicants refused to appear before the Commission, thus, in this 
case, defeating the whole purpose of input from the Neighborhood Council on consequential 
projects.   

Here, the average-sized home on Vista Del Mar Lane, even including a few exceptions, is 3,029 
square feet.  No home, to my knowledge has a large “basement” and it is not clear from the plans 
that the basement proposed here is entirely subterranean or a “basement” at all.  It is nearly equal 
in square footage to the existing home and is clearly intended as habitable space.  The homes 
here are well less than half of the 7,506 square foot house proposed here.  It you take out the one 
outlier, the average size home is even far less, 2,593 square feet. 

There is no good formula for dictating appropriate mass and scale.  However, the proposal here, 
beyond any formula, is way beyond what would be considered consistent with the neighborhood 
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compatibility and scenic and visual policies of the Coastal Act.  For that reason, unless revised 
and reduced in mass and scale, the Commission should find “substantial issue” and the 
application should be denied. 

Approval of the Development, as Proposed, Will Create Adverse Cumulative and 
Precedential Effects   

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act further states: 

“New residential . . . development . . . shall be located . . . where it will not have significant 
adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.” 

Given mass and scale of the current proposal, it is abundantly clear that it would set an adverse 
precedent for Vista Del Mar Lane, giving license to every other property owner to redevelop at 
some point at a grand scale.  It would convert the street, one-story at street level on one side and 
at modest square footage on the other into an imposing string of exceptionally large residences.  
The impact, however, is not only to Vista Del Mar Lane.  It is as well to the homes above this 
street on Rindge, predominantly single-story and with significant views of the ocean.  The 
attached photos show the existing house and the three houses above it.  Not only would this 
proposal, if approved, adversely effect those existing residences, but it would likely force larger 
homes on Rindge in the future to recapture the view, a domino effect experienced in other 
coastal neighborhoods of the City, such as Venice.  This further demonstrates that, as proposed, 
the applicant’s house would be inconsistent with policy in Coastal Act section 30250 regarding 
locating new residential development. 

The Applicants Did Not Provided Meaningful and Essential Information in Support of 
their Application  

The plans submitted for the project are utterly unrevealing, and that appears to have been the 
intent of the applicants.  The plans focus only on the house, but the applicants provided no 
rendering or meaningful elevations, which would be especially important for something this 
large structure and the proposal, unlike any other on the street, proposes substantial excavation 
and a basement garage entry.  There is no context, so one cannot truly evaluate its visual impact 
on the surrounding homes, the street, or the homes on the street immediately above it.   

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act also provides: 

“New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.” 

There is, apparently, no geotechnical report so that Building and Safety and, importantly, the 
neighbors on each side of this sloping street might understand the lateral support and related 
implications of the work proposed on their adjacent properties.  This is not an immaterial point.  
The application purports to propose a substantial excavation to create a large 1,704 sf lower level 
and subterranean garage, a design which itself would be anomalous on this street.   
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There also is no analysis of the building stringline, which would help contain new development 
from creeping forward to the street, thus, again, setting a negative precedent for future 
development. 

Approval of the Development, as Proposed, Will Prejudice the Preparation of the City’s 
LCP 

The City of Los Angeles, unlike most cities in the coastal zone, has yet to complete a certified 
LCP for any segments.  Indeed, Playa Del Rey seems to have been virtually ignored.  Coastal 
Act section 30604(a) requires a finding that the proposed development “will not prejudice the 
ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3” of the Act.  The factual record here demonstrates that the mass and scale of this 
house, as currently proposed, is way beyond what would satisfy the above-referenced Coastal 
Act policies, would create an adverse precedent, and thus would necessarily prejudice the City’s 
ability to prepare an LCP for this area that is consistent with those policies.   

In addition, in 2020, the City Council approved a motion by Councilman Bonin to include all of 
the coastal zone of Los Angeles into the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance (BMO).  This was 
done with the acknowledgment by the City that there were: 

“gaps in coverage for protecting Coastal Zone properties outside of designated Hillside 
Areas from out of scale development.  As the Baseline Hillside Ordinance applies in the 
Coastal Zone, so should the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance, and it should be folded 
in the City’s Local Coastal Program for this area.  Expanding the BMO into the coastal 
zone would bring those properties in line with the rest of the city and prevent 
mansionization, as proposed here, in all single-family residential neighborhoods. 

Attached is the motion and vote from the City Council.  The motion was passed specifically to 
protect scale and character in the coastal zone, as it was for many other areas of the City.  It is 
precisely the type of land use control which ought to be addressed in the Local Coastal Program 
but which would be foreclosed if the City’s contrary decision here is left to stand. 

Conclusion 

I do not oppose a reasonable development on the applicant’s property.  I am objecting to this 
proposal because it is thoughtless, extreme, and was not properly vetted by the City.  It is a good 
example of attempting to max out development on a site by looking only to the Municipal Code 
requirements.  Because this project is proposed in the coastal zone, the policies of the Coastal 
Act control and, in my view, dictate that the mass and scale of the residence be reduced to better 
fit into the neighborhood.  For example, eliminating one story and perhaps the basement would 
still leave an ample development, consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.   

The community of Playa Del Rey understands and values the special character of the town and 
will go to great lengths to protect for all our residents and visitors.  For these reasons, the 
Commission should find the appeal to raise a substantial issue and deny the Project unless and 
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until it is brought into character and scale with the surrounding residences and conforms with the 
Baseline Mansionization Ordinance. 

Thank you very much. 

Julie Ross 
Vice-President and Founding Member 
Playa Del Rey Guardians Society, a 501(c)(3) organization 

Chair/Planning and Land Use Committee 
Westchester/Playa Neighborhood Council 

Attachments:   (Photos of the existing house and all houses on Vista Del Mar Lane) 
City Council Motion and Vote, Baseline Mansionization Ordinance 
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PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE
DIVISION MANAGER

HOLLY L. WOLCOTT
CITY CLERK

EXECUTIVE OFFICER

______
PETTY F. SANTOS

CLERK.LACITY.ORG

When making inquiries relative to
this matter, please refer to the
Council File No.: 10-1058-S4

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

OFFICIAL ACTION OF THE LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL

Council File No.:

Council Meeting Date:

Agenda Item No.:

Agenda Description:

Council Action:

Council Vote:

HOLLY L. WOLCOTT
CITY CLERK

10-1058-S4

March 03, 2020

10

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
relative to amending the existing Baseline Mansionization Ordinance (BMO)
to include the Coastal Zone areas not currently covered by the Baseline
Hillside Ordinance within the City.

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT -
ADOPTED

YES BOB BLUMENFIELD
YES MIKE BONIN
YES JOE BUSCAINO
ABSENT      GILBERT A. CEDILLO
YES MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON
ABSENT      JOSE HUIZAR
YES PAUL KORETZ
ABSENT      PAUL KREKORIAN
YES JOHN LEE
YES NURY MARTINEZ
YES MITCH O'FARRELL
YES CURREN D. PRICE
YES MONICA RODRIGUEZ
YES DAVID RYU
ABSENT      HERB WESSON

March 5, 2020
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Adopted Report(s)

Title Date
Report from Planning and Land Use Management Committee 02/18/2020
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7012 Vista Del Mar Lane
Proposed 7,629. sq. ft.
Overall Dwelling Height: 41.5 ft.

Photo: 26 February 2020
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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 
questions. For more information, see the Commission’s contact page at https://
coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/). 
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1. Appellant information1

Name:  _____________________________________________________ 

Mailing address:  _____________________________________________________ 

Phone number:  _____________________________________________________ 

Email address:  _____________________________________________________ 

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

   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.g., 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:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation 
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: __________________________________ 

Local government approval body: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP application number: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP decision:       CDP approval             CDP denial3 

Date of local government CDP decision: __________________________________ 

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

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

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. 
Please see the appeal information sheet for more information. 
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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 appeal4

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:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal. 
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5. Appellant certification5

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

Print name_____________________________________________________________ 

Signature 

Date of Signature  _______________________ 

5. Representative authorization6

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.   

I have authorized a representative, and I 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 
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE (415) 904-5200 
FAX (415) 904-5400  

DISCLOSURE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

If you intend to have anyone communicate on your behalf to the California Coastal 
Commission, individual Commissioners, and/or Commission staff regarding your coastal 
development permit (CDP) application (including if your project has been appealed to the 
Commission from a local government decision) or your appeal, then you are required to 
identify the name and contact information for all such persons prior to any such 
communication occurring (see Public Resources Code, Section 30319). The law provides 
that failure to comply with this disclosure requirement prior to the time that a 
communication occurs is a misdemeanor that is punishable by a fine or imprisonment and 
may lead to denial of an application or rejection of an appeal.  

To meet this important disclosure requirement, please list below all representatives who 
will communicate on your behalf or on the behalf of your business and submit the list to the 
appropriate Commission office. This list could include a wide variety of people such as 
attorneys, architects, biologists, engineers, etc. If you identify more than one such 
representative, please identify a lead representative for ease of coordination and 
communication. You must submit an updated list anytime your list of representatives 
changes. You must submit the disclosure list before any communication by your 
representative to the Commission or staff occurs. 

Your Name   _________________________________________________ 

CDP Application or Appeal Number ____________________________________ 

Lead Representative 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Your Signature   __________________________________________________         

Date of Signature ________________________ 
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2 

Additional Representatives (as necessary) 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Your Signature_______________________________________________         

Date of Signature ________________________ 
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February 06, 2021 

California Coastal Commission 

South Coast District Office 

301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300 

Long Beach, CA 90802 

(562) 590-5071

City of Los Angeles CDP APPEAL and REVIEW for Dual permit  

REQUEST FOR COASTAL BLUFF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW OF IMPENDING DUAL PERMIT ISSUANCE  

FOR DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 7012 South Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293  

CDP Number DIR-2019-6145-CDP-MEL  

THE DEMOLITION OF AN (E) SFD AND THE CONSTRUCTION, USE AND MAINTANCE OF A (N) 
SFD IN AN R-1 LOT WITHIN THE DUAL JURISDICTION COASTAL ZONE. 

 Dear Ms. Dobson, Mr. Hudson and Chloe Seifert - South District Coastal Commission Office 

We appreciate the Coastal Commission’s oversight, commitment to protecting our coastline, hillside bluffs, 

and help preventing the over-building of our coastal communities. In recent instances the City of Los Angeles 

has not attended to the importance of protecting our coastline communities. In this case, they have been 

remiss in the CDP process; allowing the owner / developer to circumvent the concerns of the more than a 

dozen surrounding neighbors and requests to present the project to the local Neighborhood Council Planning 

and Land Usage Committee, which were established to help address and guide this type of coastal overbuilding 

and environmental issues. In absence of a certified local Coastal plan the dual jurisdiction review of this 

development is critical.   

We respect and support improvements and the right of thoughtful development in the coastal communities, 

balanced by the protection of our environment, natural resources and habitats. 

The impending development located 7012 South Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 has not been 

reviewed by the city of Los Angeles for its significant adverse Coastal environmental impacts, based on the 

current plan. The height, setbacks, lot coverage and grading involves substantial risk and adverse 

environmental impact to coastal and bluff side areas in Playa del Rey.   

This development requires full demolition of home, hardscape and pool backfill for the construction of 

proposed structure, based on the owner developer’s existing plan. The development would require significant 

grading, removal of and potential re-placement of cement, rock, soil, vegetation, and other materials. 

The height and square footage of the structure, glass and windows alone will result in significant shoreline / 

bluff nature and environmental impacts.  

This currently proposed development located at 7012 South Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 is 

adjacent to the shoreline, with major renovation of a bluff top and hillside structure, and expansion that 

maintains inappropriate setback and lot coverage, along the coastal bluff. This structure has inadequate yard 

setbacks and will, in fact, block valuable public view corridors – 103% FAR. Inaccurate photos and images have 

been created that incorrectly show the effect of the structures height, between their illustrated renderings and 
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“virtual” drone images. The proposed structure will be taller than existing trees and utilities lines in the rear 

utility easement of the property. The property is on a slope and has not effectively provided height 

silhouetting.  Without proper onsite silhouetting, staking, or poles and pennants, which they declined to 

temporarily install, the accuracy of their renderings are in questions and do not accurately display  how the 

new structure towers above existing trees and utilities lines. The retaining property walls, multiple roof decks, 

48 ft. chimney and rear rooflines, as currently proposed, exceeds the height of most trees around and above 

the property, as well as flight paths and lines for a range of local birds, green parrots and more.      

As planned the development height will, in fact pose significant coastal environment impact. The owner of the 

intended development at 7012 South Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 has made FALSE and 

INACCURATE claims that the project has NO IMPACT on existing views Sec. 30251. Their privacy walls alone 

exceed existing roof lines to the north and south slope of the property. They have made inaccurate claims 

WITHOUT PROOF or an EIR, that the development has NO SIGNIFICANT or CUMMULATIVE IMPACTS on 

COASTAL RESOURCES Sec. 30250      

Note the height of roof line, roof deck, and chimney at rear of property hillside exceed the center roofline and utility lines.   
Privacy walls alone exceed the roof lines of adjacent hillside properties  

103% FAR coverage, average for all 21 properties on same street and hillside is 48.14% with the structures height to be measured from the current hillsides slope, lowest 

average grade.
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Several members of the community have petitioned against the scale, mass, FAR lot coverage and requested a 

denial of the development’s plan as submitted. Without any story pole silhouettes, the inaccurate renderings 

do not address that the roof top decks, and chimney  and height of this structure will surpass most utility lines 

and flight path where birds and other natural reside.  The proposed development is not compatible with the 

scale of the neighborhood Sec. 30253. The style of the structure is not the issue, however the scale is 

preposterous with the demolition of a one-story, 1,987 square foot single-family dwelling and the 

construction of a new 3 story (35.9 ft. high), 5,783 sq. ft. structure on a 5,651 sq. ft. lot including a basement 

level would contain a multiple parking garage and storage; with approximately 1,500 cubic yards of cut and 

export of dirt. 

We are requesting an appeal of the City’s CDP and request a more detailed review during the dual permit 

process. As part of the appeal of their supposition for Class 32 Infill exemption for promoting shovel ready 

urban infill development (CEQA) on this bluff and hillside coastal property. The development does not have 

appropriate geological setbacks and an appropriate geo has not been completed.  The City of Los Angeles 

planning approving CDP's without sincere consideration, if at all, of the mass scale and overdevelopment of 

the proposed development being consistent with the mass, scale and character of our neighborhood appears 

to negligent . The existing home of 1,987 square feet at 7012 Vista del Mar lane is proposed to be demolished 

and replaced with the construction of a new 3 story “home" of 5,783 square feet plus a roof top deck, and 48 

foot high chimney. The oversized residence “mansion” will be nearly 3 times the size, mass and scale of the 

home being demolished and almost double than the average size of homes on the same hillside.   

This “new development” far exceeds 50% of the current structure through demolition, removal and 

reconstruction and more that 50% of the lineal extent of exterior walls; and demolition, removal of structural 

walls, and removal of cement and back fill of a pool. The new structure is nearly 3 times the size of the 

existing structure in square footage and larger the square footage of the lot size, with a 5,783 sq. ft. new 

structure on a 5,651 sq. ft. coastal bluff and hillside lot, as proposed.   

Several adjacent and local properties have been held to specific Coastal requirements and limitations that we 

expect this development and owner, who happens to be an attorney, will be held to for this proposed 

development. Although this development’s property owner purposefully circumvented the local neighborhood 

council planning and land use committees making a range of excuses, we expect they will be held to the same 

requirements that neighboring properties have had to comply via Coastal Commission. This includes 

restrictions on smaller renovations including a kitchen bay windows at 7015 Rindge, new windows at 7018 

Rindge Ave, size of decks and on a 2018 renovation on Rindge, limiting size and depth of  a swimming pool at 

7013 Rindge Ave that required full geological tests prior to approval, just to name a few.  Six formal appeals 

were filed with the City of Los Angeles on this development with more than 40 people who had not received 

notification yet attempted to join the call to express concerns about this over-development and the 

environmental impact of the bluff and hillside in Playa del Rey for this new 3 story structure, at 5,783 sq. ft. 

structure on a 5,651 sq. ft. lot.  Additionally, after several requests, there has been no detail or confirmation 

provided specifying from which point on the sloped property will the 35.9 feet and 48 foot chimney will be 

measured, as it should be measured from average lowest grade of the current sloped property with NO fill. 

Homes of the east side of the Vista Del Mar bluff and hillside have unobstructed views. As we understand the 

homes in front of this development cannot exceed 9 feet from the street level. Permitting this development 

will set a precedent for scale, mass and height, and only begin a series of height wars to protect the view and 

quiet enjoyment of the surrounding coastal properties at the top of the hill which this properties will now be 

blocking.  
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We hope the South Coast District Coastal Commission will review all coastal buff and hillside impacts 

including: 

1) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) - the proposed project would result in development which is inconsistent with the

scale, mass and character of the surrounding neighborhood and FAR  is greater than all but 1 of 21

residences on the hillside that have an average FAR of 103% in an areas with an average FAR of 48.14%.  A

FAR of 103% for this development provides inappropriate precedent.

2) The proposed residence will result in significant impacts to private and public views.

3) The proposed project may result in the potential instability of hillside, demolition and fill of an existing pool,

and subterranean multi car garage and storage are planned in the new construction.

Currently, an assurance of structural stability has NOT been provided nor has the development proven to be in 

adherence to the standards for erosion control, as this is a hillside property. Proper siting of new development 

and minimizing geologic risk are important statewide issues. 

Policy 4-1 Coastal Erosion - Development along the Shoreline – for all new development along the shoreline, 

including additions to existing development, a site-specific geological investigation and analysis similar to that 

required by the Coastal Commission’s Geologic Stability and Bluff top Guidelines shall be required, for all 

permitted development, this report must demonstrate bluff stability for 75 years, or the expected lifetime of 

the structure, whichever is greater.  

4) The developer’s images inaccurately display the height of the project, as it does not detail the location on

the coastal hillside property from which the 35.9 feet height, roof top decks, and 48 foot chimney are

measured. As the owner / developer rejected the request and invitation to attend the local Neighborhood

council planning and land use committee, ignored public and neighbor concerns regarding scale, mass, views

and community character,  and rejected all requests to erect story poles prior to the November 2020 appeal

meeting. The development’s proposed height should be measured from Lowest Average Grade.

5) Among the City of LA Department of Planning most important ordinances is the Baseline Hillside Ordinance

passed by the City to ensure development standards upon residential development located along hillsides. As

BHO regulates the overall scale, mass and height of new construction within residential neighborhoods

throughout the Hillside Areas of Los Angeles it should be taken into consideration on this Hillside lot,

particularly in absence of a certified coastal plan.

 The impending residential development project in its current form would and does not comply with the 

Baseline Hillside Ordinance, the proposed developments height should be measured from Lowest Average 

Grade.  

6) Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act - Playa del Rey is one of the few Coastal Neighborhoods with yards, space for

natural habitat, vegetation, birds, animals, and room to breathe.  Somewhat related to FAR, over-developing

land and more than 100% FAR structure to lot size will significantly effect of natural habitat, and again sets a

dangerous precedent as we protect our coastline.

7) CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) Section 21080.5 of the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)  and area environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with

this development and cumulative local development in the coastal program and how it will conform to CEQA

provisions, including the requirement in CEQA section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) and if there are feasible alternative or
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feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which 

the activity may have on the environment. (14 C.C.R. §§ 13542(a), 13540(f), and 13555(b)). 

Not all adjacent property owners, within 100 foot radius of the property, were notified of the impending 

permit, currently approved by the City of Los Angeles.  This letter is being submitted as a formal notice of 

concern, request for coastal environmental impacts, and appeal of any impending permits currently proposed 

for this development, based on its current form due to scale, mass, setbacks, privacy walls, and partial 

subterranean grading of the garage area. As is, the current 3 story, 5,783 sq. ft. structure on a 5,651 sq. ft. lot 

clearly appears to an overdevelopment of this coastal hill side FAR, with significant adverse coastal 

environmental impacts – not to mention the precedent is will set for other similar lot sizes.       

Several similar neighborhoods in the non‐coastal zone areas of Los Angeles are more protected than those in 

the Playa del Rey Coastal Zone as they have low FAR limits, such as .45. It would be neglectful for us to have 

less protection for neighborhoods in Coastal Zones than in the non‐coastal zone areas of Los Angeles. We hope 

the Commission will help encourage and honor neighborhood protections in the Coastal Act Chapter 3 of 

requiring compatibility with the existing surrounding neighborhood. Enabling development with more than 

60% and in this case more than 100% lot coverage will leave the neighborhood unprotected, greatly affect the 

character and scale, and sets a precedent to have those whose it will block begin height wars. Overbuilding at 

more than 100% lot coverage can only be achieved by garnering square footage via a combination of 

subterranean and increasing height above utility lines, as the plans show for this development. 

Please note the Substantial Evidence list below, results and analysis of all 21 homes on the east hillside of Vista 

Del Mar between the beach and the top of the hill where Vista Del Mar lane ends, detailing the existing lot 

coverage and size of the hillside, single‐family Playa del Rey hillside Coastal Zone.  

Vista Del Mar (East Hill Side) Home FAR average 48.14% 

Address Year Built Height Home SqFt Lot Sqft % 

7360 Vista Del Mar 1941 - 3,121 9,595 33% 

7352 Vista Del Mar 1960 - 4,621 6,529 71% 

7344 Vista Del Mar 1941 25 ft 3,220 7,132 45% 

7334 Vista Del Mar 1974 28 ft 5,831 6,150 95% 

7328 Vista Del Mar 1952 16 ft 2,048 5,968 34% 

7324 Vista Del Mar 1925 29 ft 2,602 9,005 29% 

7314 Vista Del Mar 1953 20 ft 2,090 9,237 23% 

7310 Vista Del Mar 1959 23 ft 2,832 6,179 46% 

7306 Vista Del Mar * 1997 52 ft 10,887 6,819 160% 

202 W Manchester Ave 1954 1,840 6,258 30% 

201 W Manchester Ave 1990 6,312 9,297 68% 

7046 Vista Del Mar 1963 13 ft 3,005 6,633 45% 
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7040 Vista Del Mar 1974 29 ft 2,438 7,310 33% 

7034 Vista Del Mar 1968 29 ft 3,356 7,519 45% 

7030 Vista Del Mar 1925 25 ft 2,015 7,385 27% 

7026 Vista Del Mar 1940 22 ft 4,360 13,503 32% 

7016 Vista Del Mar 1927 29 ft 2,752 5,685 48% 

7012 Vista Del Mar 1958 - 1,987 5,651 35% 

7008 Vista Del Mar 1956 19 ft 1,617 5,720 28% 

7000 Vista Del Mar 1951 16 ft 1,339 3,979 34% 

6948 Vista Del Mar 1927 28 ft 2,500 4,970 50% 

Average Height, Square Footage & FAR:  25 ft  3,370 sq ft     48.14% 

Impending Development: 

7012 Vista Del Mar Ln 2021 35.9 ft 5,783 5,651 102% 

*Important Note: It appears that the City has a trend of allowing greater FAR and height in recent years. Rather than intelligent and responsible

planning by the LA City CDP it seems that the city is allowing larger scale, out of scale with coastal community and clearly conflicting with ordinance is 
other areas of the city that were created so there would not be adverse effects on the values in the neighborhoods – BHO / BMO ordinances affecting
FAR, Height, Grading .

The owner / developer’s own calculation of scale, mass, height, and FAR calculation (which average 68%), 

where inaccurately displayed, as their list contemplates properties on the west side of Vista Del Mar. In either 

event, it still displays the incredibly oversized development plan for the location of this property.      

Again, we fully respect and support improvements and the right of thoughtful development in the coastal 

communities, balanced by the protection of our environment, natural resources and habitats. However, it’s 

hard to overlook these recent imposing and out-of-scale sized homes planned and being built on the coastal 

hillside, purely for profit and/ or opulent purposes. Not only do these overbuilt residences affect the 

neighborhood scale and land to structure ratio, but, more specifically and literally, they have created a 

negative presence upon their adjacent neighbors because their 3 story heights block sunlight, ocean breezes, 

minimize privacy, and impacts the quality of life for both people and natural habitat.    

There are other districts and neighborhoods that have enacted de-mansionization and BHO policies to limit the 

size of building in proportion to the lot size. Local residents hope that this will curtail the huge boxes that are 

popping up all over the Westside, and, literally, looming over its coastal residential neighbors and reducing 

open land. Less than 2 miles away, in 2016, the city approved a change in the building code to reduce the FAR 

to 45%. Yet bluff and hillside coastal properties have less protection: Playa del Rey has no FAR established to 

date, and the City is supposed to ensure that new developments are “within character of the existing homes”. 

With this development coming in at 104% FAR, and existing 21 homes on the same hillside street, on average 

of 48%, and prior to 1997 was at 42% FAR. I understand the code and permit process, and do not want to 

interfere in others’ rights to build and develop their projects within the framework that the building and fire 

department, as well as those Coastal Commission have set forth. Being that the Department of Planning 

cannot decipher or agree upon a certified coastal plan since 1979, nor what is “fitting within character of the 

existing homes” we are requesting an implementation of a FAR in our neighborhood, and that the FAR should 

be no more than the current average for properties along the same hillside. In addition, it can serve as 

A-5-DRL-21-0015
(Streams)

California Coastal Commission
A-5-DRL-21-0015

Exhibit 7
Page 102 of 119



guidance for those owner / developers who are trying to push for building the largest possible structure for 

their own or selfish gain, sidestepping the standard process, notifications, and procedures, requests from 

Neighborhood Councils, as well as the California Coastal Commission. Playa del Rey is one of the few Coastal 

Neighborhoods with yards, space for natural habitat, vegetation, birds, animals, and room to breathe. When 

another 3 story, 5,783sf+ structure that is greater than the size of the lot is permitted, it sets an unfortunate 

precedent and has already begun to create residential height wars. There is a place for these developments, 

but they should be built on a larger lot that are, in fact, available to build upon in the community.  

Prior to obtaining a permit to build our pool in 2002, that is directly adjacent to this property, we had to 

provide a geological test to assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 

significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area way require the 

construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluff or hillside. As 

this property will be removing a significant amount of cement, back filling an existing pool, in addition to 

removing approximately 1,500 cubic yards of cut and export of dirt to build a basement level containing a 

multiple parking garage and storage. 

To date, this development has not been properly reviewed by the city of Los Angeles for its impending 

significant adverse environmental impacts. No onsite visits by the city were made to properly view the effect 

of the scale, mass and height, including property privacy walls, decks, chimneys, and rear roof lines.  We 

respectfully request that a full review of the impending dual coastal development permit of 7012 South Vista 

Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 in order to properly discern the effects of this proposed development 

and accurate environmental impact.  

Applying the six factors listed above, and Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, this impending permit was not taken in 

consideration by the LA City CDP. We understand that Los Angeles is a large area for the city to appropriately 

plan for and the full adverse and cumulative environmental impact on the over-development of the hillside 

coastal bluffs in Playa del Rey was not properly considered in this instance.   

Thanking you in advance for your thorough review of this proposed dual permit plan and appeal of City of Los 

Angeles CDP issued permit.  

Best, 

Lisa Farris 

Lisa Farris 

7013 Rindge Avenue 

Playa del Rey, CA 90293 

310-500-6476
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From: Seifert, Chloe@Coastal [mailto:chloe.seifert@coastal.ca.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 12:11 PM 
To: Lisa Farris 
Cc: Julie Ross 
Subject: RE: Review of Impending Permit and Adverse Environmental Impact to Coastal and Bluff Side Development @ 
7012 South Vista Del Mar Lane, Playa del Rey, CA 90293  

Hi Lisa, 

Thanks for speaking with me this morning and following up on your inquiry. After speaking with senior staff, I can confirm 
that your appeal of local coastal development permit DIR 2019-6145-CDP-MEL should be submitted to our South Coast 
District office. While this project is located within the Dual Permit Jurisdiction and will require secondary approval from 
the Commission to proceed, you may still appeal the City’s action prior to February 8. (Apologies for incorrectly indicating 
the subject site was within Single Permit Jurisdiction.) 

If you and Julie Ross wish to schedule a call to discuss any further questions prior to appeal submittal, I can be available 
today between 4 and 5pm, or any time Thursday; let me know if you’d like me to call your listed number. 

Thanks, 
Chloe 

On Jan 25, 2021, at 9:31 AM, Seifert, Chloe@Coastal <chloe.seifert@coastal.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hello Lisa, 

I’m one of the Coastal Commission planners assigned to appeals within the Los Angeles coastal zone. I can help direct you 
to the appeal form and answer any questions you may have regarding the form submittal. 

In order to file an appeal of local Permit No. DIR 2019-6145-CDP-MEL issued for 7012 Vista Del Mar Ln, please mail the 
completed appeal form to our South Coast District office at 301 E. OCEAN BLVD., SUITE 300, LONG BEACH 90802. You can 
find the appeal form at this link. Please note that the appeal period for this permit will end at 5:00 PM on February 8th. If 
our office does not receive the appeal prior to that time, the local action will be deemed final. In addition to submitting 
the appeal via mail, please retain digital copies of all appeal submissions to allow our planning staff to review the appeal 
remotely. 

Please contact me directly with any additional questions or clarifications. 
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Thank you, 
Chloe Seifert 
Coastal Program Analyst 
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