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WEST Los ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 North Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300 

www.planninq.lacity.org 

LETTER OF DETERMINATION 

Mailing Date: 

CASE NO. DIR-2020-5351-CDP-SPP-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2020-5350-CE 
Plan Area: Venice 

Project Site: 

Applicant: 

22 and 22 ½ East Paloma Avenue 

Doron Benshalom, Place Holder, LLC 

Council District: 11 - Bonin 

Representative: Susan Steinberg, Harvey Goodman Civil Engineering 

Appellant: Bill Przylucki, People Organized for Westside Renewal, (POWER) 

At its meeting of January 19, 2022, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission took the 
actions below in conjunction with the approval of the following project: 

Subdivision of a 3,525 square-foot lot into two small lots, comprised of a 1,716 square-foot Parcel 
A and 1,809 square-foot Parcel B. The Project will maintain an existing duplex on Parcel A (22 
East Paloma Avenue) and an existing triplex on Parcel B (22 ½ East Paloma Avenue), located in 
the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. 

1. Determined, based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt from
CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303, and that there is no substantial evidence
demonstrating that an exception to a Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15300.2 applies;

2. Denied the appeal and sustained the Planning Director's Determination dated August 26,
2021;

3. Approved, pursuant to Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), a Coastal
Development Permit for the Proposed Project, located in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area of
the Coastal Zone;

4. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 11.5.7 and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan
(Ordinance No. 175,693), a Project Permit Compliance Review for a Project on a Walk Street
in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area;

5. Adopted changes to the background section of the attached Planning Director's
Determination dated August 26, 2021; and

6. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval and Findings.

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Second: 
Ayes: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Newhouse 
Waltz Morocco 
Laing, Margulies 
Yellin 

4-0

Exhibit 3—City Determination Letter 
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___________________________________________ 
James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

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 Coastal Commission/Appeals: Pursuant to Section 12.20.2 I of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
the City’s action shall be deemed final only after 20 working days have expired from the date this decision 
letter is deemed received by the Executive Officer of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) and 
provided that a timely, valid appeal is not taken by the California Coastal Commission within said time 
frame. A Notice of Permit Issuance and Final Action shall be transmitted to the CCC at the end of the CEQA 
appeal period. The proposed development is in the dual-permit jurisdiction area, the applicant is required 
to obtain a Coastal Development Permit from both the City and CCC. This Coastal Development Permit 
shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 12.20.2 J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

Notice:  An appeal of the CEQA clearance for the Project pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21151(c) is only available if the Determination of the non-elected decision-making body (e.g., ZA, AA, APC, 
CPC) is not further appealable to a City appellate body 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 of the CEQA clearance, the Determination, and any 
permits issued in 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 pursuant to California Code of 
Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial 
review. 

Attachments:  Modified Planning Director’s Determination dated August 26, 2021, Interim Appeal Filing 
Procedures 

c:   Juliet Oh, Senior City Planner 
Elizabeth Gallardo, City Planner 
Bindu Kannan, Planning Assistant 

Irene Gonzalez, Commission Office Manager, for



 
DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION 

 
August 26, 2021 
 

Owner/Applicant 
Place Holder DP, LLC 
Doron Benshalom, Manager 
9744 Wilshire Boulevard 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
 
Representative 
Harvey Goodman Civil 
Engineering 
834 17th Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90403 

 Case No.: 
Related Cases: 

DIR-2020-5351-CDP-SPP 
AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL 

 CEQA: ENV-2020-5350-CE 
 Location: 22 and 22 ½ Paloma Avenue 
 Community Plan Area: Venice 
 Council District: 11 – Bonin 
 Neighborhood Council: 

Specific Plan: 
Venice 
Venice Coastal Zone –  
North Venice Subarea 

 Land Use Designation: Low Medium II Residential 
 Zone: RD1.5-1 
 Legal Description: Lot 5, Block 5 Golden Bay 

Tract  
   
 Last Day to File an Appeal: September 10, 2021 

 
Determined, based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303, and that there is no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that an exception to a Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15300.2 applies. 
 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.20.2, as the designee of the 
Director of Planning, I hereby: 
 

APPROVE a Coastal Development Permit for the subdivision of a 3,525 square-foot lot 
into two small lots, comprised of a 1,716 square-foot Parcel A and 1,809 square-foot 
Parcel B. The project will maintain an existing duplex on Parcel A (22 East Paloma 
Avenue) and an existing triplex on Parcel B (22 ½ East Paloma Avenue), located in the 
Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. 

 
Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 11.5.7, and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan (Ordinance No. 175,693), I have reviewed the proposed project and as the designee of the 
Director of Planning, I hereby: 
 

APPROVE a Project Permit Compliance Review for a Project on a Walk Street in the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area. 

 
The project approval is based upon the attached Findings, and subject to the attached 
Conditions of Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

 

COMMISSION OFFICE 
(213) 978-1300 

 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
SAMANTHA MILLMAN 

PRESIDENT 
 

CAROLINE CHOE 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

 

HELEN LEUNG 
KAREN MACK 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
YVETTE LOPEZ-LEDESMA 

JENNA HORNSTOCK 
RENEE DAKE WILSON 

VACANT 

 City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

 EXECUTIVE OFFICES 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012-4801 

(213) 978-1271 
 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

 
KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 

SHANA M.M. BONSTIN 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

ARTHI L. VARMA, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

VACANT 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
1. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and 

materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped “Exhibit A,” and attached to the subject case 
file. No change to the plans will be made without prior review by the Department of City 
Planning, and written approval by the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified 
and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the project conditions. 
 

2. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other applicable 
government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the development and use of 
the property, except as such regulations are herein specifically varied or required. 

 
3. Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area. The project is located within the Dual Permit Jurisdiction 

area of the California Coastal Zone. The applicant shall file an application for a second (or 
“dual”) coastal development permit with the Coastal Commission. Prior to the issuance of any 
permits, the Applicant shall submit proof of a valid (“dual”) permit issued by the Coastal 
Commission.  
 

4. Density. The project shall maintain the existing multi-family structures on the newly created 
lots pursuant to Parcel Map No. AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL. 
 

5. Height. Projects on Walk Streets shall be limited to a maximum height of 28 feet. As shown 
in Exhibit A, the project does not propose any changes and shall maintain the existing height 
of 27 feet and 6 inches as measured from the centerline of Paloma Ave. 

 
6. Parking and Access. As shown in “Exhibit A” and as approved by the Department of 

Building and Safety, the subject project shall maintain non-conforming parking of zero 
spaces. 
 

7. Roof Structures. Chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices 
essential for building function may exceed the height limit by a maximum of five feet. 
 

8. Walk Street. (Design Criteria). The building materials, colors, articulation, massing, and 
scale of the proposed project shall substantially comply with those specified on the plans 
labeled “Exhibit A” in the subject case file. Pedestrian access shall be maintained from 
Paloma Avenue to Parcel B.   

 
9. Permanent Public Right-of-Way Encroachments.  Fences shall be permitted in string line 

with existing fences on the same side of Paloma Avenue and shall not exceed a height of 42 
inches. No other encroachments, including hedges or other accessory structures, shall be 
permitted within five feet of the centerline of Paloma Avenue. Prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, a revocable encroachment permit, or proof of filing for a revocable permit, 
shall be obtained from the Department of Public Works – Bureau of Engineering (BOE) for 
any encroachments within Paloma Avenue. Permanent encroachments shall be limited to 
grade level uses including gardens, patios, landscaping, ground level decks, and fences. 

 
10. This approval is tied to Case No. AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL. The applicant shall comply with 

the conditions of approval listed in Case No. AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL, which are 
incorporated herein by reference. 
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11. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does not overflow 
into adjacent residential properties.  

 
12. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface to 

which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 
 
13. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this 

grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building 
plans submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 

 
14. Prior to the sign-off of plans by the Development Services Center, the applicant shall submit 

the plans for review and approval to the Fire Department. Said Department's approval shall 
be included in the plans submitted to the Development Services Center. 

 
15. Prior to the issuance of any permits, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with 

all the terms and conditions established herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's 
Office. The agreement (standard master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run 
with the land and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The 
agreement with the conditions attached must be submitted to the Development Services 
Center for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the 
Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for 
attachment to the subject case file. 

Administrative Conditions  
 
16. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department of 

Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a 
building permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped by Department of 
City Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall be 
retained in the subject case file.  

 
17. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the 

purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein. 

 
18. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or verification 

of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the subject 
conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance of any 
building permits, for placement in the subject file.  

 
19. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the 

subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.  
 
20. Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 

Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to 
plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building and Safety Plan 
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as 
approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building 
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and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to 
the Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any 
permit in connection with those plans. 

 
21. Condition Compliance. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions 

shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and/or the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

 
22. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.  

 
Applicant shall do all of the following: 
 
(i)  Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City 

relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of this 
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void, 
or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review 
of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal 
property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional 
claim. 

 
(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or 

arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, 
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages, 
and/or settlement costs. 

 
(iii)   Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ notice of 

the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial deposit 
shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on 
the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less than 
$50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant 
from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(iv)  Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may be 

required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City to 
protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not 
relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(v)   If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity 

and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of 
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City. 
 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office or 
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the 
defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation 
imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
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whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the 
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon 
or settle litigation. 
 
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 

 
 “City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers. 
 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.  

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City 
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 
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BACKGROUND 
As modified by the West Los Angeles area Planning Commission on January 19, 2022 

 
 
The subject site, located at 22 East Paloma Avenue, is a rectangular-shaped, level lot, having a 
total frontage of 30 feet along Paloma Avenue to the north with an approximate depth of 118 
feet. The total lot area is approximately 3,525 square feet. The subject site abuts an alley, 
Paloma Court, to the south. The subject site is located in the Venice Community Plan and zoned 
RD1.5-1 with a designated land use of Low Medium II Residential. Certificates of occupancies 
were issued for each structure on October 15, 1965, establishing a duplex located at 22 East 
Paloma and a triplex at the rear of the lot located at 22 ½ East Paloma Avenue. The site does 
not provide parking spaces. Surrounding lots are zoned RD1.5-1 and improved with a mix of 
multi-family and single-family residences. Properties to the north, east and south are zoned 
RD1.5-1 and properties to the west are zoned R3-1 and [Q]C1-1, primarily developed with multi-
family residences and commercial properties. The site is within the North Venice Subarea of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan and the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area of the California 
Coastal Zone. The property is located in a Methane Zone. 
 
The applicant is requesting a Coastal Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance 
Review, authorizing the subdivision of the existing lot to create two new small lots, pursuant to 
the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. Parcel A is 1,716 square feet (22 Paloma Avenue) and 
Parcel B is 1,809 square feet (22 ½ Paloma Avenue). Both lots will have a width of 30 feet. The 
project does not propose new construction and will maintain an existing two-story duplex on 
Parcel A and a two-story triplex on Parcel B. Both structures are identified as Contributors within 
the North Venice Walk Streets Historic District (SurveyLA, 2015). The subject lot is substandard 
and fronts a walk street (not accessible by vehicles), the lot is adjacent to an alley. The proposed 
project will maintain non-conforming parking of zero spaces. 
 
Street(s): 
 
Paloma Avenue although designated by the Mobility Plan as a Local Street with a designated 
right-of-way width of 60 feet and a roadway width of 36 feet, Paloma Avenue serves as a 
pedestrian-only Walk Street with a right-of-way of 40 feet comprised of a 14 foot-wide paved 
walkway and 18 foot-wide paved and landscaped areas on either side.  
 
Paloma Court is a 20-foot alleyway with minimal improvements. 
 
Previous zoning related actions on the site: 
 

AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL – A concurrent entitlement request to subdivide the 3,525 square 
foot lot into two lots, located in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The 
proposed small lots will have a square footage of 1,716 (Parcel A) and 1,809 (Parcel B) 
square feet. No new construction is proposed. The project shall maintain the existing duplex 
located at 22 East Paloma Avenue and the existing triplex located at 22 ½ East Paloma 
Avenue. 

 
Previous zoning related actions within a 500-foot radius of the subject site: 

       
ZA-2015-629-CDP-ZV-ZAA-SPP-MEL – On May 10, 2019 the West Los Angeles Area 
Planning Commission sustained the denial of a Zone Variance requesting the allowance of 
the use and maintenance of an Apartment Hotel, comprised of two dwelling units and 30 
guest rooms in the R3-1zone, and from Section 12.21-C.6 to waive the required loading 
space, the denial of a Coastal Development Permit requesting the change of use of a 32-unit 



  
DIR-2020-5351-CDP-SPP Page 7 of 23 
  

Apartment into an Apartment Hotel comprised of 30 guest rooms and 2 dwelling units in the 
Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, denied A Zoning Administrator's 
Adjustment to maintain a nonconforming front and rear yard setback of 0 feet and side yards 
of 3 feet 6 inches, denied a Project Permit Compliance for a Project within the North Venice 
Subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and approved a Mello Act Compliance 
Review finding that no Affordable Existing Residential Units were found to exist and no new 
Residential Units are proposed, for a project located at 417 South Ocean Front Walk.  
 
ZA-2015-1464-CDP-SPP – On November 14, 2018 the Director of Planning approved a 
Coastal Development Permit and a Project Permit Compliance Review authorizing the 
remodel and second-story addition to an existing one-story, 1,146 square-foot single-family 
dwelling resulting in a two-story, 1,884 square-foot single-family dwelling located at the front 
portion of the lot and the remodel and second-story addition to an existing, one-story, 792 
square-foot single-family dwelling resulting in a two-story, 873 square-foot single-family 
dwelling located at the rear portion of the lot; a total of two parking spaces will be provided 
onsite, where currently there is no onsite parking in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the 
California Coastal Zone, located at 24 East Dudley Avenue.  
 
DIR-2016-4432-CDP-MEL-SPP – On April 16, 2018, the Director of Planning approved a 
Coastal Development Permit, Mello Act and Project Permit Compliance Reviews authorizing 
the conversion of a 2,530 square-foot, two-story triplex to a single-family dwelling, along with 
minor exterior improvements; the construction of a new 440 square-foot accessory storage 
structure with a roof deck and exterior stairwell, providing two parking spaces in the rear 
yard, in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 32 East 
Dudley Ave. 
 
DIR-2015-3309-CDP-SPP-SPPA – On August 10, 2016, the Director of Planning approved a 
Coastal Development Permit authorizing the remodel and second-story addition to a one-
story, single-family dwelling; resulting in a two-story, single-family dwelling with a roof deck 
and basement level, and denied a Specific Plan Project Permit Adjustment for maximum 
building height of 30 feet in lieu of the permitted 28 feet. The project will maintain an existing 
detached accessory structure comprised of a second-story recreation room above a two-car 
garage, in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone located at 20 E. Sunset Ave. 

 
Public Hearing 
 
A joint public hearing was held by the Deputy Advisory Agency (Jordann Turner) and Hearing 
Officer (Bindu Kannan) on May 27, 2021 at 9:30 a.m. In conformity with the Governor’s 
Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns over COVID-19, the public 
hearing was conducted virtually and telephonically. The owner, representatives and two 
members of the public attended the public hearing. The project representatives gave a summary 
of proposed project. 
 
Two members of the public, Robin Rudisill and Sue Kaplan, asked questions regarding the 
Specific Plan Project Compliance procedures. The hearing officer addressed their questions and 
explained that the project had been reviewed for compliance with the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. 
 
The case was taken under advisement for one week pending review of the concurrent request 
for a Coastal Development Permit. 
 
Correspondence  
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Bill Przylucki, of POWER submitted a letter dated July 8, 2021, providing comments summarized 
as follows: 

- The project does not conform with the City's land use goals and objectives. 
- The applicant's consultant, Howard Robinson & Associates, has repeatedly prepared 

affordable housing infeasibility studies to evade the requirements of the Mello Act.  
- In this case, the applicant appears to be seeking yet another work-around to the 

requirement that existing affordable units be preserved. 
- A small lot subdivision and parcel map could still be achieved, it simply would require that 

a Mello Act affordability review be completed. 
- The Department's choice to waive a Mello Act review entirely, and the applicant's specific 

petition for relief from that requirement, creates the strong impression that this intended to 
avoid compliance with the Mello Act. 

The Venice Neighborhood Council submitted a letter dated August 19, 2021 stating the VNC 
approved a motion that: The Venice Neighborhood Council requests that the applicant provide a 
Mello review. 
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FINDINGS 
 
Coastal Development Permit 
In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings maintained in 
Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the affirmative.  
 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
 
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of 
development on public services, infrastructure, the environment and significant 
resources, and coastal access. Applicable provision are as follows: 

 
Section 30244 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources. 
Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources 
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures 
shall be required.  
 
The project involves the subdivision of the existing lot into two small lots and shall 
maintain two multi-family residential structures. No new construction is proposed. The 
subject site is not located within an area with known Archaeological or Paleontological 
Resources. However, if such resources are later discovered during excavation or grading 
activities, the project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local regulations 
already in place.  
 
Section 30250 Location; existing developed area. 
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided 
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have 
been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels.  
 
The proposed development is located in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area of the 
California Coastal Zone, in a highly developed residential neighborhood zoned RD1.5-1 
and R3-1 comprised of similar multi-family dwellings. The newly subdivided lots and 
existing structures will continue to be served by existing police and fire stations and will 
maintain connections and access to all public services required for residential uses, 
including water and sewage, waste disposal, gas, and electricity. The lot fronts a Walk 
Street, which provides pedestrian access to the site. The project does not propose any 
changes to the existing structures. As such, the project will be located in an existing 
developed area contiguous with similar residential uses, in an area that is able to 
accommodate new development. 

 
Section 30251 Scenic and Visual Qualities. 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
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New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The subject site and surrounding area are relatively flat with no views to and along the 
ocean; no natural land forms will be altered as part of the project. The project does not 
propose any new construction and does not propose any changes to the existing 
structures. The project proposes to subdivide a 3,525 square-foot lot into two small lots, 
located in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The proposed small lots will 
have a square footage of 1,716 (Parcel A) and 1,809 (Parcel B) square feet. The project 
shall maintain the existing duplex located at 22 East Paloma Avenue and the existing 
triplex located at 22 ½ East Paloma Avenue. The subject site is located on a Venice Walk 
Street and abuts an alley to the rear. The existing duplex shall maintain a maximum 
height of 24 feet and 9 inches, and the existing triplex, shall maintain a maximum height 
of 27 feet and 6 inches. No on-site parking spaces are provided or required as there in no 
change in density or the existing structures. There are 29, RD-1.5 zoned lots on Paloma 
Avenue between Pacific Avenue to the east and Speedway to the west, including the 
subject site. These lots are developed with single- and multi-family homes. Furthermore, 
the lots across Speedway to the west are zoned R3-1 comprised primarily of two-story 
multi-family dwellings. Properties directly to the west across Pacific Avenue are zoned 
R3-1 comprised of a one to three-story single and multi-family dwellings. The proposed 
development is limited to the property line and will not encroach onto the public right-of-
way.  

The project’s consistency with development standards in the Certified LUP is important in 
assessing the project’s compatibility with the character of the surrounding area.  The 
Certified LUP states that “The development standards also define for each land use 
designation a density of housing units and lot coverage to maintain the scale and 
character of existing residential neighborhoods and minimize the impacts of building bulk 
and mass.” (LUP, p.II-2.) The proposed development complies with the density, setback, 
yard, and height standards outlined in Policy I.A.5, Policy I.A.7 and Policy II.A.3 of the 
Venice Land Use Plan (LUP), further discussed in Finding No. 2. The proposed 
development shall maintain the existing structures and will not change or impact the 
character of the surrounding area. 

 
Section 30252 Maintenance and Enhancement of Public Access. 
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) 
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other 
areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non-automobile 
circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing 
substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the 
potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by 
(6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal 
recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and 
development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new 
development. 
 
The project proposes the subdivision of an existing lot to two lots while maintaining the 
existing structures. The project will not obstruct access on Paloma Avenue (Walk Street), 
which provides pedestrian access to the beach, and is limited to the subject lot and 
encroachment area. The subject site is located within 300 feet of the Pacific shoreline. 
Both the existing duplex located at 22 Paloma Avenue and the existing triplex located at 
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22 ½ Paloma Avenue were issued certificates of occupancies in October of 1965 prior to 
the enactment of the Coastal Act and the adoption of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan. At the time of construction on-site parking was not required. The project does not 
propose any new construction or alterations to the existing structure, and as shall 
maintain the non-conforming parking of zero spaces. No permanent structures will be 
erected within the public right-of-way and public access to the coast will not be 
obstructed. 

 
Section 30253 Minimization of Adverse Impacts. 
New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (3) Be consistent with 
requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources 
Control Board as to each particular development. (4) Minimize energy consumption and 
vehicle miles traveled. (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses. 
 
The project property consists of one relatively flat lot located in an area designated for 
residential development. The project is not located by a bluff. The property is located in a 
Methane Buffer Zone, within 4.5 kilometers from the Santa Monica Fault, and within flood 
Zone X, outside of the flood zone. As such, the project is subject to compliance with the 
requirements of the Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan, as well as Zoning, 
Building, and Fire Safety Code requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in 
flood, geologic, and methane hazard areas. Although the LUP identifies Venice as a 
Special Coastal Community, the subject site is located within a residential neighborhood 
and not within an area identified as a popular visitor destination for recreational use.  
 
As conditioned, the proposed project conforms to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 
The resulting development will have no adverse impacts on public access, recreation, 
public views or the marine environment, since the site is within a developed residential 
area located 300 feet away from the shoreline. No new construction is proposed. The 
project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline or beach. There will be no 
dredging, filling or diking of coastal waters or wetlands, and there are no sensitive habitat 
areas, archaeological or paleontological resources identified on the site. The proposed 
project will not block any designated public access views.  
 

2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare 
a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976. 

  
 Coastal Act Section 30604(a) states that prior to the certification of a Local Coastal 

Program (“LCP”), a Coastal Development Permit may only be issued if a finding can be 
made that the proposed development is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. The Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the California 
Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001; however, the necessary implementation 
ordinances were not adopted. The City is in the initial stages of preparing the LCP; prior 
to its adoption the guidelines contained in the certified LUP are advisory. 
 
The following are applicable policies from the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan: 
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Policy I.A.5 states: Preserve and protect stable multi-family residential neighborhoods 
and allow for growth in areas where there is sufficient public infrastructure and services, 
and the residents’ quality of life can be maintained and improved. 
 
Policy I.A.7 states that areas designated as “Multiple Family Residential” and “Low 
Medium II Density” shall accommodate the development of multi-family dwelling units and 
shall comply with the density and development standards set forth in the Land Use Plan. 
The following standards apply to the North Venice Subarea: 
 

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures. The project will maintain the existing 
duplex on the newly created front lot and maintain the existing triplex on the newly 
created rear lot.  Both structures were constructed in 1965 prior to the adoption of 
the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 
 
Density: One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 
square feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. The project will maintain 
the existing duplex on the newly created Parcel A and maintain the existing triplex 
on the newly created Parcel B. The existing density exceeds the maximum density 
permitted by the LUP however, both structures were constructed in 1965 prior to the 
adoption of the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan and are legally nonconforming. 
 
Height: Structures located along walk streets are limited to a maximum height of 28 
feet. The subject site is located on a Walk Street (Paloma Avenue). The existing 
duplex, located at 22 Paloma Ave, will maintain a maximum height of 24 feet and 9 
inches, and the existing triplex, located at 22 ½ Paloma Avenue shall maintain a 
maximum height of 27 feet and 6 inches. 

 
Policy II.A.3 outlines the Parking Requirements for the project as two (2) spaces for each 
dwelling unit. Both the existing duplex located at 22 Paloma Avenue and the existing 
triplex located at 22 ½ Paloma Avenue were issued certificates of occupancies in October 
of 1965 prior to the enactment of the Coastal Act and the adoption of the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan. At the time of construction on-site parking was not required. The 
project does not propose any new construction or alterations to the existing structure, and 
as such shall maintain the non-conforming parking of zero spaces. 

 
Where provisions are silent in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, regulations of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code apply. The proposed project is consistent with the policies of 
the Certified Land Use Plan and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The project will 
not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.   
 
Policy II.C.10 includes Residential Development Standards for projects on Walk Streets 
that new development shall enhance both public access and neighborhood character. As 
previously discussed, the project is located within the North Venice Walk Streets Historic 
District. The project proposes the subdivision of an existing lot to two small lots while 
maintaining the existing structures. The proposed subdivision maintains existing public 
access adjacent to the site. As further required in case no. AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL, the 
applicant is required to improve and repair the portions of the right-of-way adjacent to the 
site.  The proposed subdivision is consistent with the policies of the Land Use Plan and 
the standards of the Specific Plan (discussed below) and will not prejudice the ability of 
the City to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act.   
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Policy II.C.11 limits encroachments into the Walk Street right-of-way to grade level uses 
including gardens, patios, landscaping, ground level decks and fences; fences, walls, and 
hedges are limited to 42 inches in height. The site currently maintains a duplex located at 
22 Paloma Ave and a triplex located at 22 ½ Paloma Avenue and is required to obtain 
and maintain a revocable permit for the existing encroachments. No new encroachments 
are proposed.   

 
3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 

California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent 
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and considered in light of the 
individual project in making this determination.  

 
 The Los Angeles County Interpretative Guidelines were adopted by the California Coastal 

Commission (October 14, 1980) to supplement the Statewide Guidelines. Both regional 
and statewide guidelines, pursuant to Section 30620 (b) of the Coastal Act, are designed 
to assist local governments, the regional commissions, the commission, and persons 
subject to the provisions of this chapter in determining how the policies of this division 
shall be applied to the coastal zone prior to the certification of a Local Coastal Program.  

 
 As stated in the Regional Interpretative Guidelines, the guidelines are intended to be 

used “in a flexible manner with consideration for local and regional conditions, individual 
project parameters and constraints, and individual and cumulative impacts on coastal 
resources.” In addition to the Regional Interpretative Guidelines, the policies of Venice 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (the Land Use Plan was certified by the Coastal 
Commission on June 14, 2001) have been reviewed and considered. 

  
 The project involves the subdivision of an existing lot into two lots. No new construction is 

proposed. The Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed and the proposed 
project is consistent with the requirements for the North Venice Subarea; the project also 
complies with the policies of the Venice Land Use Plan and applicable provisions of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

 
4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any applicable 

decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the 
Public Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of the Coastal 
Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments in their actions in 
carrying out their responsibility and authority under the Coastal Act of 1976. 

 
The project involves the subdivision of a 3,525 square foot lot into two lots, located in the 
Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The proposed small lots will have a square 
footage of 1,716 (Parcel A) and 1,809 (Parcel B) square feet. No new construction is 
proposed. The project shall maintain the existing duplex located at 22 East Paloma 
Avenue and the existing triplex located at 22 ½ East Paloma Avenue. The Coastal 
Commission recently approved the following projects in the Venice Coastal Zone: 
 

- In March 2020, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit 
to authorize the substantial demolition, major renovation of, and 1,724-sq. ft. net 
addition to, an approximately 1,128- sq. ft., 20.3-ft. high, one-story single-family 
residence resulting in an approximately 2,852 sq. ft., 28-ft. high, three-story single-
family residence with 1,111 sq. ft. of new deck space, new attached two-car 
garage, and one additional onsite parking stall, 3.5-ft. high rooftop guardrails, and 
hardscape and landscape improvements on a canal-fronting lot. The existing 
detached two-car garage, topped with a second story and third-story recreation 
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room, is proposed to be demolished. Project includes a request to maintain 
nonconforming front yard setback from the canal, as well as encroachments 
beyond the property line adjacent to the canal on a lot located in a Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone at 441 East Sherman Canal, Venice, Los 
Angeles County (Application No. 5-19-0854). 
 

- In August 2019, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit 
to authorize the demolition of a 2-story, 1,693 square-foot single-family residence 
built circa 1985 and construction of a 3-story, 30-foot high, 3,631 square-foot 
single-family residence with an attached 427 square-foot two-car garage and one 
additional on-site parking space on the driveway apron, and a 473 square-foot roof 
deck with 42-inch high railings on an approximately 2,850 square-foot canal-
fronting lot, on a lot located in a Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone 
at 237 Linnie Canal, Venice, Los Angeles County (Application No. 5-19-0233). 

 
- In June 2019, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit to 

authorize the remodel and 987 square-foot addition to an existing 1,615 square-
foot single family residence, demolition of an existing 456 square-foot detached 
garage, and construction of a new detached 688 square-foot accessory dwelling 
unit above a 555 square-foot three-car garage on a 3,780 square-foot lot, on a lot 
located in a Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone at 17 Jib Street, 
Venice, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County (Application No. 5-19-0129). 

 
- In September 2018, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development 

Permit to authorize demolition of an approximately 740 square-foot single-story, 
single-family residence and construction of a three-story, 30-foot high, 3,589 
square-foot single-family residence with an attached 424 square-foot two-car 
garage and one additional on-site parking space on the driveway apron, and a roof 
deck with a 10-foot tall roof access structure on an approximately 2,855 square 
foot canal-fronting lot, located in a Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal 
Zone at 437 Howland Canal, Venice, Los Angeles County (Application No. 5-18-
0512). 

 
- In May 2018, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit to 

authorize the construction of a four-story, 45-foot high, 4,203 square-foot single-
family residence with an attached 560 square-foot, three car garage on a vacant 
3,150 square foot lot, located in a Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal 
Zone at 127 Via Marina, Venice, Los Angeles County (Application No. 5-17-0776). 

 
- In March 2018, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit 

to authorize the demolition of a one-story, 594 square foot single-family residence 
and construct 30-foot high, 3-story, 2,264 square-foot single family residence with 
attached 2-car garage and lap swimming pool.  One additional guest parking space 
will be located adjacent to the garage.  A 1,000-gallon underground cistern is 
included in the project to collect runoff and to provide landscape irrigation, on a lot 
located in a Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone at 445 Sherman 
Canal, Venice, Los Angeles County (Application No. 5-17-0852). 

 
- In March 2017, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 

Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the 
City’s approval for the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and 
accessory structure, subdivision of the lot into two small lots, and the construction 
of two new two-story single-family dwellings, in the single permit jurisdiction, 
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located at 415 & 417 Sunset Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-17-0001). 
 
- In December 2016, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a duplex 

and triplex, subdivision to create four residential parcels, and construction of four 
three-story single-family dwellings, located at 742-748 Brooks Avenue (Application 
No. A-5-VEN-16-0083). 

 
- In March 2016, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 

Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the 
City’s approval for the demolition of a single-family dwelling, a small-lot subdivision 
of a 4,670 square-foot lot into two lots, and the construction of a new two-story 
single-family dwelling on each lot, located at 758 Sunset Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-
VEN-15-0071). 

 
- In September 2014, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of 

a Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the 
City’s approval for the demolition of two single-family dwellings, a subdivision to 
create three new lots, and the construction of three new single-family dwellings, 
located at 644 Sunset Avenue and 607 7th Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-
0071). 

 
This decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by applicable decisions of 
the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources 
Code, which provides that prior applicable decisions of the Coastal Commission shall 
guide local governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority 
under the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
 

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or 
shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies 
of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
 

 Section 30210 of the California Coastal Act states the following in regards to public 
access: 

 
  In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, right of private property owners, 
and natural resources from overuse. 

 
 Section 30211 of the California Coastal Act states the following in regards to public 

recreation policies: 
 

  Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

 
The subject property is located approximately 300 feet from the Pacific coast. The project 
could have a cumulative effect on public access to the coast if it resulted in a loss of on-
street parking spaces or did not provide adequate parking for the residence. Since the 
existing structures were constructed prior the enactment of the Coastal and does not 
propose any new construction, the project shall maintain non-conforming parking of zero 
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spaces. Furthermore, the proposed subdivision is required to improve and repair the 
right-of-way adjacent to the site. As proposed, the project will not conflict with any public 
access or public recreation policies of the California Coastal Act. 
 

6. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental 
Quality Act has been granted. 

 
A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2020-5350-CE, has been prepared for the proposed 
project consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
City CEQA Guidelines. The project proposes to subdivide a 3,525 square foot lot into two 
small lots. Parcel A (22 Paloma Avenue) will have a lot area of 1,716 square feet and will 
maintain and existing two-story duplex. Parcel B (22 ½ Paloma Avenue) will have a lot 
area of 1,809 square feet and will maintain a two-story triplex. No new construction is 
proposed. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15315 (Class 15). 

 
The Class 15 categorical exemption allows for minor subdivisions in urban areas. A 
project qualifies for a Class 15 Categorical Exemption if it is a division of property in an 
urbanized area and meets the six (6) conditions as described in this section. Preliminary 
Parcel Map No. AA-2020-5349-PMLA-SL satisfies all six conditions and therefore 
qualifies for the Class 15 Categorical Exemption. 
 
1. A subdivision of four or fewer parcels.  

 
The project proposes to subdivide one parcel to create two new parcels. 

 
2. Conform with the General Plan and Zoning.  

 
The site currently is developed with two multi-family dwellings; a duplex and a 
triplex. The site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation 
of Low Medium II Residential. The project does not propose any changes to the 
existing duplex and triplex and is in conformance with the General Plan and 
Zoning designation. 

 
3. Require no variances or exceptions.  

 
No variances or exceptions are requested or required as part of this project. 

 
4. Have all services and access available per local standards.  

 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given 
that the property is located in an urban tract with water supply, sewage and waste 
disposal infrastructure, and power lines installed. Paloma Avenue and the abutting 
alley are improved streets with existing utilities and infrastructure to serve 
residences in the area. The street and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. 
Since there is a minor net gain in the number of units on the subject site, no 
significant increase in population or density is anticipated. There will be no 
significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and services.  

 
5. Must not be involved in a division of a larger parcel within the last two 

years.  
 
There is no record of any previous subdivisions in the last two years on record for 
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the subject site. 
 
6. Must not have a slope greater than 20 percent.  

 
No slope greater than 20% is indicated on the parcel map or topographic survey. 

 
CEQA Section 15300.2:  Exceptions to the Use of Categorical Exemptions 

 
Furthermore, the Exceptions outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 do 
not apply to the project: 

 
a) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 

cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is significant. 

 
There is not a succession of known projects of the same type and in the same 
place as the subject project. As mentioned, the project proposes the remodel of 
an existing multi-family dwellings located at 22 and 22 ½ Paloma Avenue. The 
project is consistent with the type of development permitted for the area zoned 
RD-1.5 and designated as Low Medium II Residential use. The project consists of 
subdivision of an existing creating two new lots and does not propose new 
construction, and as such will not exceed thresholds identified for impacts to the 
area (i.e. traffic, noise, etc.). The project will not result in significant cumulative 
impacts.    
 

b) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. 
 
A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a 
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. The proposed project consists of work 
typically to a residential neighborhood, no unusual circumstances are present or 
foreseeable.  
 

c) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project, which 
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway 
officially designated as a state scenic highway. 

 
The project site is not located on or near a designated state scenic highway. 
 

d) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list complied pursuant to Section 
65962.5 of the Government Code. 
 
The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is on any list 
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. 
 

e) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project, 
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. 
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The project site has not been identified as a historic resource by state agencies, 
and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, 
the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register. The site was found to be a 
Contributor to the North Venice Historic District based on the City’s 
HistoricPlacesLA website. The proposed subdivision was reviewed by the Office 
of Historic Resources (OHR), and because no changes will be made to the 
existing structure the integrity of the district will not be affected. Based on this, the 
project will not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of a 
historic resource. 

 
The proposed project is determined to be categorically exempt and does not require 
mitigation or monitoring measures. For this reason, no alternatives of the project were 
evaluated, and an appropriate environmental clearance has been granted. 

 
Project Permit Compliance 
 
7. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 

standards, and provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
 

The proposed project to subdivide a 3,525 square foot lot into two small lots. Parcel A (22 
Paloma Avenue) will have a lot area of 1,716 square feet and will maintain and existing 
two-story duplex. Parcel B (22 ½ Paloma Avenue) will have a lot area of 1,809 square 
feet and will maintain a two-story triplex. No new construction is proposed. The proposed 
project meets the findings required by Section 8.C of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan relative to compatibility of the project with the existing neighborhood scale and 
character and that the project will not be detrimental to the surrounding neighborhood, the 
applicable Land Use and Development regulations for the North Venice Subarea as set 
forth in Section 10.F of the Specific Plan, regulations for Walk Streets as set forth in 
Section 12,  and the applicable Parking provisions set forth in Section 13 of the Specific 
Plan as evidenced below: 

 
A. Section 8.C. Findings  

The project meets the required findings set forth in Section 8.C of the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan, as shown below: 

 
1. The Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with 

the existing neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development Project would 
not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood. 

 
The project site is a substandard lot fronting Paloma Avenue with a width of 30 feet 
and a depth of 117.5 feet; a total lot area of approximately 3,525 square feet. The 
project proposes to subdivide the 3,525 square foot lot into two lots. The proposed 
small lots will have a square footage of 1,716 (Parcel A) and 1,809 (Parcel B) square 
feet The project does not propose any new construction or alterations to the existing 
multi-family dwellings. Both the existing duplex located at 22 Paloma Avenue and the 
existing triplex located at 22 ½ Paloma Avenue were issued certificates of 
occupancies in October of 1965 prior to the enactment of the Coastal Act and the 
adoption of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. At the time of construction on-site 
parking was not required. The project does not propose any new construction or 
alterations to the existing structure, and as such shall maintain the non-conforming 
parking of zero spaces The properties to the north, east, west, and south of the site 
consist of three-story multi-family dwellings in RD1.5 and R3-1 Zones. As approved 
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and conditioned, the project will not be detrimental to the adjoining properties or the 
immediate area. 

 
2. The Venice Coastal Development Project is in Conformity with the Certified Venice 

Local Coastal Program. 
 
The project site is designated Low Medium II Residential in Venice Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and is zoned RD1.5. The proposed project is consistent with 
the intents and purposes of the Land Use Plan and the Specific Plan which are 
components of the Venice Coastal Program.  Those policies and provisions support 
this type and scale of residential development in the North Venice Subarea and 
intends to meet all applicable development requirements of the Venice Coastal 
Specific Plan (Ord. No. 175,693) Sections 10.F, 12 and 13. The relevant and 
applicable provisions of the certified LUP are fully discussed in Finding No 2. The 
proposed project is consistent with Policy I.A.5 and I.A.7 which outline permitted uses, 
density, and height in the multi-family residential category, the parking provisions of 
Policy II.A.3, and the development standards in Policy II.C.10-11 for new 
development on Walk Streets.    

 
3. The applicant has guaranteed to keep the rent levels of any Replacement Affordable 

Units at an affordable level for the life of the proposed project and to register the 
Replacement Affordable Unit with the Los Angeles Housing Department. 
 
No replacement affordable unit will be provided on the site since the proposed project 
does not involve the demolition or conversion of any Residential Units. 
 

4. The Venice Coastal Development Project is consistent with the special requirements for 
low- and moderate-income housing units in the Venice Coastal Zone as mandated by 
California Government Code Section 65590 (Mello Act). 
 
The proposed project does not involve the conversion, demolition or development of one 
or more Residential Units. Therefore, the proposed project is not subject to the Mello Act. 

 
In addition to the requisite findings set forth in Section 8.C of the Specific Plan, the project 
also complies with all applicable provisions of the Specific Plan, as set forth below: 

 
B. Section 9. General Land Use and Development Regulations 
 

1. Lot Consolidation. The subject property consists of one residentially zoned lot 
adjacent to Paloma Avenue, a Walk Street, in the North Venice Subarea; the project 
does not propose the consolidation of any lots. Therefore, the proposed project is in 
conformance with Section 9.A of the Specific Plan.  
 

2. Height. As shown in “Exhibit A”, the height of the structure is measured from the 
centerline of Paloma Avenue and conforms to the standards of measurement as 
outlined in Section 9.B of the Specific Plan.    

 
3. Roof Structures. The proposed project does not include any Roof Access Structures 

or rooftop devices.    
 
C. Sections 10.F. Land Use and Development Regulations North Venice Subarea 
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1. Density. A maximum of two dwelling units per lot shall be permitted for all Venice 
Coastal Development Projects on multiple-family residentially zoned lots. The subject 
site contains a total of five dwelling units and is nonconforming as to density; 
However, since the existing structures were constructed in 1965, predating the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan and the scope of work does not propose any changes to 
the existing structures, the project complies with the Specific Plan. 
 

2. Height. Venice Coastal Development Projects fronting on Walk Streets shall not 
exceed a maximum height of 28 feet. As shown in “Exhibit A”, the project does not 
propose any changes to the existing height of 27 feet and 6 inches. 

 
D. Section 12 – Walk Streets  

 
A. Residential Development Standards. The project consists of a small lot subdivision. 

As shown in “Exhibit A”, the proposed project does not alter the existing structures, 
and does not include improvements within the public right-of-way (between the fences 
and the property line). The frontage on Paloma Ave maintains the primary pedestrian 
entrance. The proposed project, therefore, complies with the residential development 
standards for projects fronting on or adjacent to Walk Streets. 
     

E. Section 13 – Parking  
 
B.  Exception. Any additions or alternation to an existing single-family or multiple-family 

dwelling are not subject to the Parking Requirements Table in Section 13.D, unless 
the addition or alterations will result in a new dwelling unit or where more than 50 
percent of the existing exterior walls are removed or replaced. The existing structures 
were constructed in 1965, predating the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan and the 
subject lot does not provide on-site parking. As shown in “Exhibit A”, the project does 
not propose any alterations to the existing structures, and no new dwelling units will 
be added. Therefore, the project is subject to the Exception in Section 13 of the 
Specific Plan and no additional parking is required.  

 
8. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when 

necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would 
mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically 
feasible. 
 
A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2020-5350-CE, has been prepared for the proposed 
project consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
City CEQA Guidelines. The project proposes to subdivide a 3,525 square foot lot into two 
small lots. Parcel A (22 Paloma Avenue) will have a lot area of 1,716 square feet and will 
maintain and existing two-story duplex. Parcel B (22 ½ Paloma Avenue) will have a lot 
area of 1,809 square feet and will maintain a two-story triplex. No new construction is 
proposed. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15315 (Class 15). A full discussion is provided in 
Finding No. 6. Therefore, the project is determined to be categorically exempt and does 
not require mitigation or monitoring measures; no alternatives of the project were 
evaluated. An appropriate environmental clearance has been granted. 

 
ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 
 
9. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard 

Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081, have 
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been reviewed and it has been determined that the subject property is located in Zone X, 
areas outside of a flood zone. 
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TIME LIMIT – OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS 
 
All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is further conditional 
upon the privileges being utilized within three years after the effective date of this determination 
and, if such privileges are not utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical 
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits 
do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and become void. 
 
The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that 
any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or 
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any 
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked. 
 
Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Constituent Service Center in the 
Valley. In order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants 
are encouraged to schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by 
calling (213) 482-7077, (818) 374-5050, or through the Department of City Planning website 
at http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant 
representing you of this requirement as well. 
 
Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction.  An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction. 
 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is 
otherwise made and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in 
the County Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.” 
 
TRANSFERABILITY 
 
This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed. 
 
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this authorization is not a permit or license and 
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any Condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then this authorization 
shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code. The joint 
determination in this matter will become effective after 15 days, unless an appeal therefrom is 
filed with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during 
the appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/


  
DIR-2020-5351-CDP-SPP Page 23 of 23 
  

the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by 
the required fee, a copy of the Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
Forms are available on-line at http://cityplanning.lacity.org.  
 
Public offices are located at: 
 
Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard,  
Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA  91401 
(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles 
Development Services 
Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard,  
2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2912 

 
Furthermore, this coastal development permit shall be subject to revocation as provided in 
Section 12.20.2-J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by Section 30333 of the 
California Public Resources Code and Section 13105 of the California Administrative Code.  
 
Provided no appeal has been filed by the above-noted date, a copy of the permit will be sent to 
the California Coastal Commission. Unless an appeal is filed with the California Coastal 
Commission before 20 working days have expired from the date the City's determination is 
deemed received by such Commission, the City's action shall be deemed final. 
 
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 pursuant 
to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also 
affect your ability to seek judicial review. 
 
 
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Approved by:  Reviewed by: 
   
 
 
 

  

Faisal Roble, Principal City Planner  Juliet Oh, Senior City Planner 
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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 (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/#/). 

Exhibit 4—Appeal 



Appeal of local CDP decision 

Page2 

1. Appellant information1

Name: POWER & Citizens Preserving Venice 

Mailing address: see attached 

Phone number: see attached 

Email address: see attached 

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

0Did not participate lvl Submitted comment lvlrestified at hearing Oother 

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: appealed at City level

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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22-22 ½ Paloma Ave 
Coastal Appeal Reasons 
5-VEN-22-0008 
March 25, 2022 
 
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT--ERRORS AND ABUSE OF DISCRETION IN 
CITY CDP FINDINGS; LACK OF FACTUAL AND LEGAL SUPPORT FOR THE 
FINDINGS    
 
 
FINDING 1  
 
The City erred and abused its discretion in approving the project as the development is 
NOT in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and the certified Land 
Use Plan (LUP) because: 
 

1. Adverse cumulative effects were not considered.  
2. Subdividing lots in the Venice Coastal Zone subverts Neighborhood Character. 
3. The Coastal Act Environmental Justice and affordable housing provisions and 

the Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy were not considered. 
4. Protection of Venice as a Special Coastal Community was not considered. 

 
 
1. Adverse cumulative effects were not considered. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30105.5 states:   

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

 
Coastal Act Section 30250 states: 

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

 
In Finding 1 of the City’s CDP, there is no cumulative effects analysis, which is an error 
and abuse of discretion. This is indicative of a pattern and practice by the City of failing 
to consider adverse cumulative effects in the Venice Coastal Zone and thus making 
ongoing erroneous Findings. Both individual and cumulative effects must be 
considered. 
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On December 7, 2021, the Coastal Commission’s Executive Director, Jack Ainsworth, 
sent a letter to the City’s Planning Director Vince Bertoni making clear that a 
cumulative effects analysis is required by the Coastal Act.  See EXHIBIT A. To date, that 
directive continues to be ignored. 
 
In addition, in two recent California Superior Court cases, the Court ruled that a 
cumulative impacts analysis is required. See excerpt from one of the Judgements, for 
Petition for Writ of Mandate dated July 16, 2019--Rudisill et al v. California Coastal 
Commission et al. BS170522, below: 
 

“The Coastal Act requires a cumulative impacts analysis: "[T]he incremental effects of an 
individual project shall be reviewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." §30105.5. 
Petitioners assert that the [Coastal] Commission abused its discretion in not considering 
the Project's cumulative impact with other projects on the City's ability to prepare a 
Coastal Act-compliant LCP. Pet. Op. Br. at 18. In evaluating whether a project would 
prejudice the City's ability to prepare and adopt a LCP that protects the community's 
character, the Commission has previous stated: "Protecting community character is a 
classic cumulative impacts issue." AR 615. 
 
Petitioners contend that approval of the Project would establish a precedent for massive, 
unarticulated homes that would adversely affect the special community of Venice and 
would prejudice the City's ability to prepare a certified LCP for Venice. When the 
Commission approves an out-of-scale project inconsistent with the Coastal Act, the 
approval can have adverse impacts on the neighborhood because the City will base future 
permitting decisions on previous Commission decisions. §30625(c) (local governments 
shall be guided by Commission decisions). 
 
The Project represents a 56% increase in the baseline size of the neighborhood. AR 55. If 
the Commission continues to approve such out of scale developments, there will be 
significant adverse cumulative impacts to the scale and character of this low-density 
residential neighborhood, prejudicing the City's preparation of a Venice LCP. The 
Commission's failure to address this issue is a deviation from its past practice of 
considering cumulative impacts. AR 548 (noting cumulative effects), 553 (project sets 
bad precedent and creates cumulative impact on neighborhood) 608 (project would have 
adverse cumulative impact on Venice community), 606 (noting cumulative effect), 622, 
610-11. 
 
Petitioners correctly point out that the Commission's opposition ignores the cumulative 
impact issue. Reply at 3. More important, the staff report's analysis failed to address the 
Project's cumulative impact with other past, present, and future projects on the 
community and on the City's ability to certify a LCP. AR 14. Petitioners argue that this 
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failure was aggravated by the Commission's intent to change the neighborhood's 
character: 
 

"Many of the residences that the appellants surveyed were built several decades 
ago and are naturally smaller than homes built by today's standards. As such, the 
Commission typically reviews past Commission action in an area to determine 
whether or not a proposed project is appropriate with regard to community 
character, mass, and scale for a specific project in a specific area." AR 11. 

 
In other words, the Commission is focused on the "prevailing pattern of development" 
(AR 610) and the fact that, in today's expensive home market, developers seek to build 
larger homes on existing lots to increase market value and accommodate larger families. 
The Commission therefore principally compares new projects with those it has previously 
approved rather than to the small homes originally built decades earlier. 
 
The Commission's approach is practical and appropriate, but it runs the risk of changing 
the character of the community as Petitioners argue. Reply at 5. The "foot in the door" 
and precedential approval of a larger project can lead to a set of approvals that 
cumulatively change the nature of a neighborhood. The Commission should be sensitive 
to this fact. It was obligated by section 30105.5 to address the Project's cumulative 
impact and failed to do so. The matter will be remanded to the Commission for evaluation 
of whether the Project raises a substantial issue of cumulative impact on the 
neighborhood and the City's ability to certify a LCP. 
 
The Commission failed to proceed in the manner required by law and abused its 
discretion by not considering the Project's cumulative impact with other approved 
projects on the character of the neighborhood and the City's ability to certify a LCP.” 

 
 
The cumulative effects approach as stipulated in the Coastal Act assesses similar past 
and current projects and probable (not “known” projects, a CEQA term) similar future 
projects together with the proposed project.  However, the only analysis that the City 
performed is based on the CEQA approach—see City CDP section on CEQA Section 
15300.2 Exceptions to the Use of Categorical Exemptions (a) Cumulative Impact, page 
17. The City stated that “there is not a succession of known projects of the same type 
and in the same place as the subject project.” The City did not consider cumulative 
effects with respect to the Coastal Act section 30105.5 definition.  
 
With regards to Streetscape Characteristics of the surrounding area, there are a total of 
30 parcels on the two sides of Paloma Ave walk street, between Pacific and Speedway. 
The typical lot is between 3,500 – 3,600 square feet, all in the pattern of the original 
subdivision, the Golden Bay Tract.  
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There have been no small-lot subdivisions on walk streets within Venice. See EXHIBIT 
B, which shows all small-lot subdivision project applications since the City’s small-lot 
subdivision ordinance was passed. There have been 59 in Venice and the only 
applications in the walk streets were filed in 2020, by Place Holder DP, LLC and Harvey 
Goodman Civil Engineering for two small lot subdivisions—one for the subject 
subdivision and one for a six-lot small-lot subdivision at 40 Clubhouse. See EXHIBIT C.  
 
As such grossly sized small-lot subdivision projects generally do not conform with the 
Coastal Act and LUP, it’s clear that this project, reviewed in connection with the effects 
of other similar current projects (40 Clubhouse) and the effects of probable similar 
future projects, would cause an adverse cumulative effect on the Paloma Ave walk 
street, on the North Venice Walk Streets Historic District, and on the character of 
Venice. 
 
See also EXHIBIT D for West L.A. Area Planning Commission (WLAAPC) 
Commissioner Margulies’ remarks in a hearing last year regarding the need to protect 
Venice’s community character as a Special Coastal Community and Coastal Resource 
from cumulative effects. 
 
In addition, at the City appeal hearing, the applicant made the point that because the 
already non-conforming site precludes re-development as SB 330 would require all 5 
units to be replaced and as the LUP parking requirements would apply to a new 
development, it would never be feasible to replace all five units and provide the 
required parking; thus, future redevelopment of the site is not likely.  
 
However, subdividing the lot makes the situation worse because the southern lot will 
be landlocked as it is on a walk street and not adjacent to the alley. This subdivision 
would preclude any future development as parking would not be able to be provided 
for a new construction project. In fact, the applicant has also stated that the L.A. 
Department of Building and Safety has already informed them that they would not 
allow for new construction on a lot without any vehicular access. Even though there is 
no demolition and new construction with this project, as the structures are quite old 
(built in 1911 and 1922), it’s likely they are at the end of their useful lives.  
 
Allowing one decision to landlock a parcel could encourage subsequent similar 
decisions along Paloma Ave and any number of walk streets, causing an adverse 
cumulative impact on community character. 
 
For these reasons, this subdivision cannot be approved. Finding 1 is in error as it does 
not include consideration of cumulative effects and thus is not in conformance with 
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act.  
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2. Subdividing lots in the Venice Coastal Zone subverts Neighborhood Character. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities: 

“The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
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.” 

 
LUP Policy Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community I.E.2. Scale 
states: 

“New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the scale and character 
of community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible with the 
community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. All new 
development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the scale of 
existing neighborhoods.” (emphasis added) 

 
The LUP describes Venice’s neighborhood character as a “quintessential coastal 
village,” and states “Venice is really a group of identifiable neighborhoods with unique 
planning and coastal issues…” (LUP page II-1) The defining character of the Venice 
Coastal Zone is its small scale and its diversity, as can be seen in its economic, cultural 
and architectural mix, with much of its housing being affordable. The LUP clearly 
defines neighborhood character. Development in Venice’s unique neighborhoods, 
including the walk streets and the historic districts, must consider neighborhood 
character and should be reflective of the development patterns that already exist, 
including subdivision patterns. In addition, on page 10 of the CDP, the City states that 
the site and surrounding area has no views to and along the ocean. That is an error. The 
walk street area is less than 300 feet from the beach and has views of the Boardwalk, 
beach, and ocean. 
 
The LUP also states: “The subdivision patterns in Venice are also unique, the layout of 
which still reflects the original canal system and rail lines. Few of the original canals 
remain. Most have been filled in and have become streets for vehicular traffic while 
others are now part of the system of walk streets.”  (LUP page II-1) Venice is known for 
its unique subdivisions and pattern of development, which makes the existing 
subdivision patterns a significant part of its character. This small lot subdivision 
development would cause an adverse cumulative effect as it would cause a significant 
break in the pattern of development and significantly change the unique Venice walk 
street subdivision development pattern, causing harm to Venice’s character and its 
status as a Special Coastal Community.  
 
Subdividing lots in the Venice Coastal Zone subverts neighborhood character, in 
violation of the LUP.  In the Coastal Zone, the LUP takes precedence over both the 
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City’s uncertified Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan and uncertified LAMC, and thus its 
specific provisions requiring compatibility of new development with the surrounding 
neighborhood, including as relates to the subdivision of lots, must be followed.  
 
However, the City’s LAMC 17.50 is instructive with respect to subdivision patterns as it 
states that one of the purposes of a preliminary parcel map for a subdivision is to assure 
lots are of acceptable design and of a size compatible with the size of existing lots in the 
immediate neighborhood: 
 

 
 
The new lots are half the size of the existing lots and the vast majority of the lots in the 
area, which any reasonable mind would agree means that the new lots are clearly not of 
a size compatible with the size of existing lots in the immediate neighborhood. A 
subdivision to split an existing lot in half and reduce the original lot by 50% would not 
result in lot sizes compatible with the size of lots in the immediate neighborhood. 
Indeed, this is exactly the type of thing that LAMC 17.50 intends to prevent. 
Development in neighborhoods must consider neighborhood character, which includes 
such things as mass and scale and lot subdivision patterns. This additional small lot 
subdivision would cause an adverse cumulative impact as it would cause a significant 
break in the pattern of development for the immediate neighborhood and walk street 
area.  

Under LAMC 12.22 C.27(b), the City makes extreme exceptions for subdivisions of 
existing buildings such as the subject subdivision; however, that is a non-certified City 
zoning regulation and not applicable in the Coastal Zone. See EXHIBIT E. These 
exceptions must not be allowed in the Coastal Zone. Rather, conformance with Coastal 
Act section 30251 and LUP I.E.2 is required. Although the proposed development will 
maintain the existing structures, the subdivision will change and impact the character of 
the surrounding area. Approval of the proposed subdivision is inconsistent with the 
policies of the LUP designed to maintain the character of existing stable residential 
neighborhoods, and as such, is further inconsistent with the mandates of Section 30251 
that new development be consistent with the character of the surrounding area.  
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3. The Coastal Act Environmental Justice and affordable housing provisions and the 
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy were not considered. 
 
The Environmental Justice Coastal Act and affordable housing provisions and the 
Commission’s Environmental Justice policy were not considered in the City’s 
determination. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30604(f) states: 

“The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate 
income.” 

 
Coastal Act Section 30604(g) states: 

“The legislature finds and declares that it is important for the commission to encourage 
the protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing opportunities for 
persons of low and moderate income in the coastal zone.” 

 
Coastal Act Section 30604(h) states: 

“When acting on a coastal development permit, the issuing agency, or the commission on 
appeal, may consider environmental justice, or the equitable distribution of 
environmental benefits throughout the state.” 

 
In support of this appeal, see EXHIBIT D for poignant remarks from one of the City’s 
WLAAPC Commissioners regarding Environmental Justice and why it should be 
considered in the Venice Coastal Zone. However, the City continues to refuse to 
consider Environmental Justice, even though the Coastal Commission has strongly 
urged them to do so. See EXHIBIT F. 
 
Also, the Los Angeles City Council has approved a motion that directs City Planning, 
with assistance from the City’s housing department, to report back with a detailed 
analysis on topics related to housing equity and access in the Coastal Zone, including 
displacement and gentrification effects on historically marginalized populations and 
impact of new development and housing typologies (i.e., small lots, mansionization) on 
available market rate and affordable housing stock. See EXHIBIT G. 
 
The Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy indicates that existing 
affordable housing must be protected, and that the implementation of housing laws 
must be undertaken in a manner fully consistent with the Coastal Act.  
 
Similar in intent to the Mello Act, the Coastal Commission Environmental Justice 
Policy, Housing, page 8 states: 

"The Commission recognizes that the elimination of affordable residential neighborhoods 
has pushed low-income Californians and communities of color further from the coast 
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limiting access for communities already facing disparities with respect to coastal access 
and may contribute to an increase in individuals experiencing homelessness." 

 
“The Coastal Commission will increase these efforts with project applicants, appellants 
and local governments, by analyzing the cumulative impacts of incremental 
housing stock loss…” 

 
“The Commission will also support measures that protect existing affordable housing. If 
the Commission staff determines that existing affordable housing would be 
eliminated as part of a proposed project in violation of another state or federal 
law, the Commission staff will use its discretion to contact the appropriate 
agency to attempt to resolve the issue.” (Emphasis added) 

 
It is important for Coastal Staff to understand the Mello Act errors in assessing the 
Environmental Justice issues for this project. Having the correct interpretation of the 
Mello Act and the City’s Interim Administrative Procedures for implementation of the 
Mello Act (IAP), which is the interpretation that supports protection of affordable 
housing (and, most importantly, the tenants living there), is critical to our affordable 
housing and homelessness crises. Decisions must be made that will serve 
to prevent displacement of our lower income residents. Prevention is key. We must stop 
the bleeding if we are to effectively act on our housing and homelessness crises.  
 
Coastal Act Section 30116 states:  

"Sensitive coastal resource areas” means those identifiable and geographically bounded 
land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest and sensitivity, and that 
"Sensitive coastal resource areas" include areas that provide existing coastal housing or 
recreational opportunities for low- and moderate-income persons.”  

 
The existing five units are covered by the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). 
Areas with existing coastal housing for low- and moderate-income persons are sensitive 
coastal resource areas. Thus, low- and moderate-income housing in Venice must be 
protected as a coastal resource.  
 
As detailed below, the City has violated the Mello Act and the IAP and the 
Environmental Justice policy must be put into effect to resolve this violation by 
Commission staff using its discretion to contact the appropriate agency to attempt to 
resolve the issue.  
 
The City refused to perform a Mello Act Compliance Review for the project because 
they interpreted the IAP in a way that violated not only the letter of the law but also the 
spirit of the Mello Act, which will harm affordable housing. The experts, such as 
appellant Bill Przylucki of POWER and Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles (LAFLA), 
interpreted the IAP in a way that is in conformance with the Mello Act and that 
will protect affordable housing. 
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To decide whether a Mello Act determination should be required, all one needs to do is 
ask whether the project could result in a loss of affordable housing. The answer is yes as 
there will obviously be a future replacement of these 100+ year-old buildings and at 
that time any affordable units on the separate 2-unit lot would likely not be required to 
be replaced under the Mello Act and IAP, resulting in a loss of affordable housing.  
 
A Mello Act Compliance Review is required to determine whether any existing units at 
the subject property qualify as affordable housing replacement units and would need to 
be preserved as a condition of approval for a project. It must be noted that we believe, 
for all the reasons herein, the subdivision project must be denied. However, if the 
subdivision is wrongly approved it must be returned to the City for a Mello Act 
Compliance Review, with any affordable units covenanted as replacement affordable 
units. The project site contains five rent-stabilized residential rental units and is 
therefore subject to a Mello Act review. The IAP throughout discusses the requirement 
to conduct reviews to identify and preserve existing affordable residential housing units 
in all demolitions, conversions, and new housing developments. 
 
The applicant specifically requested relief from the Mello Act and the IAP and claimed 
that because the units’ ownership status will not change, there is no requirement for a 
Mello Review.  However, this project meets the IAP’s definition of a conversion and 
therefore requires a Mello Act Compliance Review. The definition of Conversion in the 
IAP states that a conversion means a change of one or more existing residential units to 
a condominium or similar form of ownership. A small lot subdivision is a similar form 
of ownership (small-lot subdivisions did not exist at the time of the writing of the IAP 
or they would have been specifically included in that definition). Also, "one or more" 
existing residential units is changing—the form of ownership of more than one, a total 
of 5 existing units, is changing to a 2-lot small lot subdivision, one of which will have a 
new APN. The form of ownership of each unit is not changing but the form of 
ownership of those 5 existing units is changing. The City cannot say that is not true. 
City Planning is interpreting the definition of conversion to mean that each of the 
existing units must change to a condominium or similar form of ownership (small-lot 
subdivision), but that makes no sense as it is not possible for each unit in a multi-unit 
building to be changed to a small lot subdivision. 
 
To evade a Mello Act Compliance Review in this case would provide a new path for 
developers who want to game the system and evade the Mello Act and IAP 
replacement requirements. Such a precedent is not acceptable. 
 
In addition, even the Venice Neighborhood Council requested that the City require a 
Mello review for this project. They were clear on the consequences of not doing the 
required Mello review. See EXHIBIT H. 
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City Planning always interprets the Mello requirements in favor of the developer and 
the loss of affordable housing. Unless this decision is reversed, future land use 
applications will result in a loss of existing affordable housing at some point in the 
future when this 100-year-old building is replaced. Said another way, a denial of this 
appeal would be an approval of the likely loss of affordable housing. 
 
Granting this small lot subdivision would undermine the spirit of and overall goals of 
the Mello Act and the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, both of which were designed to 
increase density and affordability of housing in their own ways. The applicant's 
consultant, Howard Robinson & Associates, has repeatedly prepared affordable 
housing infeasibility studies to evade the requirements of the Mello Act and argued for 
their acceptance on existing developments of three or more units simply because the 
units have been physically separated by yard instead of building material. In this case, 
the applicant is seeking yet another work-around to the requirement that existing 
affordable units be preserved, by creating a parcel map to subdivide the existing 5-unit 
RSO property. 
 
See also letters from POWER at EXHIBIT I.  
 
Lastly, it is concerning that the parcel map does not show that there will be 2 units on 
the one small lot and 3 units on the other small lot. See EXHIBIT J. 
 
 
4. Protection of Venice as a Special Coastal Community was not considered. 
 
The City’s findings did not adequately analyze the impacts of the approved 
development on Venice’s unique community character. The subject site is located in the 
Venice Coastal Zone, which is a Coastal Resource to be protected. In addition, the site is 
in an area identified as a popular visitor destination for recreation use as it is located on 
one of the world-famous walk streets, which are one of the character defining features 
of Venice that provide opportunities for pedestrian access for visitors to the coast. On 
top of all that, the site is located in the North Venice Walk Streets Historic District, 
which contributes to the historical and architectural heritage that is distinctive to 
Venice’s character. In addition, the buildings on the property are Contributors to the 
historic district. See EXHIBIT K. 
 
In addition, approving any project that does not protect existing affordable housing, in 
this case via correct implementation of the Mello Act and the IAP, could impact 
Venice’s social diversity, required to be protected by LUP I.E.1. Also, subdividing an 
already substandard lot, 3,525.2 square feet, into two lots would have a negative impact 
on the subdivision pattern of the neighborhood and thus the character of the 
neighborhood. 
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Coastal Act Section 30253 states:  
“New development shall…protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because 
of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational 
uses." 
 

As the Coastal Commission has noted in many findings, the community character of all 
of Venice, including its residential neighborhoods, is a Coastal Resource to be protected. 
The decision maker erred and abused its discretion in that its Findings do not 
adequately address Coastal Act Section 30253(e). In its determination (page 11) the City 
states: “Although the LUP identifies Venice as a Special Coastal Community, the subject 
site is located within a residential neighborhood and not within an area identified as a 
popular visitor destination for recreational use.” The fact is that this project would harm 
the Special Coastal Community, Coastal Resource of Venice as it changes the character 
of the neighborhood due to the significant change in the pattern of the walk street 
subdivision. 
 
The protection of community character is a significant issue for the residents of Venice 
and the people of California. Venice has a unique blend of style and scale of residential 
buildings, historical character, walk streets, diverse population, as well as expansive 
recreation areas and attractions. These features make all of Venice a popular destination 
for both residents and tourists. As a result of its unique coastal districts, Venice is a 
coastal resource to be protected. As a primarily residential community, existing and 
ongoing residential development is a significant factor in determining Venice’s 
community character. (Coastal Permit # A-5-VEN-16-0083) 
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act requires new development to “be located within, 
contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas.” Sections 30251 and 
30253 of the Coastal Act state that scenic areas and special communities shall be 
protected. These sections 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. The Venice community-- 
including the beach, the boardwalk, the canals, the walk streets, the Venice Pier, the 
jetty, the lagoon, and the eclectic architectural styles of the neighborhoods--is one of the 
most popular visitor destinations in California. According to the Venice Chamber of 
Commerce, 15 million people visited Venice in 2015, drawn by the unique 
characteristics of the area. "The Commission has previously found that Venice's unique 
social and architectural diversity should be protected as a Special Coastal Community.” 
and "Venice’s unique community character is a significant coastal resource.” (Coastal 
permit # A-5-VEN-21-0052) 
 
The definition of Special Coastal Community (LUP Page I-16) is:  

“An area recognized as an important visitor destination center on the coastline, 
characterized by a particular cultural, historical, or architectural heritage that is 
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distinctive, provides opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the 
coast, and adds to the visual attractiveness of the coast.” 

 
In addition, according to LUP Policy I.F.1. Historic and Cultural Resources, the Venice 
Walk Streets are included on the listing of specific significant architectural, historical 
and cultural landmarks in the Venice Coastal Zone and should be protected as such. 
This is a Contributor property to the North Venice Walk Streets Historic District, and as 
such the identifying characteristics should be protected with conditions if this project 
does go forward, so that any future modifications do not destroy the historical features 
of the structures.  
 
This site is not only located in a developed residential neighborhood, but it is 
undeniable that the North Venice Historic walk streets, adjacent to the Venice 
Boardwalk, is a heavily visited tourist destination. The walk streets may not be included 
on the list of recreation areas in Policy Group III of the LUP, but they are key in the 
definition of Special Coastal Community as being historic, being distinctive, providing 
opportunities for pedestrian access for visitors, and adding to the visual attractiveness 
of the coast. Also, according to LUP Policy I.D.3. Views of Natural and Coastal 
Recreation Resources, walk streets are included in the list of highly scenic coastal areas 
and vista points and thus must be additionally protected as per Coastal Act sections 
30251 and 30253. 
 
At the City appeal hearing for this project, Commissioner Waltz Morocco expressed 
concern about the proposed subdivision (scroll to 1:03:40): 
https://planning.lacity.org/plndoc/Audio/West_LA/2022/01-19-
2022/6_DIR_2020_5351.mp3 

“The question about [whether] there [are] any small lots on walk streets speaks to the 
heart of this, at least for me. I think that’s where the traction is for this. I understand that 
small lots are allowed. But the question is, should they be? Should they be in Venice, 
should they be on walk streets, should they be with Contributors, should they be in 
special areas like this? Because they do alter the development pattern of a place and that 
affects the unique character of a place.” 

 
See EXHIBIT B for a list of all small lot subdivision applications in Venice since the 
LUP. There have not been any applications for small lot subdivisions in the dual zone or 
in the North Venice Historic Walk Streets or with a Contributor involved. In addition, 
the City Council has raised the question of whether small-lot subdivisions should be 
allowed anywhere in the Los Angeles Coastal Zones. See EXHIBIT G. The several that 
have been approved in other areas of Venice have been tragic, altering the special 
community character of those areas. 
 
However, in 2020 the same applicant, Place Holder DP, LLC and Harvey Goodman 
Civil Engineering, submitted applications for the subject project and for a small-lot 
subdivision at 40 Clubhouse.  
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The City’s findings did not adequately analyze the impacts of the approved 
development on Venice’s unique community character. The subject site is located in the 
Venice Coastal Zone, which is a Coastal Resource to be protected. In addition, the site is 
located in an area identified as a popular visitor destination for recreation use and 
coastal access and a scenic coastal area (as per the LUP) as it is located on one of the 
world-famous walk streets, which are one of the character defining features of Venice 
that provide opportunities for pedestrian access for visitors to the coast. On top of that, 
the site is located in the North Venice Walk Streets Historic District, which contributes 
to the historical and architectural heritage that is distinctive to Venice’s character.  
 
In addition, approving any project that does not protect existing affordable housing, in 
this case via correct implementation of the Mello Act and the IAP, could impact 
Venice’s social diversity, which is to be protected as per LUP I.E.1.  
 
Subdividing an already substandard lot, 3,525.2 square feet, into two lots would have a 
negative impact on the subdivision pattern of the neighborhood and the character of the 
neighborhood. The cumulative impact would completely change the subdivision 
pattern of this special walk street neighborhood and historic district. 
 
The City’s Finding 1 regarding Coastal Act Section 30253 is an error and abuse 
of discretion and therefore the CDP cannot be approved. 
 
 
FINDING 2 
 
Coastal Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities states: 

“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….” 

 
LUP Policy Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community I.E.2. Scale 
states: 

“New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the scale and character 
of community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible with the 
community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. All new 
development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the scale of 
existing neighborhoods.” (emphasis added) 
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Paloma Ave walk street is designated for pedestrian access on the LUP Coastal Access 
Map and in fact is the longest walk street on that map, spanning from Main Street to 
Ocean Front Walk. See EXHIBIT L. 
 
LUP Policy II.C.10. Walk Streets—Residential Development Standards. States: 
“…Primary ground floor residential building entrances…shall face the walk 
streets….entries…shall face walk streets and be well-defined and separate.” However, 
one of the lots would no longer front the walk street. Even if the configuration of 
entrances is allowed on the existing non-conforming lot, this would be impossible in the 
future when there is new construction. 
 
Finding 2 of the CDP is in error as the project does not conform with Coastal Act 
Section 30251 or LUP Policies I.E.2. and II.C10. Thus, the project would prejudice the 
City’s ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformance with Coastal 
Act Chapter 3. 
 
 
FINDING 3 
 
As indicated in the first paragraph under this Finding, the guidelines are intended to be 
used with consideration of both individual and cumulative effects on coastal resources. 
There was no analysis of cumulative effects done by the City for this project and thus 
this Finding is in error. In addition, the finding states that “The proposed project will 
also be in substantial conformance with the policies and development standards of the 
certified Venice Land use Plan and Specific Plan,” and as noted in detail above, the 
project is not. 
 
 
FINDING 4 
 
Five of the projects listed are on the canals. One was for an ADU on a walk street. Three 
of the projects listed entail small-lot subdivisions but were located on the far east side of 
the Venice Coastal Zone, a block from Lincoln Blvd and were not on walk streets or in 
an historic district. None of the prior Coastal Commission decisions listed provide 
guidance re. the subject project.  
 
 
CEQA 
 
The City incorrectly determined that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15315 (Class 15). In addition, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15300.2, there is substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to the 
categorical exemption applies.  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15332(a) requires Findings that the project is consistent with 
the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well 
as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. However, as detailed herein and 
in the administrative record, the proposed project does not conform with General Plan 
and zoning requirements – specifically, the LAMC 12.20.2 coastal requirements, LAMC 
17.5, as well as the Mello Act and IAP.  The Project is also not in conformance with the 
General Plan as it is inconsistent with the regulations in the LUP (as detailed herein), a 
part of the General Plan. Thus, the subdivision project does not comply with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15332(a) and does not qualify for a Class 15 categorical exemption.  
 
In addition, under CEQA Guidelines 15300.2, categorical exemptions are inapplicable 
when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, 
over time is significant. The project is an exception to the alleged exemptions because 
Venice has been identified by the Coastal Commission as a Coastal Resource, which is 
an environmental resource that must be protected. As explained herein this project does 
not protect but rather would substantially harm this Coastal Resource. A correct 
cumulative impact analysis of the project as required by CEQA would show that the 
project meets the exception to a categorical exemption. 
 
In addition, it is concerning that on page 17, under a) Cumulative Impact, the finding 
states that the project proposes the remodel of the existing multi-family dwellings 
located at 22 and 22 ½ Paloma Ave. That is not a part of the project description, and it 
must be specifically determined whether that statement is correct. 
 
The above analysis is substantial evidence that the City has erred and abused its 
discretion by finding that the project qualifies as a categorical exemption under CEQA.  
 
 



 16 

EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 

 



 22 

 



 23 

EXHIBIT D 

 

June 2, 2021, WLAAPC hearing for 315 6th Ave 
 

2:13:18 to 2:16:38 

COMMISSIONER MARGUILES:  

I’ll go next. Commissioner Marguiles, for my two cents. 

 

I think there's really significant cumulative impact issues here. I think absolutely, despite what 
we heard from the applicant, even in the retail fabric. I mean, we're here, and we're in the coastal 
zone and we have a mandate to protect what is unique and special about Venice as a unique 
coastal community. And there's two aspects to that that, you know, I'd like to talk about. One is 
scale, character, and mass. And that is, we are not Hermosa Beach. We are not Manhattan Beach. 
We're not Santa Monica. We have an intact, a partially intact…we've ruined it, you know, a lot 
of it, but we still have a fabric of small-scale bungalows and small structures that if one really 
took it seriously, one really could preserve what is unique about Venice and make sure that we 
don't become a series of the biggest houses you can build on our very small lots. So, I think 
there's an issue there that I'm having trouble with, in terms of consistency with the Coastal Act.  

 

And then on the environmental justice side, I think it is, you know, close to…I am, like everyone 
in the city of Los Angeles, just dumbfounded at how much time, how long it is taking us to do 
what needs to be done, to find creative ways to create more affordable housing here. And Venice 
clearly is the pressure point. And the fact that we are locked into this from documents that go 
back 10 years and more, that we haven't been able to jump into action in a place like Venice and 
come up with solutions to allow us to increase density. The fact that we're still losing density in 
Venice and losing affordable housing - that is reprehensible.  

 

And what I really would've liked to have seen, and I'm gonna make this suggestion if Jason's still 
here in the house - I think our council district should produce a feasibility study and they, in an 
objective way, should show us and show all the people who would like to redevelop some of 
these properties, how it can be done. And I think that could actually be constructive and helpful.  

 

But on the environmental justice side, I have a different interpretation than you do, President 
Newhouse, which is about opportunity, which is about stability. It's not about who can afford to 
buy in. It's about who can afford to stay and who can resist the pressure of market rate 
developers, who pepper all of us with offers on our houses every single day. And there's no 
alternative. We provide no community-based housing, no models, no ways to keep the people 
here who have lived here for generations, who built this place, who actually are the diversity.  

 

And so, you know, those are kind of even the sort of bigger, larger scale frustrations than my 
more immediate ones that I expressed earlier this evening. And it still leaves me in the same 
place, but at least I can cast a vote that is somewhat symbolic here, later. But this is what I think 
continues to be super frustrating about this commission is not having the tools to really do 
something about this. 
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EXHIBIT E 
 

LAMC 12.22 C.27(b) 
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EXHIBIT F 
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EXHIBIT G 

 

PLANNING & LAND USE MANAGEMENl 
MOTION 

The City of Los Angeles must take the lead in pursuing environmental justice in our coastal communities. Recent debates 
over land return at Bruce's Beach are just one example of the painful legacy of racism and exclusion that was for too long 
built into our land use policies. The Coastal Zone must be made accessible to all Angelenos. As a City we must heal 
those communities harmed by a legacy of discriminatory practices. 

The California Government Code §65040.12 defines "environmental justice" as the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies. Furthermore, AB 2616 (Burke) amended the Coastal Act in 2016 to give all local 
governments, including the City of Los Angeles, the authority to consider environmental justice, or the equitable 
distribution of environmental benefits, when acting on a coastal development permit. 

Subsequently, in 2019, the California Coastal Commission unanimously approved an 'Environmental Justice Policy' to 
ensure equitable access to clean, healthy, and accessible coastal environments. This policy document recognizes the 
injustices carried out against indigenous communities, communities of color, and other marginalized populations through 
discriminatory land use policies. However, local jurisdictions like the City of Los Angeles remain squarely responsible for 
ensuring equitable and fair housing practices, as the Coastal Commission lost authority to protect and create affordable 
housing in 1981 . 

To empower our local decision makers to advance State policy and Coastal Commission guidance, the City of Los 
Angeles would benefit from a similar framework to integrate environmental justice and equity into land use decisions in the 
Coastal Zone that require a Coastal Development Permit. A 'Coastal Equity and Environmental Justice Policy' would not 
only place our local determinations in greater conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, but take a 
step towards correcting decades of injustice and exclusionary land use practices. 

I THEREFORE MOVE the City Council DIRECT Los Angeles City Planning in coordination with the Department's Office of 
Racial Justice, Equity, and Transformative Planning to report back within 60 days with a work program to develop a 
'Coastal Equity and Environmental Justice Policy' that will inform future land use policy, promote greater public 
participation and engagement with underrepresented and/or underserved communities, and be reflected in project 
determinations in the Coastal Zone. 

I FURTHER MOVE that City Council DIRECT Los Angeles City Planning, with assistance from Los Angeles Housing 
Department and other relevant agencies, to report back with a detailed analysis within 60 days on topics related to 
housing equity and access in the Coastal Zone; including, but not limited to: 

• historic housing and demographic trends; 
• displacement and gentrification effects on historically marginalized populations; 
• impact of new development and housing typologies (e.g. small lots, mansionization) on available market rate and 

affordable housing stock; and 
• the cumulative impacts of historic downzoning and land use policy on housing capacity. 

I FURTHER MOVE that City Council INSTRUCT the Los Angeles City Planning, with assistance from Los Angeles 
Housing Department and other relevant agencies, to develop and present Environmental Justice policy and ,,agram 
recommendations as part of the upcoming Venice Local Coastal Program, Venice Community Plan, and the Mplim-for' a 
Healthy Los Angeles" updates. 
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EXHIBIT H 
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EXHIBIT I
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EXH
IBIT J 
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EXHIBIT K 
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North Venice Walk Streets Historic District 
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EXHIBIT L 

 



 

Exhibit 5—Paloma Avenue Survey Area 
 

Figure 1. Survey Area, Paloma Avenue west and east of Pacific Avenue. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Assessor Records parcel map, updated April 24, 2020. 
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Figure 2. Unsubdivided Lots (west of Pacific Avenue). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 3. Subdivided Lots (east of Pacific Avenue). 
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Seifert, Chloe@Coastal

From: Jared Johnson <jared@howardrobinson.net>
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2022 3:19 PM
To: Seifert, Chloe@Coastal; Stevens, Eric@Coastal
Cc: Sue Steinberg; Adam Kanizo
Subject: 22 Paloma Ave (A-5-VEN-22-0012) - Additional factors for consideration

Hi Eric and Chloe, 

I'm following up on our call from last week with some more details on the various factors at play that make future 
development (demo and new construction) infeasible at 22 Paloma.  

Given these circumstances, it is reasonable to conclude that a glut of "landlocked parcels" is not likely to result from 
approval of either this project, nor future similar projects that propose a Small Lot Subdivision of Existing Dwelling Units, 
given all the different factors at play ‐ therefore there is no substantial issue here. Please see below. 

SB 8 
SB 8 prohibits reductions in density for projects which require discretionary approval. Since this location is in the 
Coastal Zone and requires a CDP, it is discretionary. As such, no reduction in density is permitted. This also aligns 
with Coastal Commission policy. 

Venice LUP and Specific Plan ‐ Density 
The Venice Specific Plan and the Certified LUP limit density at this location to just 2 units. Combined with SB 8, 
this would mean any project seeking to demo and rebuild would need a Specific Plan Exception to allow for 5 
units, which is not guaranteed to be approved. 

Venice LUP and Specific Plan ‐ Parking 
The site has 0 parking spaces. Any project seeking to demo and rebuild would need to provide all required 
parking, or request a Specific Plan Exception to waive parking. Given Coastal access issues, even if an exception 
was approved, it's likely a CDP would be denied if no parking is provided.  

Given that the lot is 3,525 sq. ft. and its proximity to the beach/water, it would be infeasible to fit 10 parking 
spaces (2 per unit) on this lot. It would be incredibly expensive to excavate and provide underground parking at 
this location and you'd likely need more than 1 level of parking to accommodate all required spaces. 

Historic Status 
The front duplex (which would be located on the "landlocked parcel") has been identified as part of SurveyLA as 
an individual contributor to a potential future North Venice Walk Streets Historic District (see here). As such, it is 
highly unlikely that the duplex could ever be demolished. Obviously demolition would destroy its historic 
integrity. 

Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance 
Despite not being certified by the Coastal Commission, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance IS a local regulation 
that can only be applied in certain circumstances. Its narrow application needs to be factored into consideration. 
It is not applicable to all lots in the area ‐ only those lots that meet its eligibility criteria. Therefore, a substantial 
issue analysis should consider future Small Lot Subdivisions of Existing Structures (the type of project proposed), 
not subdivisions in general. The City's Bureau of Engineering will not allow for a lot to be subdivided without 
street access unless it is a qualifying Small Lot Subdivision ‐ that is the only form of subdivision eligible for street 
access requirements to be waived.  

Exhibit 6—Applicant Response Letter 
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The following is from the LAMC (Sec. 12.22.A.27(b)): 
 

Small Lot Subdivisions of Existing Dwelling Units.  The purpose of this Subsection is to further facilitate fee‐
simple home ownership opportunities through the preservation of existing housing within the City. 
  
Existing Group Dwellings, Bungalow Courts, and detached single, duplex, and triplex dwelling structures 
maintained under a single ownership with an original building permit issued more than 45 years prior to the 
date of submittal of the application for subdivision, or where information submitted with the subdivision 
application indicates that the building(s) is/are more than 45 years old based on the date the application is 
submitted may be subdivided into small lots and shall comply with Subparagraphs (1), (2) (4), and (9) 
through (13) of Paragraph (a) of this Subdivision.  All existing structures shall be legally constructed with an 
issued building permit or Certificate of Occupancy. 

 
We strongly encourage Coastal Staff to factor in these very real and present factors as they review the appeal. This 
project is not happening within a vacuum ‐ all of these are applicable and greatly impact the feasibility of development. 
In our case, the applicants have assessed these factors and this is why the proposed project is just a Small Lot 
Subdivision of Existing Structures and nothing else. 
 
Thank you, 
Jared 
 
‐‐  
Jared L. Johnson, MPL 
Howard Robinson & Associates 

660 South Figueroa St., Suite 1780 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
O:  (310) 838‐0180, Ext. 102 
C:  (559) 824‐0974 
Email: Jared@HowardRobinson.net 
Website: HowardRobinson.net 
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