DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
RECOMMENDATION REPORT

West Los Angeles
Area Planning Commission

] Case No.: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL-1A
Date:  June 27, 2017 Related Cases: DIR-2017-389-VSO
Time:  Aiter 4:30 p.m. _ CEQA No.: ENV-2016-4358-CE
Place: Henry Medina West LA Parking
Enforcement Facility Council No.: 11 — Mike Bonin
11214 W. Exposition Blvd., 2" Floor Plan Area: Venice

Los Angeles, CA 90064 Specific Plan:  Venice Coastal Zone —

Southeast Venice
Certified NC: Venice

GPLU: Low Residential
Public Hearing: N/A Zone: R1-1
Appeal Status: Not further appealable
pursuant to Los Angeles Appellant: Judy Esposito et. al.
Municipal Code (LAMC) Applicant: MDB Silicon Beach Cloy Il
Section 12.20.2 Investors, LLC
Expiration Date: May 13, 2017 Representative: Jackson McNeill
Harding Larmore Kutcher &
Kozal, LLP
PROJECT 2334 South Cloy Avenue
LOCATION:
PROPOSED The demolition of an existing one-story, single-family dwelling and the construction of a
PROJECT: three-story, approximately 3,213 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-
car garage and a roof deck; three parking spaces are provided onsite.
REQUESTED An appeal of the Director of Planning’s decision to conditionally approve a Coastal
ACTION: Development Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2, a Mello Act Compliance Review

pursuant to Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1., and an appeal of the
categorical exemption, ENV-2016-4358-CE.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Deny the appeal; and
2.  Sustain the Director of Planning’s decision to conditionally approve a Coastal Development Permit and
a Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of an existing one-story single-family dwelling and the

construction, use, and maintenance of a 3,213 square foot, three-story, single-family dwelling with an
attached garage and roof deck; and
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3. Determine that based on the whole of the administrative record, the Project is exempt from CEQA
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3, Category, and there is no substantial evidence
demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section
15300.2 applies.

VINCENT. P. BERTONI, AICP
Director of Planning

Approved by: Reviewed by:

(Voud ) T T =

I—‘afTTRoble, Principal Planner Debbie Lawrence, AICP, Senior City Planner
Reviewed by: Prepared by:

0 \ " )
ALam (Chandld A
Alam Choudhury, City Planfer Jiffhhau, Planning Assistant
Jeff Khau@lacity.org

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: * The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 532, City
Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are
given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commission’s Office a week prior to the
Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered
to the agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the
City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Sign language
interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To
ensure availability of services, please make your request at least seven (7) days prior to the meeting by calling the City
Planning Commission Office at (213) 978-1300.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

APPELLATE DECISION

Pursuant to Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), appeals of Coastal
Development Permit cases are made to the Area Planning Commission. The appellate decision
of the Area Planning Commission is final and effective as provided in Charter Section 245.
Appeals of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are made to the City Council.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed project involves the demolition of an existing one-story single-family dwelling and
the construction, use, and maintenance of a 3,213 square foot, three-story, single-family dwelling
with an attached garage and roof deck; three parking spaces are provided onsite. No swimming
pool is proposed.

Table 1. Residential Floor Area Calculation

Floor Area (ft.?)

First Floor 1,095

Second Floor 1,559

Third Floor 518

3,172

Garage 41

Total Floor Area 3,213
Garage* 441

*400 ft.? of garage can be deducted from floor area calculations

Table 1 shows the residential floor area as shown in the approved project plans (Exhibit C).
Additional correspondence (Exhibit H) for the project was received by planning staff in regard to
the appeal.

APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES

The City issued a determination (Exhibit B) approving local Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
for the subject project on April 3, 2017. One appeal (Exhibit A) was filed in a timely manner on
April 13, 2017. Below is a summary of the appeal points with a staff response to each point.

Appeal Point No. 1:

The proposed project fails to conform to Sections 30251 and 30253 of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. The project is not consistent with the mass, scale, and character of the Venice neighborhood;
the majority of homes are less than 1,500 square feet and are predominantly single-story.

Response:

Appeal Point No. 1 fails to draw a clear nexus of how the City’s decision is inconsistent with
Sections 30251 and 30253 of the California Coastal Act. The appellant suggests two illogical
conclusions based on hearsay regarding mass, scale, and character.

Section 30251 addresses the consideration and protection of visual feature and enjoyment of the
coastal views. The appellant claims that the project’s floor area and number of stories are
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indicative of compatibility. Under the certified Venice Land Use Plan (Venice LUP), the City
considered the project’s potential to obstruct or degrade public views to the ocean and scenic
coastal areas; however, the Venice LUP does not restrict FAR nor does it limit the number of
stories for residential development within this subarea. As noted in the Determination’s findings,
the project includes design features that enhance the visual qualities of the neighborhood:

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 property is not
located along a bluff with views to the Pacific Ocean. The project proposes the
construction of a new three-story single-family dwelling and an attached garage. The
subject site is situated on Cloy Avenue in a neighborhood zoned R1-1. The existing
residential structures within 100 feet are comprised of mostly one-story and two-story
structures. To maintain visual computability with the neighborhood, the project is designed
with a roof access structure pitched back to reduce visibility. The use of mixed materials
is used to soften the appearance of the structure. Per the applicant, the existing dwelling
onsite is not well-maintained; construction of a new single-family home would enhance the
visual quality of the lot and the neighborhood at large. As stated by the applicant, “Venice
is an eclectic area with a mixture of traditional and contemporary architecture. 2334 Cloy
aims work within that aesthetic and to be conscientious of the impact of its front elevation
by keeping the front roof edge as low as possible (for two stories) sloping away from the
street and also breaking up the front facade with material choices derived from the
traditional (wood siding) and contemporary (plaster glass and steel) materials in the
neighborhood. The house is open toward the street giving it a much more friendly and
neighborly aspect and pulls back at the living area to give more area to the front yard.”

Section 30253 describes how new development shall minimize risks to life and property in areas
of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts along bluffs and cliffs, and protect
special communities and neighborhoods that are popular visitor destination points for recreational
uses. However, Appeal Point No. 1 does not address these factors. No findings made by the
appellant adequately address this section of the Coastal Act. As noted in the City’s findings:

The property is located within 5.7 kilometers from the Santa Monica Fault, liquefaction
zone, methane buffer zone, and tsunami inundation zone. Therefore, the project is will
comply with Zoning, Building, and Fire Safety Code compliance measures and
requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in hazard areas. The project is
not located by a bluff and is not directly adjacent to any popular visitor destinations.

Appeal Point No. 2:
The project fails to conform to Policy I.E.2 and Policy I.A.1 of the Venice LUP because the project
is not consistent with the mass, scale and character of this Venice subarea.

Response:

Appeal Point No. 2 does not make any factual findings to illustrate how the project does not
conform to the Venice Land Use Plan (LUP). The appellant cites the Venice LUP but fails to
provide discussion of how the project is inconsistent with its policies. Although Appeal Point No.
2 argues that the number of stories and floor area are appropriate measures of compatibility, the
Venice LUP broadens this rubric by identifying “bulk, height, buffer, and setback” as well as “scale,
massing, and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods” as factors for determining whether
a new development is compatible.

Certified Venice LUP Policy I. E.1 General, states:
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Venice's unique social and architectural diversity should be protected as a Special Coastal
Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

Certified Venice LUP Policy I. E.2 Scale, states:

New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the scale and character
of the 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.

Certified Venice LUP Policy I. E.3 Architecture, states:

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

Certified Venice LUP Policy I.A.1 Development Standards states, in part:

The maximum densities, building heights and bulks for residential development in the
Venice Coastal Zone shall be defined by the Land Use Plan Maps and Height Exhibits
(Exhibits 9 through 16), and the corresponding land use categories and the development
standards as described in this LUP... a. Roof Access Structures. Building heights and
bulks shall be controlled to preserve the nature and character of existing residential
neighborhoods. Residential structures may have an enclosed stairway (roof access
structure) to provide access to a roof provided that:

i.  The roof access structure shall not exceed the specified flat roof height limit by more
than 10 feet;

ii. The roof access structure shall be designed and oriented so as to reduce it visibility
from adjacent public walkways and recreation areas;

iii. The area within the outside walls of the roof access structure shall be minimized and
shall not exceed 100 square feet in area as measured from the outside walls; ...

Certified Venice LUP Policy I.A.3 states, in part:

Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommodate the need for fire safety, open
space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of stormwater, and on-site recreation
consistent with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood.

Height: Not to exceed 25 feet for buildings with flat roofs or 30 feet for buildings with a
varied or stepped back roof line.

Certified Venice LUP Policy I.A.7.c states, in part:

Height: Oakwood, Milwood, and Southeast Venice: Not to exceed 25 feet for buildings
with flat roofs; or 30 feet for buildings utilizing a stepped back or varied roofline. The portion
that exceeds 25 feet in height shall be set back from the required front yard one foot for
every foot in height above 25 feet. Structures located along walk streets are limited to a
maximum of 28 feet.

When considering the certified LUP’s holistic definition of compatibility, the City finds that the
project conforms to the height, setback, and parking standards of the LUP and therefore is
consistent with the envisioned mass, scale, and character of the neighborhood. The Venice Sign
Off (Exhibit F) issued for the project indicates compliance with the Venice Coastal Specific Plan.
The project applicant also prepared a neighborhood context study (Exhibit E) to illustrate that the
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proposed project is not out of character with the existing neighborhood. In addition, the Venice
Neighborhood Council recommended approval of the project (Exhibit G).

As stated in the certified LUP, height is limited to 25 feet for structures with flat roofs and 30 feet
for structures with varied roofs. Roof access structures may reach a height of 10 feet and have
an area of no greater than 100 square feet and railings no taller than 42 inches. The approval of
this project — a 30-foot single-family dwelling with a varied roof, a roof access structure with a
height 9 feet 3 inches and an area of 100 square feet, and a roof deck with 42-inch high roof deck
railings — is entirely consistent with the development standards regarding height and roof access
structures of the certified LUP. The side, front, and rear yards for this project are consistent with
the other homes on Cloy Avenue. All yards are provided without deviation from the LAMC. The
amount of parking required and provided in this project are consistent across the homes in the
area. The project provides three parking spaces onsite; two covered and one uncovered guest
space. In accordance with the certified LUP, vehicle access is from the rear alley.

Overall, the proposed project is an infill development of an otherwise established neighborhood
in an urbanized area. The proposed property is located in an area that is already developed with
other single-family dwellings, thereby making it contiguous with existing developed areas that are
able to accommodate it. Articulation of the building walls and vegetation will reduce the visual
massing of the dwelling while allowing for reasonable use of the property in a manner that is
consistent with the massing of existing structures. As approved and conditioned, the project will
not be detrimental to the adjoining properties or the immediate area.

Appeal Point No. 3:

The Project will prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a local coastal program in conformity with
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The Project will set an adverse precedent for future projects due to
its incompatible scale and character.

Response:

Appeal Point No. 3 presents an illogical fallacy because it does not state why or how this approval
would set an adverse precedent. No findings are made to demonstrate how the Project alone will
prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a local coastal program. The City does not currently have a
certified LCP but it does have a certified LUP. The development is consistent with the residential
building standards related to scale, mass, and architectural diversity set forth in the certified LUP.
The project is also consistent with the development policies regarding mass, scale, and character
of the certified LUP and, by extension, the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the
development will not prejudice the City’s ability to certify an LCP.

Appeal Point No. 4:

The Categorical Exemption was issued in error and “cannot be relied upon”. The California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”") prohibits use of a categorical exemption when “there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant impact on the environment due to
unusual circumstances.” The appellant claims that the Project’s incompatibility with the
surrounding neighborhood will substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Project
site and its surroundings.

Response:

Appeal Point No. 4 is an unsubstantiated claim. The appellant fails to specify which unusual
circumstances will have a potential significant impact on the environment. The appellant presents
no new information to demonstrate that the Director of Planning erred in this CEQA determination.
As the lead agency for CEQA certification, the City determined that the project is categorically
exempt from CEQA pursuant to Article Ill, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1 and certified its
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determination concurrently with the local CDP, ENV-2016-4358-CE (Exhibit D). The Class 3
Category 1 categorical exemption allows for construction and location of limited numbers of new,
small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures;
and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor
modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. Furthermore, the Exceptions outlined in
the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 do not apply to the project:

(a) Location. The project is not located in a sensitive environment. Although the project is
within the Coastal Zone, the residential neighborhood is not identified as an environmental
resource. The proposed project is consistent with the scale and uses proximate to the
area. The subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone, nor is it within a landslide area.
Although the project is located within a liquefaction area and tsunami inundation zone, the
project is subject to compliance with the requirements of the Building and Zoning Code
that outline standards for residential construction.

(b) Cumulative Impact. The project is consistent with the type of development permitted for
the area zoned R1-1 and designated Low Residential use. The proposed addition of one
new dwelling unit will not exceed thresholds identified for impacts to the area (i.e. traffic,
noise, etc.) and will not result in significant cumulative impacts.

(c) 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. The proposed project consists of work typically to a
residential neighborhood, no unusual circumstances are present or foreseeable.

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is not located on or near a designhated state scenic
highway.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. 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.

(f) Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been identified as
a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the project is not listed on
the National or California Register of Historic Places, or identified as a Historic Cultural
Monument (HCM). While the site is approximately 1,500 feet northeast the historic Venice
Canals, construction activities related to the subject project will not have a noticeable
impact on the waterway.

CONCLUSION

Staff recommends the Commission deny the appeal and sustain the Director's Determination
(DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL) approving a Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance
Review for the demolition of an existing one-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a
new three-story single family dwelling. Staff also recommends the Commission find that the
project is Categorically Exempt pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Upon review
and analysis of the issues raised by the appellant for the proposed project, no errors or abuse of
discretion by the Director of Planning or his designee were found in regards to the appeal points
raised. The project is deemed consistent with applicable provisions of the LAMC, California
Coastal Act, General Plan, and Mello Act. This appeal of the Director of Planning’s approval of
the Coastal Development for the proposed project cannot be substantiated with facts, and
therefore should be denied.
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1.

APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION
Appellant Body:

Area Planning Commission [ City Planning Commission ~ [J City Council L] Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

Project Address: 2334 South Cloy Avenue

Final Date to Appeal: _04/13/2017

Type of Appeal: O Appeal by Applicant/Owner
21 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
L1 Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print); Judy Esposito (see attachment)

Company:

Mailing Address: 2341 Boone Ave.

City: Venice State: CA Zip: 90291

Telephone: (310) 301-9791 E-mail; judy.esposito@msn.com

© s the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

]l self ] Other:

& s the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position? (I Yes & No

REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Kristina Kropp; Robert Glushon

Company. Luna & Glushon

Mailing Address: 16255 Venture Boulevard, Suite 950

City: _Encino State: CA Zip: 91436

Telephone: (818) 907-8755 E-mail; _kkropp@lunaglushon.com; rglushon@iunaglushon.com

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 1of 2



JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? Entire L Part
Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? LI Yes 2 No

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

@ The reason for the appeal @ How you are aggrieved by the decision
@ Specifically the points at issue & Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

tained in t/é/a/ppiication are complete and true:

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

| certify that the stateme

Appellant Signature:

AV

M/ @ Date: 4//41/ |7

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

® Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):

Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
o Justification/Reason for Appeal
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

@ A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 18.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate

their 85% appeal filing fee).

e All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per

the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

@ Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees

to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

¢ A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only

file as an individual on behalf of self.

¢ Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation),

@ Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said

Commission.

@ A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes

a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Pianning Staff Use Only

Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DS;,P ner: Date:
)g 3&[ .09 “Panie 8‘(0‘:‘1;0"(/ (/? L“L/ {3 ,’lff'-“
Receipt No: De@@&Compiete by (Prq@gﬁi«a\nner): Date:
OrLoiLH ol 0%y N “t / 13 ] 17—

ﬁ Determination authority notified

o

[ [ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 2 of 2




ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL
DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

Appellants: Judy Esposito et. al. (see attached), neighborhood residents whose
homes surround the proposed Project and who are therefore most immediately impacted
by the proposed Project and its inconformity to this Venice community in terms of mass,
scale and character.

Project: Proposed demolition of an existing one-story single family dwelling and
the construction, use and maintenance of a 3,658 square foot, three-story single family
dwelling with an attached two-car garage, rooftop deck and swimming pool.*

The Director of Planning erred and abused discretion in approving the Project for
the following reasons:

1. The Project Fails to Conform to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act

Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act require permitted development to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require protection of
communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular
visitor destination points for recreational uses.

The within Project is not consistent with §§30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act
because it's mass, scale and density is not consistent with the character of this Venice
subarea/neighborhood where the majority of the homes are less than 1,500 square feet
in area and are predominantly single-story. There are no three story homes on Cloy
Avenue.

2. The Project Fails to Conform to the Venice Land Use Plan

The Venice Land Use Plan provides for the following policies:

Policy I.LE. 2: New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the
scale and character of the 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.

Policy ILA.1: Ensure that the character and scale of existing single-family
neighborhoods is maintained and allow for infill development provided that it is compatible
with and maintains the density, character, and scale of the existing development.

' Notably, when this Project was noticed, it was noticed for the construction of a 3,172 square
foot residence and made no mention of a swimming pool. Planning staff has not been able to
provide an adequate answer for this discrepancy. It is unknown how many residents did not
appear at the hearing as a result of this misrepresentation.

Yy os



Again, the within Project is not consistent in mass, scale and density with the
character of this Venice subarea/neighborhood. Therefore, the Director of Planning's
findings of consistency are not supported by substantial evidence.

3. The Project will Prejudice the City’s Ability to Prepare a Local Coastal
Program in Conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act

The Project will set an adverse precedent against which further new development
will be evaluated because the Project’s size, and scale are incompatible with the scale
and character of the adjacent neighborhood.

4. The Categorical Exemption was Issued in Error

The California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) prohibits use of a categorical
exemption when “there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant
effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.” (CEQA Guidelines §
15300.2(c)).

The within Project's incompatibility with the surrounding neighborhood will
substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Project site and its surroundings,
a significant impact under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the Categorical
Exemption cannot be relied upon.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICES
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CALIFORNIA

] Los ANGELES, CA90012-4801
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DAVID H. J. AMBROZ
PRESIDENT

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1271

KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213) 978-1272

RENEE DAKE WILSON
VICE-PRESIDENT

CAROLINE CHOE
RICHARD KATZ
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http://planning.lacity.org
DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE REVIEW

April 3, 2017

Owner/Applicant Case No. DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

MDB Silicon Beach Cloy I CEQA: ENV-2016-4358-CE

Investors, LLC Location: 2334 South Cloy Avenue

503 9™ Street Community Plan Area: Venice — Southeast Venice

Santa Monica, CA 90402 Council District: 11 — Bonin

Neighborhood Council Venice

Representative Land Use Designation: Low Residential

Jefferson Schierbeek Zone: R1-1

architects AddisonSchierbeek Legal Description: Lot 150, Tract 4424

3456 Ashwood Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90066 Last Day to File an Appeal: April 13, 2017

Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.20.2, Section 11.5.7, and the
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 175,693), | have reviewed the proposed
project and as the designee of the Director of Planning, | hereby:

Approve a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of an existing one-
story, single-family dwelling and the construction, use, and maintenance of a 3,658 square
foot, three-story single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and a rooftop deck,
located in the single permit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone, and

Pursuant to Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1 and the City of Los Angeles Interim
Mello Act Compliance Administrative Procedures | hereby:

Approve a Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition and construction of a single-
family dwelling in the Coastal Zone.

The project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to ENV 2016-2382-CE per Article Ill, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1 of the City of Los
Angeles CEQA Guidelines.

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



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1.

10.

11.

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, Plan Implementation Division, 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.

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.

Density. A maximum density of one single-family dwelling per lot shall be permitted, as
restricted by LAMC Section 12.08. The proposed project will maintain one single-family
dwelling unit on the property.

Height. The subject project features both flat and varied rooflines; portions of the structure
with flat rooflines shall be limited to a height of 25 feet and portions with varied rooflines shall
be limited to a height of 30 feet; height is measured from the centerline of Cloy Avenue to the
highest point of the roof. The portions of the proposed single-family dwelling with a flat roof
are 23 feet in height while portions with a varied roofline are 30 feet in height.

Parking and Access. As shown in “Exhibit A” and as approved by the Department of Building
and Safety, the subject project shall provide three parking spaces onsite; two covered and
one uncovered guest space. All vehicle access shall be from the rear alley.

Roof Structures. The Roof Access Structure (RAS) is limited to a height of 40 feet, measured
from the centerline of Cloy Avenue to the top edge of the RAS. The area within the outside
walls shall be minimized and shall not exceed 100 square feet as measured from the outside
walls. Chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for
building function may not exceed the maximum height by more than 5 feet.

Roof Deck. Railings used on the proposed rooftop deck shall be of an open design and shall
be limited to a height of 42 inches.

No deviations from the Venice Coastal Specific Plan have been requested or approved herein.
All applicable provisions of the Specific Plan shall be complied with, as further noted in DIR-
2017-389-VSO.

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does not overflow
into adjacent residential properties.

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.

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.
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12.

13.

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.

Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities, construction
schedule and contact information for any inquiries regarding construction activities shall be
provided to residents and property owners within a 100-foot radius of the project site. The
contact information shall include a construction manager and a telephone number, and shall
be posted on the site in a manner, which is readily visible to any interested party.

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 Zoning Administrator for attachment to the subject
case file.

Administrative Conditions

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 1X (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
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.
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20. 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.

21. 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.

(i) 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.

(i) 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
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the
entittement, 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:
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“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

The subject site, 2334 South Cloy Avenue, is a relatively flat, rectangular, interior lot with a width
of about 40 feet and depth of about 90 feet; with a total lot area of approximately 3,600 square
feet. Situated in a neighborhood known by locals as the “Silver Triangle”, the property fronts Cloy
Avenue to the west and abuts an unnamed alley to the east. To the north and south of the property
are single-family dwellings. The neighborhood is zoned R1-1 and properties immediately
surrounding the property are developed with one and two-story, single-family dwellings. The
property is located within the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, Venice
Coastal Zone Specific Plan (Southeast Venice Subarea), a Calvo Exclusion Area, Methane Buffer
Zone, Liquefaction Zone, and Tsunami Inundation Zone. The site is within 5.7 kilometers from the
Santa Monica Fault.

The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the construction of a 3,658
square-foot, two-story, 30 feet-in-height, single-family dwelling with a two-car garage and a
rooftop deck on residential lot within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone.
An additional parking space is provided behind the garage, resulting in a total of three parking
spaces. In addition, the project is subject to review for compliance with the Mello Act.

Cloy Avenue is a designated Local Street with a right-of-way width of 60 feet and developed to a
roadway width of 36 feet. Wilson Avenue is improved with an asphalt roadway, gutter, curb, and
sidewalk.

Mildred Avenue is a designated Local Street with a right-of-way width of 60 feet and developed
to a roadway width of 36 feet. Mildred Avenue is improved with an asphalt roadway, gutter, curb,
and sidewalk.

(Unnamed) Alley is a designated alley with a width of 15 feet. Vehicle access to the proposed
garage is provided from the alley.

Previous zoning related actions on the site/in the area include:

DIR-2015-2912-CDP-SPP-MEL — On December 22, 2016, the Director of Planning
approved a coastal development permit, project permit compliance review, and Mello Act
compliance review for the construction of a three-story duplex within the dual permit
jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, located at 217 E. Venice Boulevard.

ZA-2015-913-CDP-MEL — On January 29, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved a
coastal development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of a
single-family dwelling and construction of a two-story, 3,503 square-foot single-family
dwelling with an attached two-car garage within the single jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone,
located at 644 E. Sunset Boulevard.

ZA-2015-637-CDP-SPP-MEL — On January 21, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved
a coastal development permit, project permit compliance review, and Mello Act
compliance review for the demolition of a single-family dwelling and the construction of a
new three-story single-family dwelling with a roof deck and attached garage in the RW1-
1-0 Zone within the dual permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 232
E. Linnie Canal.

ZA-2014-4517-CDP-SPP-MEL — On December 22, 2015, the Zoning Administrator
approved a coastal development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the
demolition of a single-family dwelling and construction of a two-story, 3,386 square-foot
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single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage within the dual permit jurisdiction
of the Coastal Zone, located at 2919 Sanborn Avenue.

ZA-2014-1088-CDP-ZAA-MEL — On April 8, 2015, the Zoning Administrator approved a
coastal development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of a
duplex and construction of a two-unit condominium within the dual permit jurisdiction of
the Coastal Zone, located at 454 E. South Venice Boulevard.

DIR-2008-4534-SPP-MEL — On January 28, 2009, the Director of Planning approved a
specific plan project permit compliance and a Mello Act compliance review to allow the
construction of a 5,400 square-foot single-family dwelling with a basement and attached
garage on a vacant lot within the dual permit jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, located at
147 Via Marina.

Public Hearings

A public hearing was held by a hearing officer at on March 6, 2017 at 1:00 p.m., at the West Los
Angeles Municipal Building, Second Floor Hearing Room, 1645 Corinth Avenue, Los Angeles,
CA 90025. The applicant, applicant’s representatives, Council District 11 representative, and
approximately 12 members of the public attended the meeting.

Kevin McCauley, the applicant and builder, talked about his intention to live on the property and
briefly summarized the scope of work. He mentioned he is a resident of Venice and raised his
daughters in that area. He believes keeping in scale is important, and as such has not requested
variances. According to Mr. McCauley, the property is not enclosed in tall fencing but rather open
to engender a neighborhood feel. He says the project will preserve vegetation and use mixed
materials. Lastly, he states that that the overall living space is 3,100 square feet, which is below
the allowable 5,000.

Jefferson Schierbeek, the applicant’s representative, showed height renderings of existing homes
near the subject property to illustrate that the proposed project is not out of scale with the current
built environment. He mentioned that the roof is pitched back to minimize obstruction.

Justin Hackman, a Venice resident, spoke in support of the project. He commented on the open
design of the development.

Michael Tutelian, a member of the public, applauded the mass and scale of the design, saying
that it fits with the neighborhood.

Austin Peters, a member of the public, said he enjoys how the scale of the building is pitched
back. He commended the mixed materials used for the frontage and plant preservation.

Stacy Fong, a resident of Venice, asked to know the maximum allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
of the neighborhood. While acknowledging that the applicant has been sensitive to the
neighborhood, she said the project does not fit with the area. She is seeking assurance that
developers are not cutting corners, and that everything complies with the specific plan. She is
concerned that the house is built for speculation. She says that people in her neighborhood enjoy
the quiet atmosphere. She expressed concern about impacts to parking and traffic.

The applicant responded by reaffirming that he intends to raise his family and live in the proposed
home. He said he complies with all regulations. He mentioned the homes he builds have character
and are specifically designed with the neighborhood in mind. FAR was clarified to be three times
the buildable area. The building is at roughly 60% of the allowable floor area.
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Michael Hackman, spoke in support of the project. He said he was impressed that the project has
scaled back from what is by-right. He stated the builder is very thoughtful with respect to size,
setbacks and trees.

Ted Tannenbaum, a Venice resident, commented on previous statements on how the project floor
area is below the allowable area. He said that just because a project isn’t built out to its maximum
volume does not mean it is a good project. Mr. Tannenbaum does not oppose the project, but
cautions that such comparisons could be applied to a fallacious degree.

Ray Mattson, a Venice resident, said he has lived in Venice for over 40 years and is concerned
about the influx of three-story homes.

The applicant responded to the concerns; he said that he wants to build something attractive
regardless of the allowable floor area. He also said height limits will be respected.

No additional comments were said at the hearing.

Correspondence

An email dated February 20, 2017 from Janet Lent, a Venice resident, stated concerns about the
size of the proposed development. She is concerned about variances, although it is noted that no
variances are requested. As a long-time Venetian, Ms. Lent is worried about rising heights of
newly built homes in the community. In her email, she speaks against the expanding square
footage of new houses and says it directly blocks light, air, and views. She says in her email, “[l]f
these multi-bedroom houses become renter occupied, short-term or otherwise, there could be
significantly more neighborhood density, traffic, and stress on our ancient neighborhood sewer
system.”

A letter dated February 20, 2017, from Ethan B. Lipton, a Venice resident, stating that the mass,
scale, and character of the proposed project is not aligned with that of the existing streetscape.
Mr. Lipton said in his letter that “71% of homes here are fifteen hundred square feet or less” and
cautions that overdevelopment may lead to negative outcomes.

An email received February 22, 2017 from Venice resident Judy Esposito voiced concerns about
the size and character of the proposed home. Ms. Esposito objects to allowing developers build
large homes, citing negative impacts to the community at large. Another email received March 6,
2017 reiterated similar apprehensions. She requests that the proposed project be reduced in size.

An email received on February 22, 2017 from Bernard Mendoza, Venice resident, objects to the
proposed project because of its size. Specifically, he is concerned about the scaling effects of a
larger home juxtaposed with a smaller one. He is weary of the impact of profit-driven interests on
the neighborhood. In his email he writes how setting a precedent of tall buildings will diminish the
quality of life for the community. He requests that the applicant’s request for entitlements be
rejected.

An email received on February 22, 2017 from Frank Defurio, a Venice resident, opposed the
proposed project on the basis of size and scale. He included photos in his email which suggest
that the existing homes in the area are modest, one-story dwellings. Mr. Defurio cited statistics to
illustrate how existing homes are notably smaller in square footage than the proposed property.
He requests that this development be downsized.

A letter received on March 1, 2017 from Venice resident Ray Mattson voiced objection to the
proposed project. He states that a three-story, 3,172 square-foot home is out of character for the
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Silver Triangle area. In Mr. Mattson’s letter, he mentions Ordinance S and expressed disapproval
of investors and developers profiting at the expense of the community.

A letter received on March 1, 2017 from Venice resident Terry Sidell stated concerns about the
size of the development. He states that the character of the neighborhood had been centered on
small houses and an ethos of diversity. He says that newer, larger homes have led to a loss of
character for the neighborhood. He writes in his letter, “While | do not wish to cause a financial
hardship to the developer, | would request that the design have a street-friendly” profile and a
footprint more befitting the scale of a less-than-3600-square-foot lot.”

A letter received on March 13, 2017 from Venice resident Kennalee Mattson objected to the
development, citing the following reasons: A three-story home that is 3,172 square feet is out of
character for the Silver Triangle; the proposed development aims to circumvent regulations by
seeking approval before the vote for Measure S; traffic and congestion will worsen as a result of
overbuilding. A photo was attached to show Ms. Mattson’s view across the alley to illustrate how
a 30 foot house would be taller than the tree.

A letter received on March 13, 2017 from Venice resident Ed Guilani objected to the development,
citing the following reasons: A three-story home that is 3,172 square feet is out of character for
the Silver Triangle; the proposed development aims to circumvent regulations by seeking
approval before the vote for Measure S; traffic and congestion will worsen as a result of
overbuilding.

No other correspondence was received.

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL Page 9 of 19



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.

The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of an
existing single-family residence and the construction of a new three-story, 3,658 square-
foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage, rooftop deck, and swimming
pool, within the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone. The project also
requires a Mello Act Compliance review. The applicant does not request any deviations
from the Los Angeles Municipal Code with respect to required parking, building height,
setbacks and floor areas.

Chapter 3 of the 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 30211 requires that the new development shall not interfere with the public’s right
of access to the sea. The development is located approximately 0.80 miles away from the
shoreline and does not share a right of way to the Pacific coast; thus, the development
will not interfere with the public’s right of access to the ocean. The site is located far
enough from any coastal access points to reasonably assume that public access to the
sea will not be affected. Other lots in the area are similarly developed with single-family
residences.

Section 30221 states that recreational use and development shall be protected. The
proposed development is located in a residential neighborhood and does not adjoin any
recreation and visitor serving facilities. As such, the development will not result in any
adverse impacts on such facilities.

Section 30230 states that marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where
feasible, restored. The proposed development does not affect any marine resources, such
as fisheries, minerals, and gases. The development is well above the high tide line and
will not have any identifiable effect on the Pacific Ocean. The subject property does not
have direct access to any water or beach so no dredging, filling or diking of coastal waters
or wetlands is required. There is no commercial fishing or recreational boating on or
adjacent to the property.

Section 30240 states that environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected.
Environmentally sensitive habitats are areas where plant or animal life are either rare or
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and which
could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. No rare
plant or animal life is known to exist within the property and surrounding area. The
proposed development is limited to the lot line boundaries of the private property in an
area that is improved with single-family dwellings. Due to these confines, the project will
have no significant impact on the sensitive habitat areas and wetlands.

Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on
archeological or paleontological resources. The project consists of the demolition of an
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existing residential structure and construction of a new two-story single-family dwelling.
No grading is required because the earth onsite is flat. 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 states that new development shall be located in areas able to
accommodate it, areas with adequate public services, and in areas where such
development will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal resources. The proposed
development is located in the single permit jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone.
The proposed project is located in an urban residential neighborhood developed with
similar single-family dwellings. Currently, the site contains a one-story single-family
dwelling to be demolished and replaced with a two-story single-family dwelling. The
proposed density of one unit per lot complies with the R1-1 zone and land use designation.
The project is located within an existing developed area and will be comparable in size,
scale and use with the developed area. The property provides access for emergency
vehicles on Cloy Ave, with an actual width of 50 feet. Sufficient parking and setbacks
required by local zoning and building and safety requirements are provided. The lot will be
developed with a single-family dwelling that maintains connections and access to all public
services typically required for residential uses, including water and sewage, waste
disposal, gas, and electricity. Because the project is replacing one existing single-family
home with another, the development will not overload the capacity of public services.
Therefore, the proposed development will be adequately serviced and will not have a
significant adverse impact on coastal resources.

Section 30251 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. 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
property is not located along a bluff with views to the Pacific Ocean. The project proposes
the construction of a new three-story single-family dwelling and an attached garage. The
subject site is situated on Cloy Avenue in a neighborhood zoned R1-1. The existing
residential structures within 100 feet are comprised of mostly one-story and two-story
structures. To maintain visual computability with the neighborhood, the project is designed
with a roof access structure pitched back to reduce visibility. The use of mixed materials
is used to soften the appearance of the structure. Per the applicant, the existing dwelling
onsite is not well-maintained; construction of a new single-family home would enhance the
visual quality of the lot and the neighborhood at large. As stated by the applicant, “Venice
is an eclectic area with a mixture of traditional and contemporary architecture. 2334 Cloy
aims work within that aesthetic and to be conscientious of the impact of its front elevation
by keeping the front roof edge as low as possible (for two stories) sloping away from the
street and also breaking up the front facade with material choices derived from the
traditional (wood siding) and contemporary (plaster glass and steel) materials in the
neighborhood. The house is open toward the street giving it a much more friendly and
neighborly aspect and pulls back at the living area to give more area to the front yard.”

Section 30252 states that new development should maintain and enhance public access
to the coast. The project proposes the demolition of a single-family dwelling and
construction of a new single-family dwelling in its place. The subject site is located within
a residential neighborhood 0.80 miles northeast of the Pacific shoreline. The project
provides three onsite parking spaces. No permanent structures will erect within the public
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right-of-way and public access to the coast will not be obstructed.

Section 30253 requires new development to minimize risks to life and property in areas of
high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts along bluffs and cliffs, and protect
special communities and neighborhoods that are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses. The property is located within 5.7 kilometers from the Santa Monica
Fault, liquefaction zone, methane buffer zone, and tsunami inundation zone. Therefore,
the project is will comply with Zoning, Building, and Fire Safety Code compliance
measures and requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in hazard areas.
The project is not located by a bluff and is not directly adjacent to any popular visitor
destinations.

As conditioned, the proposed project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California
Coastal Act. The resulting single-family home 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 more than one mile away from the shoreline. 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
alocal 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.

As discussed, the project consists of the development of a two-story, single-family dwelling
with a rooftop deck on a lot within the Southeast Venice Subarea. The subject site is zoned
R1-1 with a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Residential.

The following are applicable policies from the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan:

Policy I.A.1 identifies general residential development standards regarding roof access
structures and lot consolidation restrictions. The project proposes a roof access structure
that is 100 square feet in area, measured from the exterior walls and is less than 10 feet
in height. The project is limited to the development of one lot.

Policy I.A.2 and Policy I.A.3 describe the intention to preserve single-family neighborhoods
and allow for infill development, provided that it is compatible with and maintains the
density, character, and scale of the existing development. The proposed single-family
dwelling serves to infill the R1-1 zoned area and is in compliance with the density and
development standards set forth in the LUP.

Policy 1.A.4 outlines density and development standards for areas designated for single-
family dwellings. The project consists of the construction of one new single-family dwelling
on one lot, and complies with the requirement of one unit per 3,000 of lot area. The height
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of the single-family home ranges from 23 to 30 feet but is below the maximum height with
respect to roof type. The required side, front, and rear yards will be maintained as no
adjustments or variances are requested in conjunction with the proposed project.

Policy 11.A.3 outlines the Parking Requirements for the project: single-family dwellings on
a lot greater than or equal to 35 feet in width (if adjacent to an alley) are required to provide
three parking spaces; the single-family dwelling is on a lot 40 feet in width and will provide
three parking spaces onsite: two spaces covered and one space uncovered.

The proposed two-story single-family dwelling is consistent with the policies of the Land
Use Plan and the standards of the Specific Plan 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.

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 Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed and the proposed project is
consistent with the requirements for the Southeast Venice Subarea; the project also
complies with the policies of the LUP and other applicable provisions of the Specific Plan.
The number of dwelling units on the subject property will not exceed the maximum
allowed. The required three parking spaces per dwelling unit will be provided in the
attached two-car garage and unenclosed carport. No deviation from the front yard setback
requirement was requested as part of the project. The proposed building is set back 18
feet from the front property line. The height of the proposed project does not exceed 30
feet in portions with a varied roof and 25 feet for portions with a flat roof. The project is not
expected to affect the scenic and visual quality of the coastal area since it is located in a
relatively flat area more than 0.80 miles inland. Visually, the proposed project will be
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Furthermore, the proposed project
will not alter any natural land forms. As such, the proposed project, as conditioned, is
consistent with the Regional Interpretive Guidelines.

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.
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The project consists of the development of a two-story, single-family dwelling with a
rooftop deck. The new residential structure does not conflict with prior decisions of the
Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission recently approved the following projects
in the Venice Coastal Zone:

- In February 2017, the Commission approved a coastal development permit for the
demolition of a one-story single-family home and the construction of a two-story, 2,702
square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and rooftop deck
on a lot located at 3021 Stanford Ave (Application No. 5-16-0685).

- In October 2016, the Commission approved a coastal development permit for the
construction of a three-story, 4,7037 square-foot single-family dwelling with an
attached three car garage and rooftop deck on a vacant lot located at 2709 Ocean
Front Walk (Application No. 5-16-0096).

- In February 2016, the Commission approved a coastal development permit for the
partial demolition, interior remodel, and addition to an existing single-family dwelling,
resulting in a 2,249 square foot, two-story, 25-foot 4-inch structure located at 219
Howland Canal (Application No. 5-15-1220).

- In August 2015, the Commission approved an Administrative Permit for a 1,152
square-foot second-story addition (approximately 28 feet tall) to an existing single-
family dwelling, located at 513 28" Avenue (Application No 5-15-0764).

- In August 2015, the Commission approved an Administrative Permit for the demolition
of a single-family residence and construction of a 3-story 28-foot tall single-family
dwelling located at 26 30™ Avenue (Application No. 5-15-0634).

- In July 2015, the Commission approved an Administrative Permit for the demolition of
a single-family dwelling and the construction of a three-story (35-foot), two-unit
condominium providing a total of four parking spaces, located at 458 E. South
Boulevard (Application No. 5-15-0310).

As such, 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 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.

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 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.

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL Page 14 of 19



Section 30211 of the 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 0.80 miles 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 dwelling. The
existing single-family dwelling has a one-car garage which is accessed from a driveway
on Cloy Avenue. The project shall include three parking spaces — two parking spaces will
be located in a garage and one uncovered space in the back yard, all accessed from the
alley. By increasing parking capacity and relocating vehicle traffic from Cloy Avenue to the
alley, the project enhances the public right of way. As proposed, the project will not conflict
with any public access or public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

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

A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2016-4358-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 the construction of a new, 3,658 square-foot
dwelling unit with an attached two-car garage along with an additional parking space
behind the garage. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is
appropriate pursuant to Article Ill, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1 of the City's CEQA
Guidelines.

The Class 3 Category 1 categorical exemption allows for construction and location of
limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment
and facilities in small structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one
use to another where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure;
this includes one single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone.

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

(a) Location. The project is not located in a sensitive environment. Although the project
is within the Coastal Zone, the residential neighborhood is not identified as an
environmental resource. The proposed project is consistent with the scale and
uses proximate to the area. The subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone,
nor is it within a landslide area. Although the project is located within a liquefaction
area and tsunami inundation zone, the project is subject to compliance with the
requirements of the Building and Zoning Code that outline standards for residential
construction.

(b) Cumulative Impact. The project is consistent with the type of development
permitted for the area zoned R1-1 and designated Low Residential use. The
proposed addition of one new dwelling unit will not exceed thresholds identified for
impacts to the area (i.e. traffic, noise, etc.) and will not result in significant
cumulative impacts.

(c) 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
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environment due to unusual circumstances. The proposed project consists of work
typically to a residential neighborhood, no unusual circumstances are present or
foreseeable.

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is not located on or near a desighated state
scenic highway.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. 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.

() Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been
identified as a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the
project is not listed on the National or California Register of Historic Places, or
identified as a Historic Cultural Monument (HCM). While the site is approximately
1,500 feet northeast the historic Venice Canals, construction activities related to
the subject project will not have a noticeable impact on the waterway.

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.
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Mello Act Compliance Review

Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the
Mello Act, all Conversions, Demolitions, and New Housing Developments must be identified in
order to determine if any Affordable Residential Units are onsite and must be maintained, and if
the project is subject to the Inclusionary Residential Units requirement. Accordingly, pursuant to
the settlement agreement between the City of Los Angeles and the Venice Town Council, Inc.,
the Barton Hill Neighborhood Organization, and Carol Berman concerning implementation of the
Mello Act in the Coastal Zone Portions of the City of Los Angeles, the findings are as follows:

7.

Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0).

The project includes the demolition of an existing single-family dwelling located on a 4,799
square-foot lot in the Southeast Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone. A Mello Act
Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment
Department (HCIDLA) dated January 31, 2017 states that the property currently maintains
one single-family dwelling. The current owner, MDB Silicon Beach Cloy Il Investors LLC,
acquired the property through transfer in October 2016 from a related company,
Avondale426 Investments LLC, who purchased the property from the Perlman Family
Exemption Trust in March 2016. The property was transferred from Arnold Perlman to the
Perlman Family Exemption Trust in April 2013.

The Determination from HCIDLA confirms that the current owner kept the property vacant
from March 29, 2016 through December 23, 2016. Utility bills show low usage during this
time, suggesting that the property had been vacant. Lease contracts from the previous
owner were submitted to confirm rent amounts. The total rent collected from November
2014 through March 2016 was $60,400 and the property was rented for 28 of the last 36
months, yielding an average rent of $2,157; which exceeds the low-income threshold.
HCIDLA concluded that no affordable unit exists at the subject site, based on the fact that
the property was rented at market rate until it was sold to the new owner, and then sat
vacant. Therefore, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are proposed for demolition or
conversion and the applicant is not required to provide any Affordable Replacement Units.
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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 $1,000 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 Director's determination in this matter will become effective after 10 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 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:
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Figueroa Plaza Marvin Braude San Fernando

201 North Figueroa Street, Valley Constituent Service Center
4th Floor 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Van Nuys, CA 91401

(213) 482-7077 (818) 374-5050

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:

@J/é(/(/;o[pwc—t____

Debbie Lawrence, AICP, Senior City Planner

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

N)Y 2 NN/

Alam Choudhury, City Planner 4., ./, Jeft Khau' Planning Assistant
A:7 jeff. KHau@lacity.org
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Los Ange'es
Eric Garcetti, Mayor

HOUSING+COMMUNITY
investment Department Rushmore D. Cervantes, General Manager

DATE: January 31, 2017

TO: Debbie Lawrence, Senior City Planner
City Planning Department

FROM: Robert Manford, Environmental Affairs Officer M
Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Dep ent

SUBJECT: Mello Act Determination for 2334 Cloy Avenue, Venice, CA 90291
Planning Case #: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

Based on information provided by the current owner, MDB Silicon Beach Cloy II Investors, LLC the
Los Angeles Housing + Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) has determined that no

affordable unit exists at 2334 Cloy Avenue, Venice, CA 90291.

The property consists of a single family dwelling. Per the statement on the application, the current
owner is proposing to demolish the existing single family dwelling to construct a new single family
dwelling. On October 4, 2016, MDB Silicon Beach Cloy II Investors, LLC received the property
through transfer from a related company, Avondale426 Investments LLC, who purchased the property
from the Perlman Family Exemption Trust on March 29, 2016, who received the property through
transfer from Arnold Perlman on April 4, 2013. The current owner has not applied for a Demolition
Permit, but has applied for a Building Permit with the Department of Building and Safety (#16010-

10000-04882).

Section 4.4.3 of the Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act requires that
HCIDLA collect monthly housing cost data for at least the previous three (3) years. The current owner’s
Mello application statement was received by HCIDLA on December 23, 2016. HCIDLA must collect

data from: December 2013 through December 2016.

The current owner kept the property vacant from the time of purchase until the date HCIDLA received
their Mello application (March 29, 2016 — December 23, 2016), and provided sufficient proof through

utility bills that showed little to no usage during this time.

On January 4, 2017, HCIDLA mailed a certified letter to the property. According to the United States
Postal Service website (www.usps.com), the letter was undelivered and hasn’t been retrieved from the

Post Office as of January 26, 2017.

The current owner provided lease agreements from the previous owners that stated a monthly rate of
$3,300 would be collected from April 1, 2013 through March 31, 2015 and a monthly rate of $4,000
would be collected from April 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016. The current owner was only able to
obtain the bank statements and/or cancelled checks for the period of November 2014 through March
2016 therefore we only factored those amounts into our monthly average calculation. The total amount

HIMS: 16-123560
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Genaral Notes

The C: D are provided to ilustrate the design intent desired and imply
the finest quality workmanship throughout. Any design or detail which appears to be
Inconsistent with the above should be immediately brought to the attention of the Architect
by the Contractor.

The Contractor shall verify all site and and
shall notify the of any or prior to starting work,

Applicable trades shall use a
critical Da not

for alt

datum to be

by the

Specific notes and detalls shall take precedence over general notes and details.

During the C: shall provide fi s a3 required by the Fleld
Inspector.
‘Whaerever existing work is d. d by any other it shall be

repaired or replaced by the contractor with new mdmmn existing as approved by
the Architect.

The locations of existing underground utilities are shown In an approximate way only and
have not been independently verified by the Owner or its representative. Tha Contractor
shall determine the exact location of all existing utilities before commencing work, and
agrees to ba fully responsible for any and all damages which might be occasioned by the
Contractor's failure to exactly locate and presarve any and all underground utilities.

The Contractor shall verify location and clearance of all Inserts and embedded tems with
all applicable drawings before pouring concrets,

The Contractor shall provide all necessary backing and framing for wall mounted tems.

Wood in contact with concrete shall be pressure treated. All wood shall be a minimum of
6" above finish grade.

Ghu and glazing shall conform to code and with U.S. Consumer Product Safety

Glazed In doors, adjacent to doors and within 18" of
lhc adjacent lnnuhll bc hwm ﬂl&ll wplnvul for impact hazard, Glazing In shower
and tubs d or plastic.

(2) layers of grade ‘D" paper will be pmMad between all plywood shear panels or solid
blocking and exterior lath with plaster.

Fire stops shall be located at the following locations per CBC:
.l.) In concealed spaces of stud walls including furred spaces - at ficor and celling levels
and at fioor intervals along the length of the wall,

between vartical and horizontal spaces such as occur

b.) At all
at soffits, drop cellings and cove cailings.
<.) In openings around vents, pipes, ducts chimneys, and similar openings which afford a
passage for a fire at ceiling and floor levels, with noncombustible materials.
d.) In concealed spaces between stair stringers at the top and bottom of the run and
between studs along and In line with the run of the stairs if the walls under the stairs are
unfinishexd,
At exterior wall opanings; flashing, counter flashing and expansion Joint material shall be
constructed in such a manner as to be weatherproof.
Provide fire blocking in concealed spaces of stud wall and partitions,(at 10° intervals both
vertical and horizontai), and in openings around vents, pipes, sucts, chimneys, between
attic and chimney chase{708.2.1]).
Parapets, satellite ralls, skylights, roof
Mihp‘mﬂhﬂﬁpﬂntmmu‘hﬂ'ﬂlpﬁ punh lnllrly-hml demolition and
mte‘nfﬁiﬁihﬂ gs. if such enprey is required as 2

of orto iiding, than such permits
mnhmmmnmﬂmmhmmiﬂim Pormhiuiuuad

must be within height limit.

Fence/ Wall/ handrail heights, as measured from the lowest finished grade adjacent to each
section of these structures, may be a maximum of: 42" In the front yard setback, and &' at
all other locations on site (3' i obstructing driveway visibility).

Al irrigation must meet current City for proper

No discharge of construction waste water from site is permitted.
A property line cleancut must be Installed on the sanitary sewer lateral,

A backwater valve is required on the sanitary sewer |ateral if the discharges from fixtures
with flood level rims are located below the next upstream manhole cover of the public
sawer,

Excavations shall be made in compliance with CAL/JOSHA Regulations

Architectural Plans(Genaral)
Provide a corosion-resistant weep screed on all exterior stud walls at or below the foundation
plate line a minimum of 4" above grade, or 2" above paved areas.

Provide an approved spark arrestor for chimney to fireplace. The net free area of the spark
arrester shall be not less than four times the net free area of the outlet of the chimney.

Shower stalls shall have a clear intarior finlsh area of 7.1 sf and be able to accomodate a
minimum 30 inch circle at the threshold level. These clearances shall be maintained up to a
height of 70 inches above shower drain. Provide 70" high non-absorbent wall adjacent to
shower(s)[807.1.3).

Provide a system in b ining a bathtub and /or shower,
laundry rooms. Mechanical system must be capable of pmwdinn five air changes per hour
and exhausting directly to the outside[1203.3].

Plumbing

Tankless water heaters shail be nationally listed and be installed in accordance with the
that were app! as part of their Hsting.” “The gas piping serving

this appliance must be sized in compliance with the water heater's listed installation

instructions and the 2010 California Plumbing Code.” [§ 106.1.1 CRC)

Electrical
Provide arc-fault circuit interrupter protection for gl outlets (not just receptacles) throughout
the dwelling unit, except for where GFI protection is nqulmd. 3210.12 CEC]

Receptacles required along the walls shall be listed as tamper—resistant. [§406.11 CEC)

Special Hazard Requirements

Provide strapping for water heater.

Provide hard-wired interconnected smoke alarms with battery backup.

Provide hour resistive on fosad usable space of interior stair.
Provied AFCI protection for bedroom circuits.

Exits
See Section 1003 of the LAMC for all i and
Dimensions.

Plumbing Requirements

Provide a 12* minimum access panel to bathtub trap connection unless plumbing is without
slip joints.

Spectty low flow tallets (1. ﬂﬂalhnmu-h).ﬂw\ncﬂu:h (2.5 gpm) and raum.(z.s gpm)
Provide individual valves of the p balance or the thermastatic mi.

type for showers and tub showers.

For gas-buming water heaters provide two 100 square inches net alr openings directly to the
outside, Fuel buming water heaters shall not be installed In bedrooms bathrooms or closets

Mechanical Requirements

Provide two HVAC Units dedicated to each floor of the Residence-located In the Attic

Spaca (see A1.2). Each uak shail be 80% efficient per Title 24 A0.3 and shall be 3-5tons &
d by

ﬂTU‘-Mnnr as specifi | Inmlnr working space for
b lhll ba per CMC 304.7.
from Heat P shall
be per CMC 304.6,T3-A. Mechanical Equlpth shall not be allowed in bedrooms,
bathrooms, or closets that opan into one of these rooms.
Attle access minimum 30*x30" not over 20° from equipmant
Unobstructed passage 24"wide with sclid continuous flooring from access to
i panel. Alevel work platfo 30" in front of
equipment with 30" head-room
Unm over equipment with switch access

for from the ground
Inl‘!ll light over Mechanical Equipn-ntw!lh Switch Access (308.4 CMC.)

Dryer axhaust shall terminats at least 3 feet from the property line and from any openings
into the building,

Clothes dryer xh
back-draft damper.
Exhaust duct Is limited to 14' with two elbows. This shall be reduced 2' for every elbow
in excess of two. Show minimum 4" diameter, smooth, metal duct, and show duct route

on plan, [504.3.2 CMC)

outside the building and have a

st ducts shall

Electrical Requirements:

Provide a receptacle outlet within six feet of any point along walls in livable rooms.

Pm\dd- ground-fault clrcult inhmphrl {GF) protection for all 125-volt, single phase, 15
d 20-ampere in garages, outdoors, crawl spaces and

llldl!:lun roclp!achlwmilﬂﬁ' ™ of a sink / wet bar,

Provide arc-fault circuit interrupter protection for all 125-volt single phase, 15 and 20-

ampere receptacles installed in bedroom of dwelling units,

Locate service disconnect{s} nerest the point of entrance of the sarvice entrance

conductors

Provide for Each Building, means for Di cting al g
Conductors, (225-8b CEC)

Energy Requirements

Doors and winde between d and spaces shall be fully
weather-strij

pped.
The following epenings in the exterior envelope of the bullding shall be caulked or
otherwise sealed to limit infiltration:
1. Exterior Joints around windows and doorframes, between wall sole plates and floors
and between exterior wall panels.
2. Openings for plumbing, electrical and gas lines in walls, cellings and floors.
3. Openings in the attic, such as the point where ceilings meet masonry fireplaces.

Exhaust fans shall be provided with backdraft or

Ducts shall be installed and
California Mechanical Code.

Thermostatically controlled heating and cooling systems, except electric heat pumps,
shall have an automatic thermostat set points for at least two periods within 24 hours.

All heating, and air
Callfornia Energy Commission.

g to Chapter § of the

shall be certified by

(HVAC) equi

Water heators shall be certified by the California Energy Commission,
Wrap storage type water heaters and storage and backup tanks for solar water heater
systems with minimum R-12 insulation exterior and R-18 for interfor.

Insulate piping in unconditioned space leading to and from water heaters with minimum
R4 insulation for a distance of 5 feet from the water heater.

shall have an

General lighting in kitchen and y of at least 40 lumens
per watt,

The insulation Installer and the contractor shall post a signed certificate of compliance in

a conspicuous location in the building. This certficate shall state that the installations and
materials conform to the appropriate sections of the California MI’!"MM\B Oodl. Titles
20 and 24 and shall specify the and material

Installed R-value, and vth.n Ioou fill is installed, shall state the minimum imuln weight
per square foot 's labeled density for the desired R-value.

Duct sealing is mandatory and requires independent fleld verification by a certified HERS
rater. All suply ducts shall either be in conditioned space, or have a minimum Insulation
of R4.2.

doors and shall be certified. And labeled in compliance with the
appropriate infiltration
standards.
Provide uses manual and labeled inputioutput for proper check of state approved
‘computer program

Fire Extinguishing

Carbon monoxide alarmas shall be Installed and mantained at all of the following
locations, On the ceiling or wall outside of sach separate slleping area in the immediate
vicinity of bedrooms.

[R316.3 CRC]

Public Works Standard Notes:

A. All offsite work shall be done in for Public
Works Construction, current edition, and the chy o' Los Angeles Standards

B. All labor, equipment, and material req offsite impr are the
respansibility of the owner.

C. The City of or okder sewer laterals over thirty (30)
years old,

D. Al apmn!_,, ting from the new P shall be

and repl: ‘mm id parkway and curb and gutter,
E. Modify existing driveways (widen to 10 feet minimum, etc) between curb and property line
|per City of Los Angeles Standard Plan No, 4008,
F. Owner is responsible for repair of damage to offsite Improvements caused by
construction as required by Sr. Public Works Inspector.

Environmental&PublicWorks
Civil Engineering Notes:

1. No work shall be done within the public right-of-way without the prior approval and permit
from Public Works - Administrative services, Room 113.
2. Owner is responsible for repair of all damage to offsite improvements caused by
mnmm call Fublk: Work Inspector for inspection of offsite

letion of onsite work at (310) 453-5737.
age or drain in to neighboring

pr
3. New prop imp
private pmp-ﬂiu.

4. Water shall be drained away from the and shall be

to foundation wall and the footing of the newproposed improvements.
5. No construction debris shail be spilled or stored onto public right-of way.

B. Al site utilities shall be constructed underground to the nearest offsite utility pole.
with the utility companies to place alt

shall not cbstn

from p g in

has made
overhead utlmcl underground.
7. The City strongly urges the applicant to inspect the existing sewer connection. If the
connection is demanded or over 30 years old, the City recommends that the
applicant show on the plans the constructionof the new 8- Inch diametar VCP sanitary
sewer connection from property to sanitary sewer main in accordance with City

opening into a badroom or bathroom of Los (Sewer Pormit

Elemnents of appllance generating glow, spark o flame must be located & minimum of 18~ 8. Owner/Contractor ‘Ml“"'ﬂl’ with the Utility Division Cross Cﬂﬂ'ﬂd’«l Guidelinas,
above tha garage floor. Prior to of Certificate of Cross C: Control

Provide of wather located in garage, wheel blocks not Inspestion must be wmpldnd Gonh'.l:‘! the Clty Water Division at (!10) 458- 8531,
mmﬁ10.2,510.36Pc] 9. Prierto any vice, please contact the City cross-
Provide 30" vertical clearance above cooking top to kol =t (310) ISHSJS

Provide an approved ssismic gas shut-off valve on the fuel line on the down stream side of
the utility meter and rigidly connected to the exterior of the building containing the fuel gas
piping per ordinance 170,158,

10. Prior to backfilling or covering up any urban runoff mitigation related excavations and/or
structures, contact the City Urban Runoff Coordinator at (310) 458-8223 for

inspection.
11. Prior to cunmnclng any underground utility work, obtain separate utility excavation
permits and streat use permits for utility excavation.
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All work in this project shall comply with Titie 24 and 2013 California Residential Code
(CRC), California Mechanical Code {CMC), California Plumbing Code (CPC), California
Electrical Code (CEC), California Energy Code (CENC), and the California Green
Building Standards Code (CGBSC). [ R106.1.1 CRC]
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within ten feat of any power lines-whether or not the lines are located on the property. Failure x
to comply may cause consiruction delays and/or additional expenses. o
A i ; g AREA CALCULATIONS FOR LID (4}]
approved Seismic Gas Shutoff Valve will be installed on the fuel gas line on the
downstream side of the utility meter and be rigidly connected to the exterior of the Roof Ares Impacted by Project 1698 of n
building er structure containing the fuel gas piping. (Per Ordinance 170,158) Required Planter Box Area ot o o provided)
(Separate plumbing permit is required). (2.001-2.500 = 168 5f Plantor Area) h §
Landscape Area 1082 of =
Parmeable Paving Driveway 600 3f - 2 1
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Room Finish Schedule

I. Fans shall be ENERGY STAR Compliant and be Ducted to Terminate to the Outside of the Building.
ii. Fars, Not Functioning as a Component of 2 Whole House Ventilation System, Must be Controlled by a Humidity Control.

LTR [Floor  [Wall [Base [Celling [Notes
A Concrete [5/8" Gypsum Type X Wall Board Wood 5/8" Gypsum Type X Wall Board
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Cc Wood 5/8" Gypsum Wali Board Wood 5/8" Gypsum Wall Board
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Note:
1. Plans shafl identify the type of roofing, manufacturer, product. and color used. in material for tha roofing product ussd and show that t meets the 3. For one- and two-family dweiings, comply with the following: ) i
following mimnimum SR value or m»hrnﬂemeanﬂﬁnmimhﬂnm a. Designate on the roof plan sofar zone arsa(s) with total area equal to or greater than 250 sq fi. The salar zane shall be comprised of areas that have no dimension jess than 5 feet and sach area shail not
a. For roof slopes < 212 SRI value of at leas! 75 or both a 3-year solar of at least 0.63 and a th } emitt of ot least 0.75 be less than:
h Fuwmpnazmzsmmomm 15 or both a 3-year sofar raflectance of at least 0.20 and a thermal I 80 5 At for roof areas of 10,000 5q ft or less.
2. Provide computations that at lsast 25% of the pathways, patios, driveways and other paved areas comply with ane of @ combination of the following: . 160 #q & for roof areas over 10,000 5q . 3—-
2 SMWWWHMNW b. FMmﬂfdopel’Z‘lZl!S’Mhorhm show that the solar zone is oriented between 110° and 270" of true norh.
i. Inchude plants’ fact sheet justifying crown spread st 5 years maturity c. The solar Zone shall be free of mwummuumwnnmmwmmmmen including but not fimitad to, vents, chimneys, 2nd equipment.
b. Hardscape matenal with an intiad solar reflactance of at least 0.30 d. Solar zone shall maintain @ 3 fool wide access pathway around the perimeter edges of
i. Inchude manufacturer's spacs for pavers or specify uncolored cancrete with smooth cement finish. °. Sallrzmnolb-hclhdhlqh-rﬁmShl!b'hwihnddgolnd-h-lmtb!bed-dWﬂm1m'ﬂlbﬂmrﬂwmmm°lmhﬂﬂlﬂhv
<. Open grid or permeable pavement systsms 1. Plans shall indicate a location for inverters and metering equipment and nmymmwmlmmzmmmmhumuw
i. Include open grid and/or permeable paver detall d. Shade providad by a canopy shade system consisting emittance of at least 0.75 (4.106.5) g. Plans shall indicate a pathway for routing of plumbing from the solar zone 1o the water-heating system.
h. The main service panel shail have a minimum busbar rating of 200 amps.
i. Add note to plans: “The main electrical service panel shall have a reserved spaca to allow for instalfation of a double pole circutt breaker for a fture solar electric installabion. The reserved space shall be
pasitioned at the apposite (load) and from the inpit feeder location of main circuit focation and shafl be permanently marked as ‘For Future Sofar Electric.” (4.211.4, Ensrgy Code §110.10, LAFD
Requirement No.96)
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COUNTY CLERK'S USE CITY OF LOS ANGELES CITY CLERK'S USE
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 360
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

(California Environmental Quality Act Section 15062)

Filing of this form is optional. If filed, the form shall be filed with the County Clerk, 12400 E. Imperial Highway, Norwalk, CA 90650,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 (b). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 (d), the filing of this notice
starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of the project. Failure to file this notice with the County Clerk
results in the statute of limitations being extended to 180 days.

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICT
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 11

PROJECT TITLE LOG REFERENCE

* CLOY 2RESIDENCE - /5. 20l = 4357 - copP- MEL ENV 2016-4358-CE
PROJECT LOCATION

* 2334 S CLOY AVE, VENICE, CA 90291

DESCRIPTION OF NATURE, PURPOSE, AND BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT:

* DEMO ONE EXISTING SFD, CONSTRUCT ONE NEW SFD

NAME OF PERSON OR AGENCY CARRYING OUT PRQOJECT, IF OTHER THAN LEAD CITY AGENCY:
* MDB SILICON BEACH CLOY Il INVESTORS, LLC

CONTACT PERSON AREA CODE  |[TELEPHONE NUMBER | EXT.
§ JAMES WORMS * 310 * 966-8766
EXEMPT STATUS: (Check One)
STATE CEQA GUIDELINES CITY CEQA GUIDELINES

. MINISTERIAL Sec. 15268 Art. I, Sec. 2b

-+ DECLARED EMERGENCY Sec. 15269 Art. I, Sec. 2a (1)

«+ EMERGENCY PROJECT Sec. 15269 (b) & (c) Art. Il, Sec. 2a (2) & (3)

- CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION Sec. 15300 ef seq. Art. lll, Sec. 1

Class __3 Category ___1 (City CEQA Guidelines)

«+ OTHER (See Public Resources Code Sec. 21080 (b) and set forth state and City guideline provision.

JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION: New construction of single family home is considered a new construction of small structure
Title 14 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Section 15303(a)

IF FILED BY APPLICANT, ATTACH CERTIFIED DOCUMENT ISSUED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STATING THAT
THE DEPARTMENT HAS FOUND THE PROJECT TO BE EXEMPT.

SIGNATURE TITLE DATE i
W Plannivy, A<s\sionst 122 2% o)

FEE: \) RECEIPT NO. REC'D. BY DATE
81.00 33192 JeEF kHaU 2 (2/2/z0

DISTRIBUTION: (1) County Clerk, (2) City Clerk, (3) Agency Record
Rev. 11-1-03 Rev. 1-31-06 Word

IF FILED BY THE APPLICANT:

NAME (PRINTED) SIGNATURE

DATE




DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL-1A

EXHIBIT E

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT STUDY

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL



;;;;;;

4907—,. B

Kb ! w\

o WASHINGTON ~ WAY 8 area grayed not ~

o
; < counted in siirvey aq b san
=zars @)@ |@]@|® (@ |00 . ,/-L | A "’ e
:T'{%-‘s{n" ' vmm-,__— = o FFI k g
BRE. RDIL.5 " _‘ ;
RDI.5-170 ) \ca " A “
ST,

c2t S, o S O
o MILYRED g 8 = M

CLEMENT

w
o

Visual Height/ Story Survey 05.30.2017
2334 S. Cloy Avenue- 500' Radius Map

E= Empty lot
S= Single Story
M= Multiple Stories

154 Residences/ Lots counted

12 appear to be 3 story (7.8%),
t 47 appear to be 2 story (30.5%)

LEGAL : TRACT 4424, LOT 150
SEE APPLICATION

/

\ We have not been able to conduct precise measurements or a height survey of the homes, but it
\ appears that many of the homes with more than one story are at or near the height limit. Further,
I\ some of these homes may have mezzanines or other components that appear to be a third story.
For this reason this radius map does not identify the number of stories for houses with more than
J\ l\ one story. architects AddisonSchierbeek
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Average grade

e T —

2329 Cloy 2325 Cloy 673 Mildred 2314 Cloy 2318 Cloy 2334 Cloy

This is a two story house. 3 story structures proposed construction
Based on the perspective

and back sloping roof, it is

probably over 25'-0" to the

peak of the roof.

2341 Cloy

2300 Block- S. Cloy Avenue, Venice CA
Height of Multistory Buildings

2334 S. Cloy Avenue Residence
(These houses are not adjacent to each other. These images are intended as a diagram

to show houses of comparable scale, character and massing on the same block. There : : :
are multiple examples of similar residences in this neighborhood.) Helght/ Massmg Comparlson
2017.06.05

architects AddisonSchierbeek
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Department of City Planning — Project Planning Division
City Hall | 200 N. Spring Street, Room 721 | Los Angeles, CA 90012

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING SIGN-OFF

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (Ordinance 175,693)

Case Number

DIR-2017-389-VSO

Date: 1/31/2017

Project Address

2334 Cloy Avenue

Zoning: R2-1

Subarea: Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Venice

Project Description

Demolition of (E) 1-story single-family dwelling, and construction of (N) 3-story 3,172 square-foot
single-family dwelling, with attached two-car garage + 1 guest parking. Three parking spaces total.

Related Case

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

Existing Use: 1-story SFD w/ attached garage

Proposed Use: 3-story SFD w/ attached two-car garage

Applicant Name

MDB Silicon Beach Cloy Il Investors, LLC

Applicant Address

503 9" Street, Santa Monica, CA 90402

required (pursuant to Section 8 of th

The project qualifies for an Administrative Clearance, a Specific Pl

an Project Permit Compliance is not

In the DUAL JURISDICTION

o O

)

ANYWHERE in the Coastal Zone

e Specific Plan) for at least one of the reasons below:

O Improvement to an existing single- or multi-family structure that is not on a Walk Street

In the SINGLE JURISDICTION

Improvement to an existing single- or multi-family structure that is not on a Walk Street

New construction of one single-family dwelling unit, and not more than two condominium units,
not on a Walk Street

New construction of four or fewer units, not on a Walk Street

Demolition of four or fewer dwelling units; HCIDLA Mello Clearance: Per case DIR-2016-2381-CDP-MEL
HCIDLA letter dated September 13, 2016, no affordable units were identified.

O Any improvement to an existing commercial or industrial structure that increases the total occupant load,
required parking or customer area by less than 10 percent (<10%)

This application has been reviewed by the staff of the Metro Plan Implementation Division, and the proposed
project complies with the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan including all development
requirements contained in Section 9, 10.G, and 13, as evidenced below:

Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Venice Subarea Development Regulations

depth for every ft in height above 25’

Section Regulation Proposed Project complies
9.C. Roof Access 10 ft. max. above Flat Roof (25 ft); RAS is 32'-6” measured from CL of
Structure (RAS) | Area < 100 sq. ft. Cloy Ave. Area = 100 sq. ft.
10.G.2. Density Eezr IF.:{ADI'J’I&?' RD2 zones: max 2 du R1-1 1 dwelling unit (per LAMC) X
Flat Roof — 25'; Varied Roofline — 30’ N . N
10.G.3. Height gz\;itdggcw?:o?{hgogg% (;rf c::teyfl'?:lf ;rt,?; :;“f-eﬂs 25 | Flatroofline is 23’, Varied roofline is 30’, =

measured from CL of Cloy Ave.

10.G.4. Access

Alley

Access from rear alley

13. Parking

SF - 2-3 spaces per unit pending width

Total of 3 parking spaces provided: 2 within
attached garage and 1 uncovered.
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E o\ 'S Venice Neighborhood Council

V E N | C E PO Box 550, Venice, CA 90294 / www.VeniceNC.org
Email: info@VeniceNC.org / Phone or Fax: 310.606.2015

neighborhood council

BY EMAIL March 21, 2017
jeff khau@Ilacity.org

Jeff Khau

L.A. Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

2334 Cloy Ave

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL, DIR-2017-389-VSO

Project Description: Demolish (E) 1- story single family dwelling and construct (N) 3 story 3,172 sf single
family dwelling with attached two car garage + guest parking (3 parking spaces total)

Dear Jeff,

Please be advised that at a regularly held public meeting of the Venice Neighborhood Council (VNC)
Board of Officers on March 21, 2017, the following Motion was approved by a vote of 13-1-1:

MOTION:
The VNC recommends approval of the project as proposed

Land Use & Planning Committee case-related documents and Staff Report can be found at:
httpfwww.venicenc.org/land-use-committee

Please note that the VNC Board does not speak on behalf of the City of L.A. but only on behalf of the
community of Venice, which elected the Board members; and that the advisory recommendation
contained in this letter does not purport to take any action that may be required under applicable law by
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the L.A. Municipal Code, the General Plan Venice Community
(certified) Land Use Plan or the California Coastal Act.

Please provide us a copy of the determination letter, including all Exhibits, via email to
president@venicenc.org, vicepresident@venicenc.org, and chair-lupc@venicenc.org, in addition to
mailing it to the VNC at the address indicated in the letterhead above; and please assure that this letter

from the VNC is placed in ALL City case files for the project, including the files for Appeals to the West
L.A. Area Planning Commission, if any.
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Richard Stanger
2409 Clark Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

June 13, 2017

Planning Commissioners

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2nd FI.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Re: Appeal of Planning-Approved Residence at 2334 Cloy Avenue (by email)
Dear Commissioners:
I write this letter in opposition to the subject application.

I live in the neighborhood in Venice often referred to as the “Silver Triangle”. It is
composed of 230 single-family homes 70% of which are below 1,500 square feet (sf) in
size and only 1 in 8 larger than 2,500 sf. These larger homes are all new, but have
become so over-scaled as to threaten the character of the neighborhood. The subject
residence at the approved size of 3,658 sf will be among the half-dozen largest. Almost
all lots in the Silver Triangle are on 3,600 sf lots.

In approving the application City Planning uses as comparable examples homes that are
either not in the Silver Triangle neighborhood or are along Mildred Avenue, the northern
boundary of the neighborhood. The latter are designated in the Venice Land Use Plan
(Exhibit 11b) as “Multi-Family Residential, Medium Density 11”, instead of the “Single-
Family Residential, Low Density” in the rest of the neighborhood. To include these
homes is either sloppy work on the part of the Planning staff or simply deceptive.

One could ask, “So what does the community want? No growth?” The answer can be
seen in the draft Mass, Scale, and Character Report prepared by a citizen working
group over the last several years. In Appendix E the Report recommends a maximum
residence size of 2,549 sf (FAR =0.71) for the typical 3,600 sf neighborhood lot size
including character bonuses (e.g., for articulations, second-story setbacks, etc.). That
allows for the same average house size now being built in the United States on a lot
size far less than the average for new homes. It is also roughly twice the size of the
average home now in the Silver Triangle. In short, the neighborhood is quite amenable
to larger homes, just not behemoths.

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Richard Stanger



Frank Defurio
2341 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

June 14, 2017

Planning Commissioners

West Las Angeles Area Planning Commission
11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2™ Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Re: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

Dear Commissioners:

| am a resident of Venice in the area that is often referred to as the Silver Triangle.
The Silver Triangle has historically been single story homes with a few two story
homes of a reasonable size on very small lots of approximately 3600 square feet.
That is the mass, scale and character of my neighborhood that should be
maintained. But, in recent years developers, who have no roots or connection to
the neighborhood, have been, little by little, attempting to destroy the character
of my neighborhood by demolishing these homes, and replacing them with big
box homes of enormous size which tower over the smaller homes and cover way
too much (or virtually all) of the land area. The proposed 3 story development, at
3,658 square feet of floor area (plus a garage and roof top deck) and more than 4
times the size of the home that will be demolished, is the latest example of a
proposed development, the approval of which will destroy the mass, scale and
character of this neighborhood.

The City apparently approved the CDP for this project without sincere
consideration, if at all, of the mass scale and character of the proposed
development being consistent with the mass, scale and character of our
neighborhood. The six decisions of the Coastal Commission, which the City says
guided it in approving this project’s CDP, involved properties located in entirely
different areas of Venice where homes are not of the same or even similar scale,
mass and character that is unique to the Silver Triangle. Two of the decisions
involved 2-story homes of 2,702 square feet and 2,249 square feet. One decision

Page 1 of 3



involved a 3-story project on Ocean Front Walk where apartments and other
multifamily homes are allowed. One was located in the canals which has its own
unique character. Another was a condo development on a major thoroughfare.

A survey (based information shown on zillow.com) of the Silver Triangle area
shows that almost 70% of the homes in the defined area are single story homes of
1500 square feet or less, and 17% of the homes are between 1500 square feet
and 2500 square feet. Only 7% consist of homes between 2500 square feet and
3000 square feet, and 6% of the homes in this area exceed 3000 Square feet. See
the chart below. There are only two 3-story homes in this neighborhood of 232
total homes. These two massive structures and many of the few other oversized
houses in this area were almost certainly built without the scrutiny required by
the CDP process. No advance notice was given to the residents of the area that
building permits would be issued for these massive homes. It wasn’t until the
existing modest homes were demolished and construction of the new home
begun that the neighbors learned that a new development was to be constructed.
By then it was too late to let their concerns to be known. Unfortunately, without
input from residents in the area raising the issue of the massive size of these
developments, no consideration was apparently given by the Planning
Department to the mass, scale and character of the then existing homes in this
neighborhood.

This 3- story project, at over 3,600 square feet, is greater in mass and scale than
99% of the homes in the Silver Triangle This project clearly out of proportion in
mass and scale with the existing homes in this area, and it is not in keeping with
the character of our precious neighborhood.

The construction of the few out-of- scale large box houses often avoided scrutiny
of the residents of the neighborhood, the City and the Coastal Commission by the
developer’s misleading, deceptive and false permit applications claiming their
developments were mere “remodels”, rather than the complete demolition of an
existing home and the construction of a totally new structure in its place. Thus,
these out-of-scale houses should not be considered by the City as representative
of the mas, scale and size of the homes in this neighborhood or its character. The
developers should not be rewarded for their deceptive or illegal activity, or be
allowed by their greed and deception to change the character of the
neighborhood

Page 2 of 3



My neighborhood is being destroyed all in the name of profit for the developer,
who leaves the neighborhood with its ill-gotten gains. It is the residents of this
area that have lived here for years or decades that must suffer the consequences
of this over development and destruction of the character their neighborhood for
the rest of their lives.

Sincerely,
A concerned resident of Silver Triangle, Frank Defurio

232 Homes in the Silver Triangle

1500 sq. ft. or less 69%
1501 sq. ft. — 2000 sq. ft. 10%
2001 sqg. ft. — 2500 sq. ft. 7%
2501 sq. ft. — 3000 sq. ft. 7%
3001 sq. ft. or more 6%

Page 3 of 3



June 16, 2017

Planning Commissioners

West Las Angeles Area Planning Commission
11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Re: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL
Dear Commissioners:

| am a resident on S. Boone Ave. This proposal for the 2334 S. Cloy Ave. house will
be tall enough for me to see it from my yard! 3 story, plus roof top access to party
is not in keeping with most of our neighborhood. Our lots are 40x90 feet. That is
3600 sq feet. | understand folks want larger and larger homes, but this eliminates
others privacy and blocks air and light space.

Please do what you can to stop this excess.

Respectfully,

Marianne Pogoler



June 16, 2017

West L.A. Area Planning Commission

In care of Harold Arrivillaga

City Hall

200 N. Spring Street

L.A.,CA 90012

IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL of CDP for 2334 Cloy Ave, Venice (DIR-2016-4357-CDPMEL/
ENV-2016-4358-CE)

Honorable Commissioners,

I am writing, as a resident of Venice, in support of the appeal.

This is but one of a series of development projects that do not meet the requirement of compatibility with
mass, scale and character with their immediate neighborhood. The more these projects are allowed to go
forward, they weaken the meaning of mass, scale and character and denigrate the quality of the
neighborhood. As the neighborhoods become saturated with big boxes built to the maximum of the lot,

the architectural and historical diversity of Venice is lost forever.

There is another negative impact to allowing these large over scale houses: It is prejudicing the writing of
the Venice Local Coastal Program (LCP). The city allows these buildings, those not compatible, and by
the time the LCP might get written, the diversity in all its forms will not be protected by the city.

This neighborhood is under attack. The existing neighbor is predominately single story, modest size
homes. Developers, like this one, are invading the neighborhood and imposing a scale that is predatory

and imposing. It should not be sustained. Development should be in increments, a slow rational pace.

The city shows a disregard to the existing neighbors, issuing inappropriate permits for projects that a

neighborhood cannot and should not sustain.

Our only protection is these appeals. We have been before you too many times arguing the same issues
and yet the city continues to defy the law: its own Specific Plan, the state Coastal Act and the Land Use

Plan. I keep hoping that one more time before the Commissioners will fix it.

I hope this Cloy Avenue appeal is the one that stops them from this blatant disregard of the law.

Sue Kaplan
763 Nowita Place

Venice






From: Robin Rudisill wildrudi@me.com

)
Subject: '@J
Date: June 16, 2017 at 2:44 PM

To:
June 16, 2017

West L.A. Area Planning Commission
In care of Harold Arrivillaga

City Hall

200 N. Spring Street

L.A., CA 90012

IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL of CDP for 2334 Cloy Ave, Venice (DIR-2016-4357-CDP-
MEL/ENV-2016-4358-CE)

Honorable Commissioners,
I am writing as an Appellant, in support of the appeal.

The prejudicing of the Venice Local Coastal Program (LCP) with development that is not
compatible with the mass, scale and character of its surrounding existing neighborhood
must stop.

It becomes increasingly more obvious that the City is purposely causing the prejudicing of
the future Venice LCP by allowing development in this pre-LCP period that is not
compatible with the Community Character of the neighborhood in which it is to be
situated. The City has done this in a number of ways, but the two most common are 1) to
approve Coastal Exemptions (CEX) that are not allowed under the Coastal Act state law,
which entail no analysis of the proposed project’s compatibility of the mass, scale and
character with the neighborhood and which we have many times successfully appealed;
and 2) to allow CDP’s with inadequate, erroneous, and/or conclusory Findings.

In this case, we have a CDP that clearly has inadequate, erroneous and conclusory
Findings. This CDP does not adhere to the Coastal Act state law requirements and must be
denied.

City Planning and its City Attorneys assigned have been notified in many ways that their
CDP Findings are inadequate. They have received copies of all citizen appeals on the
subject. They are aware of state Coastal Commission determinations, as well as the many
determinations of the West L.A. Area Planning Commission, that make it clear that the
City’s Findings are many times erroneous or inadequate. They are told this in meetings
with senior Coastal Staff or California Coastal Commission Commissioners. Many citizens
make them aware of this in Public City Hearings, on an ongoing basis.

And yet City Planning continues to do the Findings erroneously and incorrectly, no matter
how many appeals are won on this issue and no matter how many times they are trained, or
no matter how many times they are told by a more senior authority that the way they are
doing the Findings is wrong. It’s clear that this is not a training issue or an issue of loss of
institutional memory. This is not rocket science. This is being done very purposefully.



Why? I believe it is because they do not respect the state coastal laws and do not care if
their CDP’s follow the law’s requirements, as their main goal is to prejudice the LCP with
as many projects as they can get through and past the statute of limitations as possible. In
short, it appears that they believe that they are above the law and have no intention of
protecting the community character of the L.A. Coastal Zones and will continue to do so
until someone finds a way to stop them.

Please insist on correct Findings for the City’s CDP’s. Every time a CDP goes through
without challenge, it’s another step towards prejudicing of our future Local Coastal
Program. As long as City Planning and its City Attorneys are able to get away with it, they
will keep doing this and in this way they will continue to destroy the unique character of
our individual neighborhoods and historic districts that make up the Community Character
of the Special Coastal Community of Venice. The Coastal Commission-designation of
Venice as a Special Coastal Community is a rare designation, and the Community of
Venice (primarily a residential community and thus residential development is a
significant factor in its character and its "special coastal community" designation) is known
as one of the most popular visitor destinations in the state. Thus preservation of its
community character is even an issue of statewide significance and should be of significant
importance to the City of L.A.

Lastly, the Silver Triangle of the Southeast Venice Subarea is one of the only “low density
single-family residential neighborhoods" in Venice. And the MANY similar single-family
neighborhoods in the non-coastal zone areas of Los Angeles are more protected than those in
the Venice Coastal Zone, as under the City’s ordinances these non-coastal zone
neighborhoods have very low FAR limits, such as .45. It is a crime to have less protection for
the single-family neighborhoods in the Coastal Zone than in the non-coastal zone areas of
Los Angeles, due to the City’s disregard of the protections provided in the Certified Venice
Land Use Plan, the detailed guidance for assuring conformance of a project to the Coastal Act
Chapter 3 requirements.

If the Commission does not honor this neighborhood’s protections in Coastal Act Chapter 3
and its Certified Venice Land Use Plan of requiring compatibility with the existing
surrounding neighborhood, these single-family neighborhoods of Venice will be completely
unprotected, which will destroy their character and scale.

Please note the Substantial Evidence provided in this appeal for the Cloy block Streetscape
analysis of the neighborhood, showing that the exis tmg scale Of the

neighborhood is a large part of its character as one of the
few remaining low density, single-family residential
coastal neighborhoods in the Venice Coastal Zone.
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These neighborhoods should be the most
protected neighborhoods in Venice

Excerpt from the Certified Venice Land
Use Plan, Policy 1. A. 1. (page II-5):

Single-Family Residential

The Venice LUP recognizes the importance of the existing pedestrian scale
single-family residential neighborhoods and the need to conserve them. As
most communities, the greater portion of Venice was originally developed
with single-family homes for both permanent residents and as temporary
resort housing. Today stable single-family neighborhoods continue to exist
in portions of Venice. While the standard low density, one unit per 5,000
square foot lot is common in Venice, single-family homes on lots as small
as 2,500 square feet are just as common and a reminder of the
community’s origin as a resort town. The maintenance of the character and
density of these stable single-family neighborhoods is consistent with the
objectives of the State Coastal Act and the City’s General Plan.

Policy I. A. 2. Preserve Stable Single-Family Residential
Neighborhoods. Ensure that the character and scale of existing single-
family neighborhoods is maintained and allow for infill development provided
that it is compatible with and maintains the density, character and scale of
the existing development. A second residential unit or an accessory living
quarter may be permitted on lots designated for single-family residence land
uses, provided that the lot has a minimum lot area of 4,600 square feet in
the Venice Canals subarea, or 10,000 square feet in the Silver Strand,
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height limit, parking requirements, and other development standards
applicable to the site.

Policy 1. A. 3. Single-Family Dwelling - Low Density. Accommodate
the development of single-family dwelling units in areas designated as
“Single-family Residential” and “Low Density” on the Venice Coastal Land
Use Plan. (Exhibits 9 through 12). Such development shall comply with the
density and development standards set forth in this LUP.

Southeast Venice and the Oxford Triangle
Use: Single-family dwelling / one unit per lot
Density: One unit per 5,000 square feet of lot area
Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommodate the need for

fire safety, open space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of
stormwater, and on-site recreation consistent with the existing scale

and character of the neighborhood.

Venice Local Coastal Program
11-6

Height: Not to exceed 25 feet for buildings with flat roofs or 30 feet for
buildings with a varied or stepped back roof line. (See LUP Policy
LA.1 and LUP Height Exhibits 13-16).

Consistent with your determinations in prior cases, where the proposed project was not
compatible with the surrounding existing neighborhood, based on a through analysis of
the surrounding block and provision of Substantial Evidence proving significant
incompatibility, please uphold our appeal and deny this project as proposed so that we can
protect the Venice community and our future Local Coastal Program.

Yours truly,

For the Love of Los Angeles
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill

(310) 721-2343









To whom this may concern,

| currently own two homes in the Silver Triangle of Venice. And until recently, | lived in the
neighborhood for over 25 years. Both homes are the original 1950’s single story 1000sf buildings
on 3600sf lots. | have spent a lot of care, time and money maintaining and improving upon these
homes over the past 30 years, without going outside of the original footprint or building “up.” And
because of that care and attention to detail, | have never had a tenant who hasn’t appreciated my
rental properties or the quaint Venice Silver Triangle neighborhood. But, as of late, that
quaintness is beginning to disappear.

| am an architectural designer and developer, so | very much appreciate development and
neighborhood gentrification in general. However, it's hard to overlook these most recent
imposing and out-of-scale sized homes being built in our small neighborhood for purely
speculative purposes. Not only do these towering homes affect the quaint neighborhood “feel”,
but, more specifically and literally, they have created a negative presence upon their adjacent
neighbors because their 3 story heights block out sunlight, minimize privacy due to the minimal
setback requirements, and impact available street parking.

Recently, there have been a number of projects being approved by the Building Department in
the Silver Triangle (Venice 90291). Even though the vast majority of lots are only 3600 s.f., these
projects are coming in at 4000 sf ++, and this is not including non-livable spaces like garages.
There are other districts and neighborhoods that have enacted de-mansionization policies to limit
the size of building in proportion to the lot size. The local residents hope that this will curtail the
huge boxes that are popping up all over the westside, and, literally, looming over it's quaint 1
story neighbors. Less than 2 miles away, in 2016, the city approved a change in the building
code to reduce the FAR to 45%. But, herein lies the problem: Our neighborhood has no FAR
established to date, and the City is supposed to be sure that new developments are “within
character of the existing homes”. With these recent homes coming in at 80%+ FAR, and the
existing, on average of .38%, | don’t think anyone would consider these new projects fitting within
the existing character of the neighborhood. Please keep in mind that, as of 5 to 7 years ago, the
existing home FAR average was closer to 30%!!!

| understand the code and permit process, and do not want to interfere in others’ rights to build
and develop their projects within the framework that the building and fire department, as well as
the Coastal Commission has set forth. Being that the Building Department cannot decifer or
agree upon what is “fitting within character of the existing homes” | am requesting an
implemention of an FAR in our neighborhood, and that the FAR should be no more than 30%! In
addition, for those builders who are not complying with the rules and standards of the
neighborhoods in which they build, please put pressure on the local municipalities by asking them
to tighten up on their permit and building restrictions and/or allowances; make sure the appeals
boards do more research on the variances being applied for, and severely penalize those builders
and developers who are found guilty of side-stepping the standard process and procedures with
the local building departments as well as the California Coastal Commission.

We are a very desirable neighborhood because there is little street traffic, the homes (for the
most part) are small and discreet, and there is room to breathe. When another 3 story, 3500sf +
structure is built next to an original 800 to 1000 sf home, it upsets the very reason why people
gravitate to the neighbor in the first place. There is a place for these developments, but it doesn’t
belong in a neighborhood where the lot sizes are 3600 square feet or smaller. (The average lot
size is only 40’ x 90’.)

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Stacy Fong
Owner of 2326 Cloy Avenue, and 2342 Cloy Avenue, Venice, CA.






Richard Stanger
2409 Clark Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

June 13, 2017

Planning Commissioners

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2nd Fl.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Re: Appeal of Planning-Approved Residence at 2334 Cloy Avenue (by email)
Dear Commissioners:
I write this letter in opposition to the subject application.

I live in the neighborhood in Venice often referred to as the “Silver Triangle”. Itis
composed of 230 single-family homes 70% of which are below 1,500 square feet (sf) in
size and only 1 in 8 larger than 2,500 sf. These larger homes are all new, but have
become so over-scaled as to threaten the character of the neighborhood. The subject
residence at the approved size of 3,658 sf will be among the half-dozen largest. Almost
all lots in the Silver Triangle are on 3,600 sf lots.

In approving the application City Planning uses as comparable examples homes that are
either not in the Silver Triangle neighborhood or are along Mildred Avenue, the northern
boundary of the neighborhood. The latter are designated in the Venice Land Use Plan
(Exhibit 11b) as “Multi-Family Residential, Medium Density II”, instead of the “Single-
Family Residential, Low Density” in the rest of the neighborhood. To include these
homes is either sloppy work on the part of the Planning staff or simply deceptive.

One could ask, "So what does the community want? No growth?” The answer can be
seen in the draft Mass, Scale, and Character Report prepared by a citizen working
group over the last several years. In Appendix E the Report recommends a maximum
residence size of 2,549 sf (FAR =0.71) for the typical 3,600 sf neighborhood lot size
including character bonuses (e.g., for articulations, second-story setbacks, etc.). That
allows for the same average house size now being built in the United States on a lot
size far less than the average for new homes. It is also roughly twice the size of the
average home now in the Silver Triangle. In short, the neighborhood is quite amenable
to larger homes, just not behemoths.

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Richard Stanger



West Los Angeles Planning Commissioners
11214 West Exposition Blvd. 2nd Fl.
Los Angeles, CA. 90064

Dear Planning Commissioners,

When average residents are forced to appeal a grossly out of scale development, as is
the case with 2334 Cloy, even hire an attorney, then we all know that City Planning is
negligent and or incompetent. City Planning has sided with developers / investors 100
% of the time, and is protecting residents 0 % of the time. (I believe the current
owner of 2334 Cloy is MDB Silicon Beach Cloy II Investors LLC)

The result of City planning's complete lack of regard for Mass, Scale, and Character has
caused great injury and damage to our lovely single family neighborhood,

irreparably, and even more terrifying, with some terribly out of scale homes that have
been approved by City planning, (one at Frey and Olive with a FAR of 1.013) causes a
domino effect for future developers to claim these gigantic homes are compatible to our
small homes!!!!

They are NOT, since our overall average FAR for all 232 homes in our Silver Triangle
neighborhood is  0.401!!1!

The FAR for all 31 homes on Cloy is 0.366!!!!

How can a 3658 sq.ft. house be approved by City planning as being compatible with
the vast majority of our homes? (this building would be 4058 sq.ft. with garages on
a 3593 sq. ft. lot ! ) Building would be much LARGER than the lot itself!!!

Our neighborhood has been irreparably damaged by City planning's refusal to assess
new developments for Mass, Scale and Character resulting in 11 homes being permitted
with FARs in the 0.8 range and one even at 0.900 hence the real fear of true
ruination of our precious neighborhood caused by City planning !!!!

To use buildings, that were never assessed for compatibility of Mass, Scale, and
Character, as models for future developments is a guarantee that neighborhoods will be
further injured/ruined terribly!!

An older neighbor called, telling me that a house behind her was slated for

demolition. What should she do? She felt powerless!! People do NOT KNOW how to
protect themselves and their homes and the City is not protecting US!!! Isn't the City
supposed to be protecting neighborhoods and residents???? Another neighbor told me
that when she sees one of these monsters going up, a piece of her dies. One neighbor
told me that City planning has never turned down an application because of it's SIZE,



there's no limit!!! He said that the neighborhood has to use the Coastal Commission to
protect itself FROM THE CITY.

These outrageous approvals by City planning in our precious Coastal Zone is.... WRONG
and we "pray" that Planning Commission will require City Planning staff to ALWAYS
respect Mass, Scale and Character.

For example, a building next door to us at 2405 Boone, was approved by the City as a
remodel and thus exempt from Coastal Development Permit. Developers/investors
were permitted to build 3 stories and 4363 sf.!! We were forced to bring this
development to Coastal Commission where it was unanimously seen as a tear

down, requiring a Coastal Development Permit! How does this happen???

We are all "praying" that Commissioners will_insist and direct City planning staff to
BOTHER to pay VERY CLOSE ATTENION to Mass, Scale, and Character. City planners
do not have to suffer this horrible injury caused by their decisions, but we must suffer
that injury for the rest of our lives!!!

We don't want our once idyllic neighborhood to look like rows of apartment buildings
with no room for any greenery, taking away neighbor's views, light and even air
flow. It's WRONG!

We find it to be ridiculous that this development has been approved!!!
We wish someone would come over here and look at our neighborhood. But it seems,

no one can be bothered, or even bothered to check overall size of the vast majority of
our homes.

e 232 homes overall average FAR = 0.401
e All 31 homes on Cloy FAR = 0.366

o Proposed development FAR = 1.02 and is more than TWO TIMES the overall
average FAR for our Silver Triangle homes

o At 3658 sq.ft. the proposed development is 240% LARGER than the size of
70% of our homes in the Silver Triangle



This is obviously a very very serious problem. Please please see the true situation
here. Developers/INVESTORS are using our precious neighborhood as their own

personal CASH COW causing terrible, irreparable injury. Please do not allow further
damage.

Judy Esposito
2341 Boone Ave.
Venice, Ca. 90291



LUNA & GLUSHON

DENNISR. LUNA

A Professional Corporation (1946-2016)
16255 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 950 Century City Office

ENCINQ, CALIFORNIA 91436 1801 Century Park East, Suite 2400

TEL: (818) 907-8755 Los Angeles, CA 90067

FAX: (818) 907-8760

June 16, 2017
VIA EMAIL

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
11214 West Exposition Boulevard, 2nd F.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Re: DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL /ENV-2016-4358-CE
2334 South Clov Avenue

Honorable Commissioners:

We submit this letter on behalf of twenty-seven neighbors (“ Appellants”)
in opposition to the proposed 3,658 square foot, three-story single family
dwelling on a 3,594 square foot lot, with a Floor Area Ratio (“FAR") of 1.02, at
2334 South Cloy Avenue (“Project”). Appellants are neighbors who live
immediately adjacent to and in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project,
and who would therefore be most impacted thereby. [Exhibit 1].

The Project is not visually compatible with the mass, scale and character of
its surrounding neighborhood, and therefore, not in conformance with Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act or the Venice Land Use Plan. Indeed, at three-stories and an
FAR of 1.02, it is an anomaly to Cloy Avenue and the Silver Triangle
neighborhood, would destroy the prevailing character of this established
community, and set a precedent for further incompatible development.
Appellants ask that this Commission protect their community and this Venice
neighborhood, and deny the Project.

1. The Silver Triangle Neighborhood

As this Commission may be aware, the Silver Triangle neighborhood
[Exhibit 2] is unlike the other Venice neighborhoods and is distinctive in mass,
scale and character. The standard size of a lot the in the Silver Triangle is a mere
3,600 square feet, and the homes which are built on these lots are proportionate
to this size (approximately 70% of them are less than 1,500 square feet).



West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
June 16, 2017
Page 2

Out of 232 homes in the Silver Triangle, 172 are single story, 58 are two-
story; and only 2 are three-story. The 2 three-story homes are not indicative of
the prevailing character of the Silver Triangle, but are rather outliers which were
permitted through previously allowed exemptions to max out the building
envelope. On Cloy Street, where the Project is proposed, there are no three-story
homes, and the average FAR of all homes is 0.366. [Exhibit 3].

The California Coastal Act provides that as a Special Coastal Community,
the Silver Triangle is protected, and any new development within this special
community must protect its unique characteristics.! The Venice Land Use Plan
confirms:

Venice’s unique social and architectural diversity should be protected as a
Special Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California
Coastal Act of 1976.2 [Policy L.LE.1].

The protection of community character is a very significant issue for the
residents of Silver Triangle. As pointed out in Coastal Commission reports
[Exhibit 4], 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, such as the Venice Boardwalk and the beach. As
a result of these separately unique characteristics, Venice is a coastal resource to
be protected. However, Venice is a primarily residential community, and its
residential development is a significant factor in determining Venice's
community character. It is these residential community identities that are to be
protected.

Appellants are mindful that City staff does not like to consider issues of
mass, scale and character when reviewing projects for conformity with the
Coastal Act. But, as this Commission is aware, staff’s refusal to sufficiently
analyze mass, scale and character has been repudiated by the Coastal
Commission time and time again.® Adequate consideration of mass, scale and

U California Coastal Act, §30253(e): New development shall...protect special communities
and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor
destination points for recreational uses.

2 Venice is one of the most popular visitor destinations in the state, making its
preservation as an eclectic community with a unique character a statewide issue.
According to the Venice Chamber of Commerce, Venice and its unique neighborhoods
including the Silver Triangle are the 2nd-largest tourist attraction in Southern California
after Disneyland. (http:/ /venicechamber.net/ visitors/about-venice/).

3 Until recently, developers building homes in Venice have been able to get away with
claiming “remodels” of existing homes, and City staff has accepted this “interpretation,”




West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
June 16, 2017
Page 3

character is exactly how the Coastal Commission requires Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act to be integrated into project review. [Exhibit 4, Coastal Commission
staff reports of development in Venice, approved by the City, but overturned by
the Coastal Commission based upon mass, scale and character incompatibility].

The City of Los Angeles, continually passes legislation for protections for
its single-family neighborhoods (restrictions against overbuilding are getting
more and more rigorous under both the Baseline Hillside Ordinance and the
Baseline Mansionization Ordinance). The Coastal Act is this very protection in
the Venice Coastal Zone. Appellants simply ask that the City enforce and take
the Coastal Act’s restrictions just as seriously as it does protection of single-
family neighborhoods in other areas of the City.

II. The Project Does Not Conform to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires 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 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
teasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
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. California Coastal Act, §30251.

At three-stories, 3,658 square feet (on a 3,594 square foot lot) and an FAR
of 1.02, the within Project is far from being visually compatible with the character
of its surrounding areas.

granting exemptions rather than Coastal Development Permits. In doing so, the
Planning department was not holding public hearings, and developers were avoiding
neighborhood scrutiny. Once the Coastal Commission was made aware of this practice,
it provided that the City must consider the Coastal Act provisions and must proceed
with all single family development projects pursuant to a full Coastal Development
Permit. If the process had been handled lawfully, as the Coastal Act requires, the few
oversized houses in this community would not have been permitted and built.



West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
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Again, there are no three-storyv homes along Clov Avenue, where the
average FAR is 0.366. Out of the 31 homes on Cloy, 27 are single story and only
four are two-story. The same realities exist on all surrounding Silver Triangle
streets including Boone, Bryan, Clark, Clement, Frey, McKinley, Olive and
Wilson where out of 232 homes, 172 are single story; 58 are two-story; and only 2
are three-story. The average FAR of these homes is 0.401. Nearly 70% of the
homes in the Silver Triangle are less than 1,500 square feet. [Exhibit 3].

For perspective on how destructive the Project will be on surrounding
neighbors, below is a photograph of where the Project will be located, taken from
the backyard of its neighbor at 2333 Boone:




West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
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And a two-story neighbor:

It is unimaginable how visually incompatible a three-story structure will
be, when a two-story building, like the one above, is already out of scale.

Similar examples of this incompatibility can be found in the few other
instances of out of scale development next to one-story single family homes in
the Silver Triangle:
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This exactly what the Coastal Act’s “visual compatibility” requirements
are meant to protect against.
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Staff’s analysis of other Venice projects to compare the within Project’s
mass and scale is misplaced. [Exhibit 5, determination letter, p. 14]. Not one of
these other projects is in the Silver Triangle. Projects on Ocean Front Walk or
the Howland Canal are not in any way indicative of the mass, scale and character
of the Silver Triangle community. The same goes for the comparison of a
condominium building at 458 E. South (Venice?) Boulevard which is not even a
single family home. Staff even includes developments which are completely
different in scale to the Project, such as a two-story, 2,702 square foot home and a
2,249 square foot home. Simply stated, this comparison chart has nothing to do
with the proposed Project or the Silver Triangle community.

As set forth herein, a true and correct mass, scale and character analysis of
the Silver Triangle neighborhood demonstrates that the Project’s mass and height
are_not visually compatible with the character of Cloy Avenue and the
surrounding neighborhood. The Project fails to consider the scenic and visual
characteristics of its predominantly single-story Silver Triangle neighbors, a
community which is a protected, special community under the Coastal Act.
[Exhibit 3]. As evident from the photographs, it will be completely incompatible
with its neighbors.

III. The Project Does Not Conform to the Venice Land Use Plan

The Venice Land Use Plan provides the following policies:

Policy LE. 2: New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall
respect the scale and character of the 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.

Policy I.A.1: Ensure that the character and scale of existing single-family
neighborhoods is maintained and allow for infill development provided
that it is compatible with and maintains the density, character, and scale
of the existing development.

Again, the Project fails to respect the scale and character of the Silver
Triangle community. Its 1.02 FAR (bulk) and three-stories (height) is
incompatible with all of its surrounding neighbors. [Exhibit 3]. If allowed, it will
degrade the character and scale of Cloy Avenue and the Silver Triangle
neighborhood and set an adverse precedent for further out-of-scale in height and
FAR development.
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IV. The Project will Prejudice the City's Ability to Prepare a Local
Coastal Program in Conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act

This Project will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare
a Local Coastal Program.

If allowed to proceed, other developers will be able to point to this
“recent” three-story, 3,658 square foot Project and claim that, despite the mass,
scale and character of the surrounding Silver Triangle neighborhood (almost 70%
of the homes are 1,500 square feet or less), they too should be allowed to build a
structure almost two and a half times the size of almost 70% of the homes in the
community. Undoubtedly, developers are already using the few oversized
homes (the homes built without the benefit of a Coastal Development Permit
when the City was erroneously granting them exemptions) as precedent for
currently proposed projects.

Protecting community character is a classic cumulative impacts issue, and
this Project must be considered in combination with other past, current and
probably future projects in Venice. Accordingly, if allowed to proceed, this
Project’s adverse precedent will prejudice the ability to adopt a Local Coastal
Program that protects community character.

V. The Categorical Exemption was Issued in Error

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) prohibits use of a
categorical exemption when “there is a reasonable possibility that the activity

will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2(c)).

The within Project’s incompatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
will substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Project site and its
surroundings, a significant impact under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, the Categorical Exemption cannot be relied upon.

V1. Discrepancies in Square Footage

This Commission should know that when this Project was noticed for
public hearing, it was noticed for the construction of a 3,172 square foot
residence and made no mention of a swimming pool. Yet, as approved, the
Project has all of a sudden turned into 3,658 square feet!
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Planning staff has tried to explain this discrepancy by claiming that there
are “multiple” ways to calculate square feet, but that is an untenable argument.
How can neighborhoods be vigilant in monitoring development if notices, the
very notices which are supposed to set forth what the City is considering, are
fluid? How can an adequate mass, scale and character analysis be determined? It
is unknown how many residents did not appear at the initial hearing as a result
of this square foot misrepresentation.

VII. Conclusion

For all of the reasons set forth herein, the Project, as proposed, is not
consistent with Coastal Act §30251 because it will not be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding Silver Triangle community; and is not
consistent with Venice Land Use Plan Policy 1.E.2 because it does not respect the
scale, massing, and landscape of this existing residential neighborhood.
Accordingly, it has been granted a Coastal Development Permit in error.

Appellants ask that this Commission protect the Silver Triangle
community and grant their appeal.

Very truly yours,

LUNA & GLUSHON
A Professional Corporation

/ﬂ? /,r‘ /.? ‘//‘

ROBERT L. GLUSHON
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Judy Esposito
2341 Boone Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Lisa Bartoli
19 29th Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Anita Zubere
19 29th Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Laurent Combredet
2333 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Laurie Hubbard Combredt
2333 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Anne Mullins
2417 Cloy Ave.
Venice, Ca. 90291

Terry Sidell
2338 Cloy Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Stacy Fong
2342 Cloy Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Richard Stangerr
2409 Clark Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Charmaine Soo
2409 Clark Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Danise Lehrer
2237 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

APPELLANTS

Teddy Tannenbaum
2237 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Lisa Masse
2417 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Luis Perez
2417 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Sandra Wilson
2420 Cloy
Venice, CA 90291

Ray W. Mattson
2329 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Pamela Harbour
2330 McKinley
Venice, CA 90291

Kennalee Mattson
2329 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Robin Rudisill
3003 Ocean Front Walk
Venice, CA 90291

Frank Defurio
2341 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Janet Lent
2329 Cloy
Venice, CA 90291

Marianne Pogoler
2340 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291



Leon Pogoler
2340 Boone Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Jude Epstein
2413 Clark Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Tom Johnstone
2342 Cloy Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Lisa Farr Johnstone
2342 Cloy
Venice, CA 90291

Clay Boss
2404 Cloy Ave.
Venice, CA 90291
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City of Los Angeles
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Tract: TR 4424 Zoning: R1-1-0 M
APN: 4228006016 Block: None General Plan: Low Residential
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TERRY BALLENTINE
@M | RE/MAX RE/MAX ESTATE PROPERTIES
W | ESTATE PROPERTIES B s Eop RN

TerrySold@aol.com
www.TerryBallentine.com

124 Washington Bivd
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

June 13, 2017
To Whom it May Concern:

| have review the Neighborhood FAR Calculations for the Silver Triangle
area of Venice. (Revised 6-13-17)

| verified the data with the LA County Tax Assessor website and
. have found that the information and calculations are accurate.

Sincerely, -

Tafutd

Terry Ballentine
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06-13-"17 17:07 FROM- REMAX T-021 P0002/0012 F-031
1

FAR Calculations for Silver Triangle*

See Attached Map for Area Bounded by: Beach Ct. to the West

Mildred Ave. to the North and the East
Harbor St. to the South

FAR AVERAGE 0.401

No. Homes No. 1 Story No. 2 Story No. 3 Story Average FAR
232 172 58 2 0.401
FAR Summary by Street
Street No, Homes | No. 1 Story | No, 2 Story | No. 3 Story | Average FAR
McKinley 29 19 9 1 0.421
Clark 31 26 5 0 0.377
Clement 32 21 11 0 0.442
Frey 32 25 7 0 0.401
Cloy 31 27 4 0 0366 | ;
Boone 30 20 9 9 0.399
Wilson 25 16 9 0 0.453
Bryan 17 14 3 0 0.379
Olive** 5 4 1 0 0.243 \.___ﬁ
Other sizeinformation for Silver Triangle (232 total homes) \

Under 1000 sf | 1001-1500sf | 1501-2000 sf 2001-2500 sf | 2501-3000 sf | Over 3000 sf

68 homes 29%

93 homes 40% | 23 homes 10% | 17 homes 7% | 17 homes 7% | 14 homes 6%

*All calculations are based on information provided by zillow. Com as of 5/11/17
** Houses located on Olive Ave. East of Bryan Ave.

Note:(1) Nearly 70 % of the homes in the Silver Triangle are less than 1500 sq. ft.

(2) Almost all the lots are approximately 3600 sq. ft.

(3) Two of the largest houses are on extra-large lots (7200 sf and 5004 sf lots)

Revised 6.13.17
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06-13-17 17:07 FROM- REMAX T-021 P0O003/0012 F-031
2

3 Qutlier Homes:
(1) 2416 McKinley on 2 lots of 3600sf. each (total lot 7200 sf.). House is 5000 sq.ft.
(2) 637 Olive is on Frey but has an Olive address. 3650 sq. ft. home on 3600 sf. Lot

3" outlier is 2324 Boone 3 stories 3911 sq.ft. home on 5004 sf lot

Note: Only 2 Three story homes of the 232 total homes.

o

Revised 6.13.17
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Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

McKinleyAve.

Total Homes: 29

Total Single Stories: 19FAR AVERAGE 0.421
Total Two Stories: 9
Total Three Stories: 1

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
2313 1 1474 3623 0.406
2317 1 1130 3629 0.311
2321 2 3219 3645 0.883
2325 2 3114 3666 0.849
2329 1 870 7391 0.117
2337 2 2918 7467 0.390

592 Qlive Ave.*** 2 2200 3785 0.581
2409 2 1608 3805 0:422
2413 1 1800 3840 0.468
2417 2 2304 3843 0.599
2421 1 768 3862 0.198
2425 2 2244 3881 . 0.578
2429 1 900 3901 0.230
2433 1 1268 3835 0.330
2314 1 1280 3616 0.353
2318 1 1292 3603 0.358
2322 1 1208 3603 0.335
2326 1 800 3603 0.222
2330 1 1100 3600 0.305
2334 1 860 3602 0.238
2338 3 2720 3602 0.755
2342 % 1479 3602 0.410

612 Olive Ave.*** 1 1080 3602 0.299
2408 1 700 3601 0.194
2412 2 2314 3600 0.642
2416 2 5000 7200 0.694
2424 1 1448 3600 0.402
2428 1 1246 3600 0.346
2432 1 1063 3551 0.299

Average 0.421

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 8, 2017

** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
*** These homes are McKinley Ave, but have Olive Ave. addresses.
(Revised 6.13.17)
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06-13-"17 17:08 FROM-

Total Homes: 31**

Total Single Stories: 26 FAR AVERAGE 0.377

Total Two Stories: 5

—,—

REMAX

T-021

Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

ClarkAve.

PO009/0012 F-031

Total Three Stories: 0

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.*** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
2313 1 840 3601 0.233
2317 2 2982 3600 0.828
2321 1 860 3601 0.238
2325 Unknown Unknown 3601 Unknown
2329 1 1400 3601 0.388
2333 1 720 3600 0.200
2337 1 1378 3602 0.382
2341 1 1000 3613 0.276
2405 1 854 3603 0.237
2409 2 1592 3602 0.441
2413 2 2002 3603 0555 |
2417 1 1008 3603 0.279

. 2421 1 878 3604 0.243
2425 1 1124 3604 0.311
2429 1 904 3603 0.250
2433 2 2124 3577 0.593
2314 1 1655 3601 0.459 \
2318 1 1039 3599 0.288
2322 1 1172 3601 0.325
2326 2 2900 3601 0.805
2330 1 1508 3600 0.418
2334 1 1150 3600 0.319
2338 i 2432 3601 0.675
2342 i 1590 3608 0.440
2404 1 878 3601 0.243
2408 1 1153 3600 0.320
2412 1 962 3599 0.267
2416 1 1008 3600 0.280
2420 1 1232 3600 0.342
2424 1 1084 3599 0.301
2428 1 1070 3600 0.297
2432 1 1718 3600 0.477

Average FAR 0.377

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 8, 2017
** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
**% Information for 2325 Clark Ave. is unavailable.

(Revised 6.13.17)



—

| "“56-“13—’1? 17:09 FROM- REMA T-021 P0011/0012 F-031

Neighborhood FAR Calculation*®

ClementAve,

Total Homes: 32

Total Single Stories: 21FAR AVERAGE 0.442
Total Two Stories: 11 '
Total Three Stories: 0

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
2313 1 1459 3599 0.405
2317 1 860 3599 0.238

T 1 1083 3599 0.300
2325 2 2781 3599 0.772
2329 2 3229 3599 0.896

333 1 1224 3599 0.340
7337 2 2012 3599 0.836
2341 1 1680 3606 0.465
2405 1 864 3599 0.240
2409 1 860 3600 0.238
2413 1 1347 3599 0.374
2417 2 2506 3600 0.696 %ﬁ
2421 1 1306 3598 0.362
2425 2 2966 3600 0.823 S
2429 2 2455 3602 0.681
2433 1 1099 3622 0.303
2314 3 2286 3601 0.634
2318 2 1764 3484 0.506
2322 ) 1874 3600 0.520
2326 1 1074 3601 0.298
2330 1 914 3602 0.253
7334 1 1076 3600 0.298
2338 1 1241 3602 0.344
2342 2 2948 3600 0.818
2404 1 1138 3602 0.315
2408 2 2245 3615 0.623
2412 1 700 3484 0.200
2416 1 1153 3602 0.320
2420 1 1130 3603 0.313
2424 1 914 3600 0.253
2428 1 832 3602 0.230
2432 1 968 3655 0.264

Average FAR 0.442

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 8, 2017
** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
(Revised 6.13.17)
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Neighborhood FAR Calculation®

Frey Ave,
Total Homes: 32
Total Single Stories: 25FAR AVERAGE 0.401
Total Two Stories: 7
Total Three Stories: 0

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 7, 2017

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
2313 2 2932 3600 0.814
2317 2 3008 3598 0.836
2321 1 1074 3600 0.298
2325 1 1168 3600 0.324
2329 1 1444 3600 0.401
2333 q 934 3601 0.259
2337 1 940 3600 0.261
2341 2 2586 3605 0.717
2405 1 973 3602 0.270
2409 1 1044 3603 0.289
2413 i 914 3603 0.253
2417 2 1665 3603 0.462 ‘
2421 d 832 3603 0.230
2425 2 2640 3600 0.733 é\)
2429 2 3050 3615 0.843 \\
2433 1 930 3679 0.252
2314 1 1080 3606 0.299 Ko
2318 1 1135 3606 0314
2322 1 1300 3606 0.360
2326 1 1100 3605 0.305
2330 1 900*** 3600 0.250
2334 1 961 3602 0.266
2338 1 1358 3603 0.376
637 Olive**** 2 3650 3600 1.013
2404 1 1742 3600 0.483
2408 1 1208 3600 0.335
2412 1 1059 3599 0.294
2416 1 939 3598 0.260
2420 1 860 3598 0.239
2424 1 1039 3597 0.288
2828 1 930 3598 0.258
2432 1 968 3699 0.261
Average FAR 0.401

** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.

*** Floor area is not available. This is an estimate based on photo of house.
*¥** This house is on Frey Ave. but has an Olive Ave. address

(Revised 6.13.17)
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Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

2334 Cloy Ave. Three Story Proposed Development

Total Homes: 31 FAR AVERAGE: 0.366

Total Single Stories: 27

Total Two Stories: 4

Total Three Stories: 0

CLOY ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sg. ft. FAR
2313 L 990 3601 0.274
2317 1 1359 3601 0377
2321 1 1325 3600 0.368
2325 2 3408 3602 0.946
2329 1 2252 3601 0.625
2333 1 1090 3602 0.302
2337 1 1112 3602 0.308
2341 2 2700 3602 0.749 _
2405 1 930 3600 0.258
2409 1 1263 3602 0.350
2413 1 1408 3602 0.390
2417 1 1256 3603 0.348 QQ
2421 1 1130 3603 0313 %7
2425 1 844 3603 0.234 \\,__
2429 1 1317 3602 0365
2433 ;| 1317 3780 0.348 \
2314 2 1912 3590 0.532
2318 2 1924 3593 0.535
Vacant lot 3600
2326 1 949 3594 0.264
2330 1 1190 3594 0.331
2334 1 832 3593 0.231
2338 1 1600 3600 0.444
2342 1 930 3594 0.258
2404 1 700 3594 | 0.194
2408 1 832 3596 0.231
2412 1 984 3596 0.273
2416 1 1042 3596 0.289
2420 1 1168 3600 0.324
2424 1 1238 3597 T 0.344
2428 1 1148 3596 0.319
2432 1 914 3754 0.243
AVERAGE FAR: 0.366

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of April 7, 2017
**Floor area does not include garage or other nor-livable areas
(Revised 6.13.17)
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Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

Boone Ave.
Total Homes: 30
Total Single Stories: 20FAR AVERAGE 0.399
Total Two Stories: 9
Total Three Stories: 1
ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. t. FAR
2313 2 1482 2755 0.537
2317 1 930 3605 0.257
2321 1 1000 3606 0.277
2325 1 860 3606 0.238
2329 1 1008 3606 0.279
2333 1 1130 3606 0.313
2337 2 2086 3605 0.578
2341 2 2040 3606 0.565 !
2405 1 1283 3600 0.356
2409 1 1016 3604 0.281
2413 1 1016 3605 0.281
2417 1 878 3604 0.243
2421 2 1672 3605 0.463 §_)
2425 2 2179 3605 0.604 \\H
2429 1 930 3600 0.258
2433 1 1714 3783 0.453 |
2324 3 3911 5004 0.780 \
2334 1 1136 3600 0.315
2336 2 2810 3599 0.780 |
2340 1 765 3599 0.212
2344 2 2914 3599 0.809
2348 2 1782 3599 0.490
2404 1 1152 3598 0.320
2408 1 1308 3600 0.363
2412 2 2104 3599 0.584
2416 1 930 3600 0.175
2420 1 968 3601 0.268
2424 1 1150 3599 0.319
2428 1 1244 3600 0.345
2432 1 930 3870 0.240

Average FAR 0.399

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 4, 2017

** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
(Revised 6.13.17)
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Neighborhood FAR Calcudation*

2325 Wilson Ave.

Total Homes: 25FAR AVERAGE: 0.453
Total Single Stories: 16

Total Two Stories: 9

Total Three Stories: 0

WILSON ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
2325 1 700 4800 0.145
2329 2 3242 3600 0.900
2337 2 3005 3602 0.834
2341, 2 2970 3602 0.824
2345 1 832 3484 0.238
2405 2 2748 3600 0.763
2409 3 2499 3602 0.693
2413 2 3059 3599 0.849
2417 1 930 3600 0.258
2421 1 1305 3600 0.362

i 2425 1 930 3598 0.258
2429 2 2870 3599 0.797
2433 1 1099 3830 0.286 s
2334 1 1050 3321 0.316
2340 1 1012 3600 0.281
2344 1 753 3600 0.209
2348 1 930 3599 0.258
2404 q 832 3599 0.231
2408 2 1956 3600 - 0.546
2412 1 1014 3600 0.281
2416 1 700 3600 0.194
2420 2 2993 3600 0.831
2424 1 1776 3600 0.453
2428 1 930 3599 0.258
2432 1 930 3858 0.241

AVERAGE FAR 0.453

*Floor area based on zillow.com as of April 7, 2017
** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.

(Revised 6.13.17)




068-13-"17 17:07 FROM- REMAX T-021 PO005/0012 F-031
" Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

Bryan Ave,

Total Homes: 17
Total Single Stories: 14FAR AVERAGE 0.379

Total Two Stories: 3
Total Three Stories: 0

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR

684*** 2 1930 3117 0.619
2337 1 700 3600 0.194
2341 1 1100 3601 0.305
2405 1 939 3599 0.260
2409 1 930 3598 0.258
2413 1 1168 3600 0.324
2417 1 1066 3597 0.296
2421 2 3111 3598 0.864
2425 2 2008 3596 0.558
2429 1 1405 3596 0.390
2433 1 1271 3872 0.328
2340 1 922 2732 0.337
2402 1 1160 3901 0.297 %7
2408 9 1370 3898 0.351 —
2412 ki 1266 3900 0.324
2416 1 1684 3900 0.431
2420 1 1260 3897 0.323

Average FAR 0.379

*Floor area and lot size based on zillow.com as of May 4, 2017
** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
*** This property is on Bryan Ave. but has a Mildred Ave. address.

(Revised 6.13.17)
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Neighborhood FAR Calculation*

Olive Ave, East of Bryan Ave,

Total Homes: 5

Total Single Stories: AFAR Average 0.243
Total Two Stories: 1

ADDRESS STORIES FLOOR AREA sq. ft.** | LOT AREA sq. ft. FAR
BaE¥ X 1 1164 Unknown unknown
678 2 2371 9031 0.262
682 1 700 6109 0.114
688 1 1051 4486 0.234
690 1 1172 3207 0.365

Average FAR 0.243

Total Three Stories: 0

*Floor area and lot size based_on zillow.com as of May 4, 2017
** Floor area does not include garage or other non-livable areas.
**% This property is on Olive Ave. but has a Mildred Ave. address.

/&f@ﬁaﬂf

(Revised 6.13.17)
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STATE OF CALIFURNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY BEDOMUNDG BROWN, Goveror

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office

200 Ovoangate, Suite 1000
Loag Beach, CA GOR02.4302
15625 390-3071

F21b

Filed: 4717715
Denied: /12415
Staff: 7. Rehm-1LB
Stafl Report: 1722116
Hearing Date: 212/16

STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS

Application Number: A-5-VEN-15-0026

Applicant: 422 Grand Bivd LLC

Agents: Rosario Perry, Melinda Gray, Fred Gaines, Sherman Stacey
Project Location: 41 oul ard'(1.ot Nos. 7 & 8. Block 3, Tract

9358). Venice. City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County
{APN Nos. 8614-017-003 and 4232-013-004).

Project Description: Construct three-story, 35 foot high, 3,913 square foot single-
family home. two-car garage. and swimming pool: and
consolidate two lots at 418-422 Grand Boulevard.

Commissioners on Michell, Turnbull-Sanders, Uranga, Cox, Groom, Howell,
Prevailing Side: McClure, Kinsey
Staff Recommendation: Adopt the revised findings,

SUMMARY OF COMMISSION ACTION

Staffis recommending that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support
of the Commission’s action on August 12. 2018 to deny Coastal Development Permit
lication No. A-3-VEN

At a public hearing on Junc 11, 20135, the Commission found that the appeal of local Coastal
Development Permit No. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A_ issued by the City of Los Angeles, raised a
substuntial issue with respect 1o the proposed project’s consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. o Nty ol : . ; . - .




A-5-VEN-13-0026 {422 Grand Bivd LLC)
Revised Findings

As originally proposed. the structure was inconsistent with the size and mass of neighboring
residential structures and with the character of the community, In consultation with Commission
staff. the applicant has revised the proposed plans to reduce the size of the structure by
approximately 600 square feet, The applicant has redesigned the front fagade to feature a stepped
back design, reducing the mass of the structure by removing approximately half of the front
portion of the third story which fronts Grand Boulevard. The applicant has also proposed a three-
foot high fence and drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping in the front yard in an effort o

provide a more pedestrian-friendly scale consistentwith-the community-character.

In its action at the de nove hearing on August 12, 2015, the Commission determined that,

even as modified, the proposed single family home was not consistent with the visual
resources and mmxmt__gtmn of adverse impacts po!;cles of tbc Cogstai Act. In particular,
s 43 » - !
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A-5-VEN-13-0026 {422 Grand Blvd 1.L.C)
Revised Findings

The project is proposed on two graded lots in the middie of a residentially zoned block (RD1.5-
1-03} in the North Venice subarea within the City of Los Angeles Single Permit Jurisdiction area.
The proposed projeet fronts Grand Boulevard. a wide street paved on top of the original Grand
Canal of Venice, developed by Abbot Kinney in the early 1900s. The site is approximately 1,000
feet inland of Venice Beach and Ocean Front Walk (Exhibit 1). Grand Boulevard and the
surrounding residential blocks feature predominately single-family residences and duplexes of

architectural styles, rangina-from-one-storv-to The homes on the sabject block and in.

Both residential lots proposed for development are approximately 25-feet wide by 90-feet deep.
In addition. a separate De Novo Coastal Development Permit {CDP) application is pending with
the Coastal Commission for development of a two-story. 29 foot high, 1,800 square foot single-
Family home and attached two car-garage on the adjacent lot at 416 Grand Boulevard. Separate
applications are pending with the Los Angeles Department of City Planning for a two-story
1,462 square foot home plus 420 square foot two-car garage and a three-story 4.848 square foot
home plus roofdeck and 397 square oot two-car garage on three adjoining lots to the cast (424-
428 Grand Blvd), one of which lots are currently graded and the latter two of which are currently
developed with a 1940s cra duplex.

B. PROJECT HISTORY

I'he subject development is proposed across two lots at 418 and 422 Grand Boulevard, which
were previously developed with portions of two different duplexes (there was one duplex over
two lots at 416-418 Grand Bivd and a second duplex over two lots at 422-424 Grand Blvd). The
two duplexes were constructed over four residential fots (Lots 6, 7. 8, & 9, Block 3, Tract 9338)
in 1947, The applicant purchased 416-418 Grand Boulevard on July 30, 2012 and 422-424 Grand
Boulevard on August 8, 2012, On June 27, 2013, after reviewing information submitied by the
applicant, the City of Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department determined
that all four units within the two pre-existing duplexes qualified as affordable under the City’s
Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Melio Act.

On September 17, 2013, the Los Angeles Director of Planning issued a Venice Sign Off and a
Meho Clearance for the demolition of cach of the two duplexes (DIR-2013-2003-VSO-MEL and
DIR-2013-2910-VSO-MEL). The City’s Mello Act Coordinator determined that it was infeasible
to provide replacement affordable housing units on-site or off-site. Each feasibility study was
accompanied a one page Mello Act Compliance Review Worksheet which defines feasibie:
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental. social, and technical factors.™

On October 22, 2013, the same applicant submitted Coastal Development Permit Application

No. 5-13-0949 o the Commission proposing to demolish two pre-existing duplexes spanning
four residential lots and construct a three-story. 30-foot high, 6,166 three story single-family
home. The proposed development would have consolidated three lots. In a letter dated November
19. 2013, Commission staif notified the applicant’s representative that the proposed development
was inconsistent with the standards of the Coastal Act and the certified Venice Land Use Plan
and encouraged the applicant to modify the project and apply for a locai coastal development
permit [rom the City of Los Angeles.




A-5-VEN-15-00206 (422 Grand Blvd 1.1.0)
Revised Findings

i, Building facades shall be varied and articulated to provide a pedesirian
scale which resulls in consistency with neighboring structures on smail
lots. Such buildings shadl provide habitable space on the ground floor, a
ground level entrance and landscaping and windows fronting the street...

i, Fromt porches, bays, and balconies shall be provided to maximize
architectural variety.

The project originally proposed under Coastal Development Permit Application No. 3-13-0949
was a three-story. 30-foot high, 6,166 three story single-family home over three lots, which was
inconsistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and with the policies of the
certified LUP because it was not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.
The structure was not consistent with the scale, massing. and landscape of the existing residential
neighborhood and the proposal 1o construct one house over three lots was inconsistent with the
policies of the certified LUP,

The applicant withdrew the referenced pmpo'i\‘.d 6.166 square foot house from the original CDP
application and modified the proposed project to include a three-story, 35-foot high. 4.816 sgquarc
foot single-family home with an attached 367 square foot two-car garage on the subject twe lots
and a 1,064 square foot single family home on a third adjacent lot. That proposal was approved
by the City of Los Angeles bul the Commission found that the project raised a substantial issue
with respect to consistency with Chapter 3 ol the Cloastal Act, specifically the policies related to
scenic and visual gualitics and community character referenced above.

The applicant has since modificd the proposed project and submitted revised plans which feature
a three-story, 35-foot high, 3,913 square fool single-family home with attached 367 square foot
two-car garage and a swimming pool on two adjoining lots at 418-422 Grand Boulevard. The
revised plans reduce the size and mass of the structure by removing approximately hali of the
front portion of the third story which fronts Grand Boulevard {approximately 600 square feet: see
Exhibit 3). The revised plans also call out enlarged windows and design articulations on the
front fagcade of the house. The revised plans propose drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping,
gutters and downspaouts, and rain catchment cisterns in the side vards,

The Commission finds that even as modified, the revised preposal is signifieanth-more pot
consistent with the scale, massing, and I:mdwapc of the existing residential neighborhood and
would not be visuaily compatible with the character of the surrounding area. There are several
other three-story structures on the subject block. including a 2.798 square foot single family
home at 404 Grand Bivd. and 3.139 square foot single family home at 406 Grand Bivd. approved
by the Execuntive Director under waivers of constal development permit requirements (5-13-040-
W and 5-12-222-W: see photos in Exhibit 4). Those homes were built 1o nearly the maximum
siz¢ allowed by the zoning code and the certified LUP, and included roofdecks and narrower
front setbacks than the subject application. There is also a two story, 3,362 square foot four-unit
apartment building to the west of the subject site at 414 Grand Blvd. and a three-story 2.526
square foot single family home at 434 Grand Blvd, There are two one-story structures at 426-428
Grand Bivd. to the east of the subject site and many one and two-story structures on the opposite
side of the street.




A=5-VEN-15-0026 {422 Grand Blvd LL.C)
Revised Findings

Me—umqua—ehaaw{erﬁ-&he—emm%»aml hﬁéd—!ﬁ-thé—e&i’!@%&l—l:’: ; P «S{ieﬂal{mdﬂm
reguires-the-apphicantiounderiake-developmentinsecordancewith-theapproved-finalplans:
~peciicsihebrehedise the site prat fandeeasiag plin srdedietsase puan

As described in the stall report for the Commission’s certification of Venicee’s Land Use

Plan. allowing large homes to be constructed on two or more consolidated lots sigaificantly

changes the character of neighborhoods: *The major threat 1o the unigue character of the
small pedestrian oricnted scale of manv Venice neishborhoods is lot consolidations. Very

large new residential projects built across two or more consolidated lots would be




A-5-VEN-15-0026 {422 Grand Bivd LLC)
Revised Findings

substantially out of scale and character with the elder small-lot Venice neighborhoods.”
See hitp://documents.coastal.ca.govireports/2000/1 1/T10e-11-2000.pdf (pp. 38. 44-45).
Accordingly. Venice Land Use Plan Policy L. A, 1 b forbids lot consolidations in some areas
and significantly restricts if in others. Under this policy, proposals fo tonsolidate two lots
may be found to be consistent with the Coastal Act and with the Venice LUP onlv if
proposed structures are articulated to provide a pedestrian seale and are designed to be

visuallv compatible with surrounding struciures.

Opponents of the proposed project assert that the City’s public hearing procedures violated
Venice residents’ due process, did not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act,
and did not comply with California Government Code Section 63590 {the Mello Act). They
argue that the Venice LUP contains standards for implementation of the Mello Act which the
City of Los Angeles ignored. '

The California Legistature amended the Coastal Act to remove some specific policies refated to
the Commission’s direct authority to protect affordable housing in the coastal zone. Section
30604 of the Coastal Act. as amended. contains the following policies:

(1} The commission shall enconrage housing opportunities for persons of low and
moderate income. In reviewing residentiol development applications for low- and
moderate-income housing. as defined in paragraph (3} of subdivision (h) of
Section 63389.5 of the Governmeni Code. the issuing agency or the commission,
on appeal, may not reguire measures that reduce residential densities below tihe
density sought by an applicant if the density sought is within the permitted density
or range of density esiablished by local zoning plus the additional density
permitted under Section 63915 of the Goversment Code, unless the issuing
agency or the comnission on appeal makes a finding, bused on substantial
evidence in the record, thai the density sought by the applicant cannot feasibly be
accommodated on the site in o manner that is in conformity with Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200 or the certified local coastal program.

(i The Legisiature finds and deciares that it is important for the conmission io
enconrage the protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing
apportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the coastal zone.




A-3-VEN-13-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC)
Revised Findings

replacement affordable housing units because the City determined that it was not feasible ©
provide replacement alTordabic housing units. pursuant to the provision of the Mello Act.

The Commission has no jurisdiction to alter the City's Mello Act determinations. The California
Government Code makes it clear that it is the responsibility of the local government to
implement Section 63590, Nor can the Commission invalidate the City's California
Environmental Quality Act determination. In its substantial issue analysis, the Commission
found that the appeliant’s contentions regarding the City's Mello Act and CEQA determinations
did not raise a substantial issue because the Commission does not have jurisdiction 1o review
these contentions.

For the reasons discussed above, the development is loeated proposed within an msung
developed arca that because of its unigue characteristics is a p

; Thcrcinre the Commission

M*ammmmmmm enies the E mms_e_d development due fo
its inconsistency with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act.

D. WATER QUALITY
As originally submitted by the applicant and approved by the City of Los Angeles. the proposed
project was not consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, which states:

The biological productivity and the qualily of coastal waters, streams. wetlands.
estraries, and lakes appropriate to maintan optinnam  populations of nuwrine
arganismys and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restoved through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entraimment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion
af ground water supplies and substantial inierference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste waler reclumation. mainiaining natwral vegetation buffer
areas that protect viparian habitals, and mininizing alteration of naturaf sirecams.

The City approved development was not consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act
because the site plan did not call out on-site drainage devices and the special conditions of the
approved permit did not require construction best management practices to prevent discharge of
construction debris into coastal waters. The City-approved development did not include a
landscape plan or requirement for drought wlerant landscaping. The City-approved development
did not include features or requirements for controlling runofT or surface water flow generated on
site or from storm events. Additionally, the City’s approval was not consistent with section
302353(d) of the Coastal Act which reguires new development to minimize energy use because it
did not include requirements for low water/energy use appliances or other features designed to
reduce resoarce use during California™s extreme drought. Project opponents also argued that the
proposed swimming pool was not appropriate during California’s extreme drought.

i3




A-3-VEN-15-0026 {422 Grand Blvd L1.C)
Revised Findings

i j a Local Coastal Program for the
Venice area. Apprmai ol the project, as uméamneé proposed. willnot would prqudau: 1hc
.1hiltw of the local g(wernmt.m o prc.pam an LCP zhat is in conformity m ith the oy iS10nS

Thcrdnrg the Commission denics thc propowd
= provisions of Scction 30604 {a) of the Coastal Act.

development. consistent w

G. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commnission approval of a
coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application, as
conditioned by any conditions of approval. to be consistent with any applicable requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). Section 21U80.5(d)(2HA) of CEQA prohibits
a proposed development [rom being approved if there are feasible altematives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantiaily lessen any significant adverse effect
which the activity may have on the environment. The City is the lead agency for CEQA
compliance and after preparing an Initial Study, the City adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration
No. ENV-2014-1357-MND.

As esnditoned proposed, there are ne fuamhlg altcmatwcs or additional feasible m mgmmn
measures available that would substantially ificant adverse eﬂcu that the
may h ve {m lhg Ln\.;mnmcnt sig '

four Ic.s.s massive homes on thc t\m Iot'. subject to this application. mh of which ¢could be

designed consistent with the character of the surrounding area and with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act. thereby mitigating the project’s yisual and aesthetic impacts.

ﬂacrcforc.. the C ummlssmn memwmﬂm%m

s herequirements-of-the Coastal-fve . .dcmcsthcpmjmui
pr rm.-ct because of thc av. allabillh of emlmnmeatalb preferable alternatives

In anvy event. CEQA does not apply o private projects that public agencies deny or
disapprove. Pub. Res. Code § 21080(b}5). Accordingly, because the Commission denied the

proposed project, it is not required to adopt findings regarding mitigation measures or
alternatives.

Appendix A — Substantive File Documents

1. Citv of Los Angeles Certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001)

2. Coastal Development Permit Waiver No. 5-13-0940.W

3. Cuy File for Local Coastal Development Permit ZA-2014-1356-CDP-{A
4. City File for Local Coastal Development Permit ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A
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Appeal Numbers:
Applicant:

Agent:

Local Government:
Local Decision:
Appellants:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Staff Recommendation:

A-5-VEN-15-0032, A-3-VEN-0053, & A-3-VEN-13-0054
Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, LLLLC

Robert Thibodeau. DU Architecture & Design

City of Los Angeles

Approval with Conditions

Lydia Ponce. George Gineris. Robin Rudisill, & Mark Kleimen

), & 22 enice Waw! Venice Beach, Los Angeles County
{APN 4238-021-022)

Appeals by lLydia Ponce. George Gineris. Robin Rudisill. & Mark
Kleimen lrom decision by City of Los Angeles granting three coastal
development permits with conditions for development of 3 adjoining
residential lots. including demwlition of a 2-story 4-unit apartment
building and construction of {3) 3-story single-famify residences: 1)
approximately 35-feet high. 2680 sq. fi. on a 1,938 sq. 1. fotz 2)
approximately 35-feet high, 2.631 sq. ft. on a 1.974 sq. fi. lot: and 3)
approximalely 35-feet high, 2.662 sq. 1t on a 1,990 sq. fL. lot. Each with
an atached 322 sq. {i. 2-car garage. a 10 Y ~foot front yard setback. and a
3R-taot high roof access structure,

Determine that a substantial issue exists,

IMPORTANT NOTE:

recommendation unless at least three commissioners request it. The Commission may ask questions of the
applicant, any agarieved person, the Attorney General or the executive director prior to determining whether
or not 1o take testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. If the Commission takes
testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, testimony is generally and at the discretion
of the Chair limited to 3 minutes total per side. Only the applicant. persons who opposed the application
before the local government {or their representatives), and the focal gevernment shall be qualilied to wesufy
during this phase of the hearing. Others may submit commeents in writing. It the Commission finds that the
appeal raises a substantiai issue. the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting.
during which it will take public testimony.

The

Commission will not take festimomy on this “substantial issue”




A-SSVEN-153-0032. A-S-VEN-13-0053, A-5-VIN-15-0054
(Fabian Bever, California Fco Homes, 1.1.0)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staft recommends that the Commission. afier public hearing. determine that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the project’s contormity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The City-approved
projects are not consistent with the community character of the surrounding area.

On July 14, 2015, the City approved three local COPs (ZA-2014-0829. ZA-2014-0831. and ZA-2014-
0833) for the same applicant {California Leo Homes, LLC) approving the demolition of & two-story,
four-unit apartment building that spans three residential fots. and the construction of three. three-story
single-family residences {one on each lot) described as follows: 1) approximately 35-feet high, 2.680 sq.
fi. on a 1,958 sq. fi. lot; 2) approximately 35-feet high, 2.631 sq. ft. on a 1,974 sq. 1. ot and 3)
approximately 33~ feet high, 2.662 s, (1. on a 1,990 sq. 1. lot, Each with an attached 322 sq. fi. 2-car
garage. a 10.5-foot front vard scthack. and a 38-foot high root access structure.

Section 30231 :md ?ﬁ?.:a.’: ¢} re um Lhc mu.cimn ot ';cuuc and \huai jualitics ol coastal arcas with
se‘non \02516 rartic 11 ectal wnunitics and nejghboerh b

Thv.: ccmha.d ’Jx,mce Land l,se: Plan {L. UP) states tirm. the Lharac:cr and «u.aic. of smaic fam;i\
m.luhborhcmdb should be maintained and that infill development should be allowed provided that it is
compatible with and mamt&uns thc. density, character, and scale of the existing development {Policy

The City-approved projects also appear to raise a substantial issue as to their conformity with Section
30251 the Coastal Act which requires that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance and be visually compatible with the

character of the surrounding arca. rovied

projects also raise & substantial iss-eh their

The City-:

The subject site is approximately 1,300 [eet inland of Venice Beach in the North Venice subarea, which
features homes and commercial businesses of varying architectural styles. ranging from one-story wood
bungalows to three-story-plus-roofdeck modern glass structures, The development on the block on
which the City-approved projects reside is primarily single-story. single-family residences, however
there are a few farger apartment buildings and two-story single-family residences across the strect. The
design of the City-approved project is nol consistent with the character of the agea, as the scale and muass
of the 38-foot high projeats are larger than what exists on the block. The projects have been designed 1o
the maximum allowable height for the arca and include an adjustment for the front-vard setback of 10,3
feet from the properiy fine as opposed to the normally required 15-foot front-yard setback, The City-
approved residences would be tafler and larger than any other single-family residences on the block.
Therefore, the projects as approved by the City will cumulatively change the character of the Venice
community raise a substantial issue as to their conformity with the Coastal Act.




A-SVEN-15-0032, A-3-VEN-13-0053, A-3-VEN-13-0054
{Fabian Bover, California Eeo Homes, 11O }
Appeal - Substantial [ssue

if&mew* ﬁ'ﬁ. 1A P dms haw ;mimm m ;m‘:«;crw zmﬁ g&mi&;i »mhk S‘fﬂﬂtl-fd’mﬁ% ruf.iéumg

Citv's acimns cmziradut LU i’ ?’ahcv 1LAS

The appellants alse contend that the City-approved development is not consistent with Seetions 30231
and 30253 of the ¢oastal et becsuse the bulk and seale of the structures may not be consistent with the
character of the North Venice subares.

enice Canals,

While the certified Venice 1UP is not the standard of review for {inding auiaszdnuai issue, x%w gmia.u;zs
provide g sdanw from which the Commission can evaluate the adeguacy of i i

When the LUP was certified in 2001 the Commission considered the potential impacts that
developnient could have on community character and adopted residential building standards w ensure
development was designed with pedestman seale and compatibility with surrounding development.
Given the @p@ﬁif‘!a vonditions surrounding the subject site and the celectic development pattern of
Venice, it is appropriaste 1o use the centified LUP policies for determining whether or not iik pro L! s

consistent with sections 302351 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. in this case. @l

in s findings that the projects are in character with the surrounding area. the Cy acknowledges that
residentinl developments on this particular block are primarily one-story developments. The Clty does
muke reference to vther farge. modern homes which have recently been approved in the area. Of the 16
developmients that the Clty referenced. 13 of them are sot on the same block as the subject projects.
and the three that are the stane block are the subieet of these appeals (pages 6 - 9. 38 — 41, and 37 —

60 of EXHIBIT 4).

10




A-SVEN-15-0052. A-5-VEN-15-0053, A-5-VEN-15-0054
(Fabian BBever, California Ece Homes, LLG)
Appeal — Substantial issue

boasts one storv_single-famiiv_homes and apartment building:

The Citv's Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit Nos, ZA-2014-0829,
ZA2014-0831, and 7 A=2014-0833 and accompanying stafl reports and file revords slate that the City
applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and concluded, in part, that the &L%L?i}%};’ﬂ"ﬂt as
propused and conditioned by the City, would be consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will
not prejudice the ability of the Uity to prepare an LOP for the Veniee Coastal Zone.

Chis impact could be zm’!iszzm,ﬁ it the pm;u,ﬁ; were Fﬁ.,(il..“;igﬁs.»d oF it!ﬁdﬁi%}m’:{i 0 require features 1o
minimize building height and size. not provided larger front vord setbacks. and arieulsie each
structure consistent with surrounding development,

Only with careful review of the Ciy-approved gsci'ix,u‘s can the Comprission ensure that commminy
Vkmmﬁgr is ;}R}if,ucé if s{ ii:}dﬂ that a ss,,ai‘Mmzta‘ﬂ issue exists, the Commission will have the
: - OGN at the subsequent de nove hearing. Therelor, the

NsH with respect o the Ciiv-approved  projects’”
conformance with Chapter 3 policies of the O castal Act, including section 30251 and 36233,

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeals raise ~a substantial issue”

1

with respeot to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, do meet the substantialily sndard of

Section 30265063 1) bocause the nature of the Clty-approved projects and the local govenment action
ave pot consisien with policies of Chapter 3 o the Coastal Acw

The first factor 18 the desree of factsel and kegal suppon for the loesl sovernment s decision that the
duvelopments are consisten! of inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. With
regard 4o the community character policies of the Coastal Act the City™s findings state that “/e/he
seade and massing of the proposed buildingfs] fare] anvpical compared 1o the existing developmeni
adony fhis Movk Jace, filey weel consivtent with oiler residentiol struciures o the Dok within the
snmedivte vicinigy . Jiftis woted that fthese] projecifs] Jare] prapased concurrentiv.. Jeach of these]
homes will fearnre a similir scate, muassing and landscaping . fwhbite the 1177 cncorages s
constriciion o be of simifar scole and massing with the conuunizy, his pofiey has ser ver bpen
implemented through g certified LIP, and the project dovs wot exceed existing development maxinions
o height or floor aren” The City has shown that they have analyzed the residental building
standards of the certified Venice Land Use Plan aad that the ;tm}mse.é developments are “atypical”

regarding community character n this arca. vl thuy determined that the projects are consistent with

i




A-S-VEN-15-0032. A-3-VEN-=13-0033. A-3-VEN-135-0054
(Fabian Bever. California Bco Homes, LLO)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

the certified LUP and Sections 30251 and 30233 of the Coastal Act and. as such. doesn’t appear 1©
have the proper factual and legal support o justily its decision.

The sccond factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. The existing development is @ two-story. four-unit apartment building that spans three
lots and was built in 1947, The City-approved development would demolish the apartment building
and allow construction of three residential structures on the three lots. The three new structures are
much larger than the existing apartment building and much Jarger than the predominately single-story
single-family homes on the same block. The massing oi the three structures will be exceptionally out
ul Lharm,ler with th-‘ gmrrm.mdm o e 18 & ) d i}’g the Citv.| Id eliming

Sy - gedby the decisio

: effects of thc ( m—appmvc{! demolition are significant. The
appmv;d pmjeeh and mhm. like :I would negatively impact the character of the community because
the large scale of the buildings is not consistent with the surrounding development pattern, Therefore.
the development could significantiy and adversely affect coastal resources.

The fourth factor is e ol the o nent’ siefftor future interpretations
of it LOP. The City does not cum:mh' have a certified !{ i" b&;{ il dm.s have a centified Land Use
Plan. The Citveapproved development is not consistent with the community character standards so
forth in the certified Venice LUP. Thus. the project. as approved and conditioned. raises a substantial
issue with fcuard 1o tiu, pmj;.cl 5 wnhnrmug. with the community t.hamuur palicies Chapter 3 of the

Ih:. Chapter 3 puin.w.-

Appendix A — Sabstantive File Documents

City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001
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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL —SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Appeal Numbers: A-S-VEN-15-0052, A-5-VEN-0053, & A-3-VEN-15-0054
Applicant: Fabian Bever, California Eco Homes, 1.1.C

Agents Raben Thibodeas, DU Architecture & Design

Loetal Government: Citv of L.os Angeles

Local Decision: Approval with Conditions

Appeliants: Ladia Ponce. George Gineris, Robin Rudisilh, & Muark Kicimen

Project Location: e Venice Beach. Los Angeles Coumy

{APN 422

Project Description: Appeals by Lydia Ponce. George Gineris, Rebin Rudisill, & Mark
Kleimen from deciston by City of Los Angeles granting three coastal
development permits with conditions for development of 3 adjoining
residential fots, including demolition of a 2-story d-unit apariment
building and construction of {33 3-story single-family residences: 1)
approximaicly 33-feet high, 2.680 sq. . on a 1938 sq. fi dor 2)
approximately 35-feet high, 2,631 sq. fi. on a 1.974 sq. 1. lot and 3)
a}}prmsm“id v 35-feet high. 2662 sq. BB on A 1,996 54, fi. lot, Bach with
an atiached 322 5. A, ?_’»mz garage, a 0 Va ~foot front vard scibuck. and a
3R-feot high roof access structue.

Siaff Recommendation: {Jotermine that a substantial issue exists,

| IMPORTANT NOTE: The Commission will not take testimony on this “substantial lssue
regommendation unless at least three commissioners request it The Commission may ask guestions of the
applicant. any aggrieved person, the Adtorney General of the exceutive director prior 1o determining whether
or ot o take twstimony regarding whether the appeal raises o substandal issue. If the Commission mkes
testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, testimony is generally and at the discretion
of the Chalr limited o 2 minules gl por slde, Only the applicant, persons who opposed the application
before the local government {or their representatives). and the local government shall be qualified 1o testify
during this phase of e hearing. Others may submit comments in writing. I the Commission finds that the
| appeal raises a substantial issue. the de nove phase of the hearing will sccur at a future Commission mecting.
| during which it will take public testimony.




A=S-VEN-13-0032, A-S-VEN-15-0053, A-3-VEN-|3-0034
(Fabian Bever. California Eco Homes, 1L.1.O)
Appeal — Substannal Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The stail recommends that the Commission, afier public hearing. determine that a substantial issee
exists with respect to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The City-approved
projects are not consistent with the community character of the surrounding area.

On July 14, 2013, the City approved three local CDPs (ZA-2014-0829, ZA-2014-0831. and 7ZA-2014-
0833} lor the same applicant {California Leo Homes, LLC) approving the demolition of a two-story,
four-unit apartment building that spans three residential lots. and the construction of three. three-story
single-family residences {one on each lot) described as follows: 1) approximately 35-feet high, 2,680 sq.
fl. on a 1,958 sq. 1. lot; 2) approximately 35-feet high. 2.631 sq. fi. on a 1.974 sq. fi. lot: and 3)
approximately 33- feet high, 2,662 sy, [ on a 1,990 sq. . lot. Each with an antached 322 sq. i 2-car
garage. a 10.5-foot front vard setback. and a 38-foot high reof access structure.

Section 30251 and 3023 cre uire the protection of scenic and visual gualitics ol coastal arcus with

U w Tha.. certified Vm:u: l‘md Use le (LU} states that. thc Lhml»k-l' and qcah. of smal\, fami!\
ne :gnburhm;ds should be maintained and that infill development should be allowed provided that it is
compatible with aﬂd mamxams th:. dumu «.!mmuu and scale ol the existing development (Policy

The City-approved projects also appear to raise a substantial issue as to their conformity with Section
30251 the Couastal Act which requires that the scenic and visual gualities of coastal arcas shall be
considered and protecied as a resource 01 public imporlame and be visually cnmpaubie with the
Lhamuer of the surroundi ca. The ; i 'a.ts also r.use 2 subsmnll'tl tasuc as In tl‘:uf

The subject site is approximately 1,300 feet inland of Venice Beach in the North Venice subarea, which
features homes and commercial businesses of varyving architectural styles. ranging [rom ane-story wood
bungalews 1o three-story-plus-roatfdeck modern glass structures. The development on the block on
which the City-approved projects reside is primarily single-story. single-Tamily residences. however
there are a lew larger apartment buildings and two-story single-family residences across the street. The
design of the City-approved project is not consistent with the character of the area, as the seale and mass
of the 38-foot high projects are larger than what exists on the block. The projects have been designed to
the maximum allowable height for the area and include an adjustment for the front-yard setback of 10.3
feet from the property line as opposed to the normally reguired 5-foot (ront-yard setback. The City-
approved residences would be tafler and larger than any other single-family residences on the block
Therefare, the projects as approved by the City will cumulatively change the character of the Venice
community raise a substantial issue as w their conformity with the Coastal Act.
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A-S-VEN13-0032, A-3-VEN-15-D053, A-5-VEN-150054
{Fabian Bever, Calilomia Feo Homes, 110
Appeal - Substantial Issue

However, the LUP doey have policies 1o preserve and protect stable multi-family residential
neighborhoods (Policies LAS and LE 1. which can be intey r&ieé to preserve the oxisting housing
o0 uwé iardwwimen is SEEE:

using tnifs o _ . 1 of the pop The Clity-approved
project. on the other hand, would {.,‘ic! tﬁ!ﬁfﬁ‘ nnm,}e-famai} hxwﬁ:mg units. which would only be
aceessible o a limited spectrum of the population. As approved by the { ity. !%‘m pn}_;w%
climinaie muiu— dmlh nsxdenimi uniis ami replace them mth ii:vee:‘ i K '

nmits~tmml\ 10 ﬂmclewfannh

The appellants also contend that the Cly-approved development is aot consistent with Sections 36231
and 30233 of the coastal act because the bulk and scale of the structures may not be consistent with the
character of the Novth Venice subarea.

mz;n?'ﬁff-iuac Yenice Canals.

Fxhibit 2 featur

While the certified Venice LUP is not the standard o review for finding substantial issug, the policies
suidance from which the Commission can evaluaie the adequacy of a4 project’s mitigation of

When the LUP was certificd in 2001, the Commission considered the potential impacts that
development could have on community character and adopted residential building standards 10 ensure
development was designed with pedestrian seale and compatibility with surrounding development.
Given the specific conditions surrounding the subject site and the cclectic development pattern of
Venice, it is appropriate o use the cerlified LUP policies for determining whuhu or mzi ih» project is

et mth scetions 30251 and 1('1.'353 of the Coastal Act. In this case.ithe Serslied Venice | and

In it findings that the projects are in characier with the surrounding area. the Uity acknowledges that
residential developments on this particular block are primarily one-story developments. The City does
make reference o other large. modern homes which have recently been approved in the arca. Ofthe 16
developrents that the City referenced. 13 of them are not on the same block as the subject projects.
and the three that are the sanve hlock are the subject of these appeals (pages 6 — 9. 38 — 41, and 57 -

60 of EXHIBIT 4).
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ASSVEN-13-0052, A-3-VEN-15-00583, A-3-VEN-13-0034
{Fsiwm; {%fa.-u, California Eco Homes, LLG
Appeal — Substantial Issue

The City’s Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permin Nos. ZA-2014-0829,
ZA-2014-0831, and ZA-2014-0833 and accompanying st reports and file records state that the Uity
applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and concluded, in part. that the development, as
proposed and conditioned by the Clty, would be consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will
not prejudice the ability of the Uity to prepare an LOP for the Venice Coastal Zone.

This impact could be mitigated if the projects were redesigned or conditioned 10 require features to
minimize building height and size. nol provided larger front yard setbacks, and anticulaie cech
strscture consislent with surrounding development,

Only with careful review of the Clty-approved projeets can the Commission ensure that commumity
ai’zﬁmuur za gzwmigd i !mﬁz» that a suﬁxtaﬂf"tai issue exists, the Commission will have the

$ATE aro the subsequent do neve hearing, Thorefore the
I RSl with respect to the Citv-approved projeets’
conformance with © hama,,; 3 ;mfmm of %ha 4 xmm! Act, including section 30251 and 30253,

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeals raise "1 substantial issue”™
with respeet to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. and therefore, do meet the substantiality standard of
Seetion 30263(b) 1), because the nature of the Cltv-approved projects and the local government action
arg not consistent with policies of Chanter 3 of the Coustal Act

The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
developments are consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. With
regard (o the communily character policies of the Coustal Act, the City's findings state that ~/e/he
seale amd massing of the proposed buildingis] faref anvpical compared 1o the existing development
alornr thix Mook face, Jthey are] consistent with other residenticd siruciures vm the block within the
mmedivte vicinity . fift is aoed thar fthese] projecifs] jare] proposed concurrentiy - Jeach of these]
homes witl fearnre a similar scade. masving and landvcaping . fwlhile the 1UP cuconrages new
constriction {o he of similar scale and massing with the community, this policy has st yet bees
implenwented throwgh o certified LIP, and the project does nol exceed existing develapmen maxinnnms
Jor helght or floor urea.” The City has shown that they have analvzed the residential building
standurds of the certified Venice Land Use Plan and that the proposed developments are “alvpical”
regarding community character i this arca. yot they determined that the projects are consistent with

i




A-5-VEN-15-0052, A-3-VEN-15-0033, A-S-VIEN-15.0054
(Fabian Bever. California Feo Homes, LLU)
Appeal - Substantia Issue

the certitied LUP and Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and. as such. doesn’t appear to
have the proper factual and Jegal support to justify its decision.

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
povernment, The existing development is a (wo-story. four-unit apartment building that spans three
lots and was built in 1947 The City-approved development would demolish the apartment building
and allow construction of three residential structures on the three lots. The three new structures are
much larger than the existing apartment building and much larger than the predominately single-story
smg le-family homes on the same block. The massing of the three structures will be exceptionally out

acter with the surrounding development. ould climing

: gledlby the decision. |
i ative effects of the C it»-appmvcd demolition are significant.
approved projeets. and athm hke Il would negatively impact the character of the community hca;,am,e
the large scale of the buildings is not consistent with the surreunding development pattern, Therefore.
the develepment could significantly and adversely affect coastal resources.

The fourth factor is thelprecede € 0] pmeni’s deeision for future interpretations
of its LCP. The City éa:ses not aurrenth‘ hav:. a emii u.d it P bai it does have a certified Land Use
Plan. The Cinv-approved development is not consistent with the community character standards set
forth in the certified Venice LUP. Thus. the project. as approved and conditioned. raises a substantial
issue with regard W lha pro;m 5 ctmionmt\ with the cor mum v character policies Chapter 3 of the

tand liu:rr-:ibrm the Commission finds that the appeals raise a subsiantial issue as to conformity with
the Chapier 3 policies.

Appendix A — Sabstantive File Documents

Ciny of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001)
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DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE REVIEW

Aprl 3,2017

Ownar/Appllgant Casa No. DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL

MDB Silicon Beach Clay |I CEQA: ENV-2016-4358-CE

Invastors, LLC Location: 2334 South Cloy Avanye

503 9" Strast Communlty Plan Area: venlice - Southeast Venice

Santa Monica, CA 90402 Couneli District: 11 - Bonin
Nalghbarhood Councll Venlee

Reprasentative Land Use Daslgnation: Low Residential

Jeffersan Schierbeek Zona: R141

architacts AddisonSchierbeak Legal Description: Lot 150, Tract 4424

3456 Ashwood Avanue :

Los Angelas, CA 90066 Last Day to Flle an Appedl:  April 13, 2017

Pursuant to the Los Angelas Municipal Coda (LAMC) Sactien 12.20.2, Section 11.5.7, and the
Venice Coastal Zons Spaciiic Plan (Ordinance No. 175,693), | have reviewed the praposad
project and as the designee of the Diractar of Planning, | hereby:

Approve a Coastal Davelopmant Permit authorizing the demplition of £ existingie-
stary, single-family dwelling and the construction, use, and maintananceléf a 3,658 saviars
foot. three-stary single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage ghd a reafieg areck,
locatad in the singie permif jurisdichion area of the Coastal Zone, and

Pursuant to Govarnment Code Sactions 85560 and 65580.1 and the City of Los Angslss Intarim.
Mallo Act Compllance Administrative Procedures | heraby:

Approve a Mello Act Compliance Review for tha damalition and construction of a singie-
family dwslling in the Coastal Zons.

The project is categorlcally exampt from the California Environmantal Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to ENV 2018-2382-CE per Articla |, Section 1, Class 3, Catagory 1 cf the City of Los
Angelas CEQA Guidslines.

The project approval is basaed upen the attached Findings, and subjact to the attachad Conditions
of Approval;
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1.

(&)

10.

11.

Except as medified hersin, the project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and
matarials submitted by the Applicant, stamped "Exhibit A," and attached to tha subjact case
file. No change to the plans will be mads without prior review by the Department of City
Planning, Plan Implementation Divislon, and written approval by the Director of Planning.
Each changa shall ba identified and Justiflad In writing. Minor deviations may be allowad in

order to comply with the provislons of ths Los Angeles Municipal Cede or the project
conditions,

. Al other use, height and area regulatlons of the Municipal Code and all othar applicable

government/regulatory agencies shall ba strictly complied with In the development and use of
the praparty, except as such regulations are hersin specifically varied or required.

Dansity. A maximum densily of ¢pe single-family dwelling per lot shall be permitlad, as
restrictad by LAMC Saction 12.08. The praoposed project will maintaln one single-family
dwslling unit cn the propery.

Helght. The subject project features both flat and varied roofiines; portions of tha structurs
with flat rooflines shall be limitad to a haight of 25 feat and portions with varied rooflines shall
ba limltad to a haight of 3Q fest; height is measurad from tha centerfine of Cloy Avenue to the
highast point of the rool. The portions of the proposed single-famlly dwalling with a flat roof
ara 23 feat in haight while partiens with a variad roofline are 30 feet in height.

Parking and Acesas. As shown in "Exhibit A" and as approved by the Depariment of Bullding
and Safaly, the subject projact shall provids three parking spaces onsits; twe covered and
one uncovared guast spaca, All vahicle access shall bs from the rear alley.

Roof Structures. The Roof Accsss Structura (RAS) Is limlted to a haight of 40 faet, maasured
from ths centerline of Cloy Avenue to tha top edge of the RAS. Tha area within the outside
walls shall be minimized and shall not exceed 100 squara feet as maasurad from the outside
walls. Chimnays, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafls and other similar devices essantial for
buflding function may not exceed the maximum height by more than & faet.

Roof Deck, Railings usad on the proposad rooftop dack shall bs of an opan design and shall
be limited to a height of 42 Inches.

Mo deviaiiarns frorm the Venice Coastal Specific Plan have besn requested or approved hecein,
All applicabla provisions of the Speclfic-Plan ghall be complied with, aa further noted in DIR-
2017-386-VS0,

1

Outdoar lighting shall be designed and installad with shlalding so that light does not overflow
into adjacent residantial properiies.

All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface to
which it [ appliad within 24 hours of Its sccurranca.

A copy of the first pags of thls grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this
grant and its resultant Conditlons and/or leftters of clarlflcation shall be printed on the building
plans submitted to the Davelopment Services Center and the Dspartment of Building and
Safaty for purposes of having a building permli lasued.

DIR-2016-4357-COP-MEL

Paga 2 of 19
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Prior {o the sign-off of plans by tha Development Servicas Center, the applicant shall submit
the plana for review and approval to tha Fire Department. Said Departmant's approval shall
ba includad in tha plans submitted to the Davelopment Services Center,

Prior to the commancement of site excavatlon and construclion activities, construction
schadule and contact Information for any inquirles regarding construction activitias shall be
provided to residants and property ownars within a 100-foot radius of the project site. The
contact infarmatlon shall include a construction manager and a telephane numher, and shall
be posled on the site in a manner, which is readily visible to any interastad party.

Prior to tha |ssyance of any parmits, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to comply with
all the tarms and conditiona esgtablished herein shall be recorded In the County Recordar's
Office. The agreament (standard master covenant and agresmant form CP-8770} shall run
with the larid and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or asslgna. The agreemant
with the conditions attached must ba submltted to the Devalopment Services Canler for
approval before being recorded. After recordation, a cartifiad copy bearing the Recorders
number arid data shall be provided to tha Zoning Administrator for attachmant to the subject
case fils. |

Administrative Conditlons

15.

18.

17.

18,

15,

Final Plans. Prlor to the [ssuance of any building psrmits for the project by the Department of
Building ahd Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awalting
Issuance of a bullding permit by the Departmant of Building and Safaty for final review and
approval by the Dapartmant of City Planning. Al plans that are awalting lssuance of a bullding
permit by the Department of Bullding and Safety shall be stampad by Department of City
Planning staff “Final Plans', A copy cf the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall be
ratained in the subject case fila.

Notatlons on Plans. Plans submittad o the Daparimant of Building and Safety, for tha
purpose of proecessing a building parmit application shall include all of the Conditions of
Approval hergin altached as a cover shest, and shall includa any medifications or notations
required hersin,

Approval, Varlfication and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantses or verification
of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be requlred by the subject conditions,
shall be provided to the Departmeant of City Planning prior to clearance of any building parmits,
for placament In the subject fila.

Cnds Qoﬁpllanca. Use, arsz, height, and yard ragulaticns of the zone classiflcation of the
subjact property shail be compliad with, except whera granted conditlons differ hareln,

Department of Building and Safaty. The granting of this detsrmination by the Director of
Planning dees not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los
Angales Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Cods). Any corractions and/or modifications to
plans made subsequent to this detarminaticn by a Department of Building and Safaly Plan
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior dasign or appearance of the project as
approved by the Diractor, and which are desmed necessary by the Department of Building
and Safety for Bullding Cede compllance, shall require a raferral of the revised plans back to
the Depariment of City Planning for additional ravlaw and sign-off prior to tha issuance of any
parmlt in cannection with those plans.

DIR-201€-4357-COP-MEL Page 3 of 19
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20, Condition Compliance. Compliance with thasa conditions and the Intent of these conditicns

shall be lo the satisfaction of tha Department of Clly Planning and/for the Deparlmant of
Building and Safety.

21. Indemnification and Ralmburssment of Litigation Costs,

Applicant shall do all of the following: ‘ 5

(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmlsss tha Clty from any and all actions against the Clty
relating to or arising out of, in whole or in par, the City's processing and approval of this
entitlamant, including but not limited to, an action to attack, chaﬂenge set aside, void,
or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlerment, the environmental review
of the entitlemant, or the approval of subseguent parmit declsicns or to claim personal
property damage, including from Inverse condamnation or any other constitutional claim.

(i) Rsimburse tha City for any and all costa Incurrad in defenss of an actlon related to or
arlsing out of, In whole or in part, the City's procsssing and approval &f the entltlamant,
including but not limited to paymant of all court costs and attorney's fe2s, costs of any
judgments or awards against the City (Including an award of altorney's fees), damages,
and/or seltlemant costs.

(iiiy Submit an inltial dzposit for the City's litigation casts to the City within 10 days’ netice of
the City tandering defanas to the Applicant and requesting a deposlt. Tha initial deposit
shall ba in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sala discrstion, based on
the nature and scope of actlon, but In no event shall the initial deposit ba lass than
£30,000. Tha City's failura to notice or collect the danosit does not relisve the Applicant
fram respansibility te reimburse tha City pursuant ta the requirament in paragraph (ii).

{iv) Submit supplemental deposits upen notice by the City, Supplamantal deposits may bs
regulrad in an increasad amount from ths initial deposit if found necessary by the City
to protect the City's intarssts. Tha City's failura {o notice or collect the deposlt doas not
relisva the Appncant from rasponsibility to raimburse tha City pursuant to the
raquiremant in paragraph (ii). :

(v) If the City datermines |t necessary to protact the Cily's Intarest, exacute an indemnity
and reimburzement agresment with the Clty under terms consistent with the
raquirements of this condition, i

45 |
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable perlod of time of its recaipt of any action
and tne City shall cooperala in the defanse. If tha Clty fails to notify the applicant of any claim,
action, or procaading In a reasonabla time, or If the City fails to reasonably cooperata in the

defensa, the appllcant shall not thareaftar ba responsible to dsfend, Indemmfy or hold
harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choosa its counsel, including the City Attamsy's office or
outside counssl. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at Its own. expense In tha
dafanse of any action, but such partleipation shall nat relisve the applisant of any obligation
imposed by this condition, In the evant the Applicant fails to cemply with this condition, in
whole or in part, the City may withdraw Its defanse of the action, vold Its; approval of the
antittement, or take any other actlen. The City ratains the right to make all daclsions with
raapect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent fight to abanden
or settla litigation. ;

For purposss of this condition, tha fallowing definitions apply:

DIR-2018-4357-COP-MEL Paga 4 of 19
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"City" shall be defined to Include the City, its agsnts, officars, boards, commissions,
committees, employaes, and velunteers,

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, procesdings (including those held under
altarnative dispute rasolution procadures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includses aclions,
as definad herein, alleging failure to comply with any fedaral, stats or local law.,

Nothing in the definitions Includad in this paragraph are Intandad to limlt the rights of the City
or tha obligations of the Applicant otherwlse creatad by this conditlon.

DIR-2016-4357-COP-IEL

Paga 50f 19

9/ 28



J2017 D4:33 BM 3103019791 PAGE. 1

RECEIVED 04/03/2017 16:04 5133073750 LUK & GLUSHDH

(=]

BACKGROUN

The subjact site, 2334 South Cloy Avenue, Is a ralatively flat, rectangular, interior lot with a width
of about 40 feat and depth of about 90 faat; with a total lot area of apprommateiy 3,600 square
faat. Sltuated in a neighborhood known by locals as the “Silver Trlangle”, the property fronts Cloy
Avenue to tha wast and abuts an unnamed allay to the eaat. Te the north and sauth of the property
are single-family dwsllings. The nsighborhood is zoned R1-1 and propérties immadiatsly
surrounding the property ara developad with ona and two-stary, single-family dwellings. The
proparty Is located within the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Cotrider Specific Plan, Venica
Coastal Zone Specific Plan (Southeast Venice Subarsa), a Calvo Exclusion Araa, Methana Buffar
Zong, Liquafaction Zone, and Tsunaml Inundation Zene. The sita is within 5.7 kllcme!ﬂrs from the
Santa Monica Fault.

The applicant reguests a Coastal Davelopmant Permit authorizing the construction of a 3,658
squara-foot, two-story, 30 fast-inshelght, single-family dwelling with a two-car garage and a
rooftop dack en residential lot within tha single parmit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zona.
An additional parking space is provided bshind the garags, rasulting in a lotal of threa parking
spacss. In addition, the project is subject to review for compliance with the Mallo Act.

Clay Avenusa is a daslgnated Local Strast with & right-of-way width of 60 fest and developed to a
roadway width of 38 feet. Wilson Avanus s improved with an asphalt roadway, gutter, curb, and
sidawalk.

Mildrad Avenye is a deslgnated Local Straet with a right-of-way width of 60 faet and developed
to a roadway width of 36 feet. Mildrad Avenue is improvad vnth an asphalt roadway, gutter, curb,
and sidawalk.

(Ur*mmgd) Allsy is a dasignated allay with a width of 15 feﬂt Vehicla access, to the propasad
garage is provided from tha allay.

Pravious zoning ralated actions on the site/in the area ipe dF-'.

DIR-2015-2912-COP-SPP-MEL ~ On Decembar ﬁ2 2018, the D1ractor of Planning
spproved a coastal davelopment permit, preject permit compliance review, and Mallo Act
campliance raview for the consatruction of a three-story duplex withinthe dual permit
juriadiction of tha Coastal Zong, located at 217 E. Vénfca Boulevard.

ZA-2015-813-CDP-MEL, - On January 29, 20186, Ha “Zoning Administrator approved a
coastal development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of a
singla-family dwelling and construction of a two-story, 3,503 square-foot single-family
dwalling with an attachad two-car garage within the slngle jurisdiction of the Coastal Zona,
located at 644 E. Sunsgat Boulevard.

-637-COP-8PP-MEL ~ On January 21, 2016 the Zoning Admm?strator approved
a coastal davelopment permit, project parmt compliance review, and Melo Act
compligrice ravlawTor the dematifion of a sing'e-family dwelling and the construction of a
new threa-story singls-family dwelling with a roof deck end attached gardge In the RW1-
1-0 Zons within the dual permit jurisdiction of the Califarnia Coastal Zone, located at 232
E. Linnie Canal.

ZA-2014-4517-CDP-8PP-MEL — On December 22, 2015, the Zoning Administrator
approved a coastal development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the
demalition of a single-famlly dwelling and construction of a two-story, 3,388 square-foot

DIR-2016-4357-COP-MZL Page 6 of 19
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single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage within tha dual permit jurisdiction
of the Coastal Zone, located at 2918 Sanborn Avenue,

ZA-2014-1088-COP-ZAA-MEL — On April 8, 2015,:the Zoning Adminlstrator approved a
coaslal development permit and Mallo Act compliance review for the demaclition of a
duplex and construction of a two-unit condominium within the dual permit jurlsdiction of
ihe Coastal Zone, locatad at 454 E. South Venica Boulevard.

DIR-2008-4534.SPP-MEL ~ On January 28, 2008} the Director of Planning approved a
spaclfic plan project permit compliance and a NM o Act compliance raview to allow the
conatruction of a 5,400 squars-foot single-family d elnng with a basement and attached

garags on a vacant lot within the dual permit jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, locatad at
147 Via Marina.

Public Hearings

A public hearing was hald by a hearing officer at on March 8, 2017 at 1:00 p.m., at the West Los
Angalas Municipal Building, $acond Floor Hearing Room, 1845 Cerinth Avanue, Los Angeles,
CA 90025. The applicant, applicant's reprasastatives, Coum:\l Distrlct 11 rapresentative, and
approximately 12 mambers of tha-pUblic attandad the mesting.

Kevin McCauley, the applicant and buildar, talked about his intention to live on the property and
briafly summarizad the scope of work. Ha mentlcned ha ls a resident of Venice and ralsed his
daughtars in that area. Ha balieves keeping in acala is Important and a3 such has not rsquested
variances, Argording to Mr, McCauley, tha property is not anclosed in tall fanging but rather open
to engendsar ® neighborhood feel. Ha says the project w*ll presarve vegelation and use mixed

materials. Lasily, ke states that that the overall living spage Is 3,100 syuare fset, which Is below
tha allowable 5,000,

Jsfferson Sehiarbeak, the applicant's representative, shuwed height randerings of existing homas
near tha subject proparty to illustrata that the proposed pre]=ct Is not out of scale with the current
built anvlronmant He mentionad that the roof la pitched back to minimizs obstruction.

Justin Hackman, a Vanica reaident, spoke In support of the project. He commented on the open
deslgn of the davelopment,

Michaal Tutalian, a mambar of the public, applauded t"melmaas and scale of the dasign, saying
that it fitz with the neighborheod.

Austin Patars, a member of the publis, said he enjoys how the scale of the building is pitched
back. He commended the mixad materiala usad fer the frontage and plant preservation.

Stacy Fong, a residant of Venice, asked tc know the mawlmum allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
of the neighborhood. While acknowladging that the applicaﬂt has beesn sensltive to the
neightorhood, she said the project doas net fit with the area. Sha is seeking assuranca that
davelopsrs are not cutting comers, and that everything corrp||=s with the specific plan. She is
concerned that the houss is built for speculation. She says that people in her nelghborhood enjoy
the quist atmcsphare. She expressad concarn about ’smpacts to parking and.traffic.

The applicant raspofided by reaffirming that he intends to faise his family and live In the proposed
heme. He-gaid he complies with all regulations, Ha mentioned the homes he builds have charactsr

and are specifically designed with the neighborhood In mind. FAR was clarified to be three timea
tha buildable area. The bullding is at roughly 80% of the allowabla flocr area. '

IR-2016-4357-COP-MEL
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Michag! Hackman, spoka in support of the project. He sald he was impressed that the project has

scaled back from what Is by-right. Ha stated the builder is very thoughtful with respact lo sizs,
sethacks and trass. |

Ted Tannenbaum, a Venlce residant, commentad on prewous stataments on how the projaci floor
area |s below the allowable arsa. He sald that just bacause a project Isn't bullt out to its maximum
velums does not mean it Is a good projact, Mr, Tannenbaum does not opposa the project, but
cautions that such comparisons could be applled to a fallaclous degrea.

Ray Mattson, a Vanice rasident, said he has livad In Venlee for over 40 yaars and Is concerned
about the influx of thres-story homas, ;

The applicant respondad to the concems; he said that he wants to bulld something attractive
regardlass of the allowable ficer area. Ha also said height limits will be raspacted.

No additional comments were said at the hearing.
gggr[gggonggnce

An emall datad February 20, 2017 from Janet Lent, a Venicé resident, stated concerns about the
size of the proposad davelopment. She Is concemed about variances, although It Is notad that no
variances are requested. As 8 leng-tima Venstian, Ma. Lant Is worrled about rising helghts of
newly built homes In the coramunity, In her email, she sﬁaaks against the expending squara
foatags of new housas and says it directly biocks light, alr, and views. Sha says in her email, "[|f
these multl-bedreom houses bacome rentar occupied, shart-term or otherwlse, there cauld be
significantly more neighborhocd danslty, traffic, and siraas’'on our arclant nelghborhood sewer
system.”

A |etter dated Fabruary 20, 2017, from Ethan B. Liptan, a Veruca rasident, stating that the mass,
scals, and charactar of the proposead preject is not alignad Wwith that of the exlsting streetscape
Mr. Llptcn said in his letter thal "71% of homas hers are fiftsen hundrad squars fest or less” and
cautions that overdevelopment may lead to nagative outcomes.

]

An email receivad February 22, 2017 from Vanica raaident Judy Esposito veleed concerns about
the size and character of tha propased home. Ms. Espositd objacta to allowing developers build
large homes, citing negative impacts to the community at large. Another email receivad March 6,
2017 reltaratad similar apprahensions. She requests that thq proposed prejact ba raducad In size.

An email received on February 22, 2017 from Barnard Mendoza Venice resident, objects ta the
proposed project because of Its size. Spacifically, ha Is concemad about the scaling effects of a
larger home Judaposad with a smaller ona. He is waary of tha Impact of profit-driven interests on
tha nalghborhood In his email ha writes how satting a pracedant of tall bulldings will diminish the
quality of lif2 for the community. He requests that the appllcant B request for entittaments be
rejactad.

An email racaivad on February 22, 2017 from Frank Dardrio a Venlee rasldant, opposed the
proposed projact on the basis of siza and scale, He mc!uded photcs In his emall which suggest
that the existing homes In the area are modast, one-atory dws!llngs Mr. Defurio cited statistics to
illustrate how existing homes ars notably smaller in aquara foctage than the proposed property.
Ha raquests that this development be downsized.

A letlar received on March 1, 2017 from Venice resident i:Ray Mattson voicad abjactlon to the
proposed project. He states that a three-story, 3,172 square-foot home is out of character for the
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Silver Triangle area. In Mr. Mattson's letter, ha mentions Ordinance S and expressed disapproval
of invastors and davelopers profiting at the expansa of thé community.

A lattar receivad on March 1, 2017 from Venice rasldant Terry Sldall stated concerns about tha
siza of tha davalopment. Ha statas that tha character of the nelghborhood had been centared on
small housas and an ethos of diversity. He says that nawer, largar homes have led to a loss of
charactar for tha nelghborhood. He writas in his letter, "While | do not wish to cause a financial
hardship to the developer, | would request that the dasign have a strest-friendly” profils and a .
footprint more befitting the scale of a less-than-2600-square-foot lot."

A leitar raceivad on Mareh 13, 2017 from Venice residént Kennales Mattson objected to the
developmant, citing the following reasons: A thraa-stery home that |s 3,172 square faot Is out of

. character for the Sliver Triangle; the proposad devslopmient aims to clrf:um\.'c-ﬂ[ regulations by
szeking approval before tha vote for Maasure 8, traffic and congastion will worsen as a result of
everbuilding. A phote was attached to show Ms. Mattson's view across the allay to illustrate how
a 30 feot house would be talier than tha tree.

A letter raceived on March 13, 2017 frem Venica ragidant Ed Gullan objactnd to tha davelopment,
citing the following raasons: A three-story home that Is 3/172 squara feet is out of character for
the Silver Triangle; the proposed davalopment aims to circumvent ragulations by seaking
approval hefore the vote for Measurs S; fraffic and congestion will worsen as a result of
everbuilding,

Mo othar corraspondanca waa racalved,

DIR-2016-4357-CDP-MEL Page 9o/ 19
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FINDINGS
!
i

In order for a coastal devalopment parmit to be grantad all of the requisite findings maintained in
Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made In tha affirmalive.

1.

Tha davelopmant is in conformity with Chaptar 3 of tha Callfornia Coastal Act of
1976,

The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit autharlzing the demolition of an
exlsting single-family rasidence and the construction of a new three-story, 3,658 square-
foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garags, rooftop deck, and swimming
_paal. within tha single permit jurisdiction of the Califarnia Coastal Zane. Thé project alss
requiras a Mello Act Compliance review. The applicant does not request any deviations
from the Los Angelss Municipal Coda with respect to raquired parking, bullding helght,
aatbacks and floor areas.

Chaptar 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that addrass the Impact of davelopmant
on public services, infrastructure, tha anvironment and significant rasourcas, and coastal
access. Applicanle provision are as follows:

Saction 30211 requiras that the new development shall not intarfars with the public’s right
of access to the sea. The development is locatad approximately 0.80 milas away from tha
sheraline and doss not share a right of way to the Pacific coast; thus, the davelopment
will not Intarfere with the public's right of access to the ocean. The slta is located far
enough from any coastal access points to reasonably assuma that public access to the
gea will not be affected. Other lots in the area are similarly developed with single-family
residances.

Section 30221 states that recreational use and development shall be protected. The
proposad development Ig lecated in a residential neighborhood and doas net adjain any
racreation and visitor serving facilities, As such, the development will not result In any
adverse Impacts on such facilitlas.

Section 30230 states thal marine resourcas shall bs maintained, enhanced, and whers
feasible, rastorad, The proposad development doss not affect any marine resourcas, such
as fisheries, minarals, and gasss. The development is well above the high Uds lina and
will net have any Identifiable effect en the Pacific Ocean. The subject property does not
hava diract accass to any water or baach so no dredging, filllng or diking of coastal waters
or wellands is requirad, There Is no commercial fishing of recreational boating on or
acdjacent to the property.

Sactlon 30240 states that environmentelly sensitive habitat araas shall be protected.
Environmentally sensliive habitats are areas whera plant or animal life are either rara or
especially valuable bacause of their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and which
could he easily disturbed or degraded by human activitles and developments. No rare
plant or animal lif2 i3 Known to exist within the property and surrounding area. The
proposad davelepment s limited to the lot line boundaries of tha private property in an
area that is improved with slngle-family dwellings. Dus to thase confines, the projzct will
have no significant impact on the sensitive habitat arsas and wetlands.

Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potentiel impacts on
archaological or paleontological resaurces. The project consists of the demolition of an
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axisting residential structure and construction of a new two-story single-family dwaelling.
Mo grading Is raquired becausa tha earth onsite is flat. The subject sita is not located within
an arga with known Archaaological or Paleontological Resources. However, if such
resources ara later discovered during excavatlon or grading activities, the project is
subjact to compllance with Federal, State and Local regulations already In place,

Saction 30250 stales thal new development shall be lacated in arsas able to
acccmmodate it, areas with adequate public services, and In areas whers such
davelopment will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal resources. Tha proposed
dgvalopment Is lo¢ated in the single permit jurisdiction araa of the California Coastal Zona.
The proposad projact I8 |ogatad in an urhan resldential neighborhood developad with
aimilar single-family dwellings. Currantly, the site coniains a one-story single-famlly
dwelling to be demolished and replaced with a lwo-siory single-family dwelling. The
proposed dansity of one unit per lot complies with tha R1-1 zone and land usa dasignation.
The profect Is located withln an existing davelopad area and will be comparable In size,
scala and use with the developed arsa, The property provides access for emergancy
vehicles on Cloy Ava, with an actual width of 50 fast. Sufficlent parking and satbacks
raquired by local zoning and building and safety requirements are providad. The lot will be
devslopad with a singla-family dwalling that maintalns connections and access to all public
sarvices typically requlred for residential uses, Including water and sewage, waste
disposal, gas, and elactricity. Bacause the projact is replacing one existing single-family
home with anather, the development will not overload the capacity of public sarvices,
Therefors, the proposad devalopment will be adequately sarviced and will not have a
significant adversa Impact on coastal resourcas,

Sgction 30251 stales the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considsrad
and protectad as a resource of public importance, Permifted devan’opment shall be sited
and dasigned to profect visws,to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to
minimizz the altaration of natural fand farms, to be visually compatible with the character
of surrounding areas, and, whars faasibis, to restors and enhance visual quality In visually
degradad areas. Tha subjact site and surrounding area are relatively flat with no views to
and aleng tha ocean; no natural land forme will be altersd as part of the project. The
property is not located alang a bluff with views to the Pacific Ocean. The project proposes
the construction of a new three-story single-family dwelling and an attached garage. The
subject sita s situated on CTley AVENUS T a nerghbarhood zoned R1-1. The exlsting
residential structuras within 100 faet are comprised of mostly ona-story and two-story
structurzs. To mainiain visual camputability with the neighbeorhood, the projsct is designed
with a roof access structure pitchad back to reduce visibility. The use of mixed materials
is used to soften the appearancs of tha structure. Per the applicant, the existing dwslling
onsita is not well-maintainad; conatruction of a new single-family home would snhance the
visual quality of the lot and the naighborhoad at large. Aa statad by the applicant, "Venice
is an aclectic area with a mixture of traditional and contemporaty architectura. 2334 Cloy
aima work within that assthetic and to he consciantioys of the impact of its front elevation
by keeping the front raof edgs as low as pessible (for two stariss) sloping away fram tha
street and also breaking up the front facada with rmaterial choices darived from tha
traditlonal (wood slding) and contamporary (plastar glass and steal) matarlals in the
naighborhood. The house Is open toward the sirest giving it a much mora friendly and
neighkorly aspect and pulls back at the living area to give mora area to the front yard.”

Saction 30252 states that new davelopment should malntain and enharica public access
to the coast. The projact proposes the damalition of a single-family dwalling and
construction of a new single-family dwelling in its place. The subject sita la located within
a residentlal naighborhoed 0.B0 miles northeast of the Paciflc ghereline, The projsct
providas three onsite parking spaces. No permanent structures wlll eract within the public
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right-of-way and public accass to the coast will nat be obstructed.

Section 30253 raquires naw devalapment fo minimize risks to lifa and property in areas of
high geclogic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize Impacts along bluffs and clif’s, and protect
spacial communities and neighborheods that are papular visltor destinalion points for
racreational uses. The property i3 locatad within 5.7 kilometers from the Santa Monica
Fault, liquefaction zone, methana buffer zone, and tsunami inundation zone. Therefore,
tha project Is will comply with Zening, Building, and Fire Safety Code complianca
measures and raquirements thal will minimize risks to life and proparty in hazard areas,

The projsct is not locatad by a bluff and is not dirsctly adjacent to any popular visltor
dastinations.

As conditionad, the proposed project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California
Coastal Act. Tha rasulting single-family home will have no advarse impacts on public
accass, recreatlon, public viaws or the marine envircnmant, since tha slte Is within a
davalopad residential area located mora than ona mile away from the shoreline. Tha
preject will nelthar interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline or baach. Thare will be no
dredging, filling or diking of coastal waters or watlands, and there are no-sensitive habitat
areas, archagologlcal or paleontological rasources ldsnhfad on the site. The proposead
project will not block any deslgnated public access views,

The development will not prejudice the ahlllty of the Clty of Los Angeles to prepars
a logal coastal program thet s in confarmity with Chaptar 3 of tha California Coastal
Act of 1978,

Coastal Act Saction 30604(a) atatas that prior to the certification of a Local Coastal
Program ("LCP"), & coastal development parmit may only be issued if a finding can be
made that tha proposed developmant is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
Tha Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (*LUP") was certlfied by the California Coastal
Commisslon on June 14, 2001; however, tha nacassary Implamentation crdinances wars
not adopted, The City is in the inltial stages of preparing the LCP; pricr to Its adoption the
guldalinas contained in the certifisd LUP aras advisory.

As discussed, the projsct consists of the development of a two-story, single-famlly dwalling
with a roofiop deck an a lot Within the Southeast Venice Subarea. The subject site [s zoned
R1-1 with a General Plan Land Usa Designation of Low Rasidential.

The following ara applicabla policies from tha Venlcs Local Coaatal Land Use Plan:

Policy LA.1 idantifies ganeral residantial development standards regarding roof access
structures and lot cansolidation restrictions. The project proposas a roof acgess structure
that Is 100 gquara feat In area, meaaurad from tha extarior walls and is lesa than 10 fast
in helght. The project is limited te the davelopmant of one lot.

Policy |.A.2 and Policy LA.3 deseriba the intention {o prétarva s?ﬁg( mily neighborhoads
and allow for infill davelopment, provided that it ns compatible with and malntalns the
density, character, and acale of the existing dsvalapmant The proposed single-family
dwelling serves to infill the R1-1 zoned area and is in compliance with the density and
development standards sst forth in the LUP.

Policy 1L.A.4 outlines density and davelopment standards for areas de&gnaied for single-
famlly dwellings. The project conslsts of the construetion of one naw single- famﬂy dwelling
on one lot, and complizs with the raquirement of one unit per 3,000 of lot arga. The haight
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of the single-family Hema ranges from 23 to 30 feel but is below the maximum hsight with
respect to roof type. The raquirad side, front, and rear yards will be maintained as no
adjustmonts or variances are requastad in conjunctlon with the proposed projact.

Policy I.A.3 outlings the Parking Raquirements for the project: single-family dwellings on
a lot greater than or equal to 35 faetin width (if adjacent to an alley) ara raquired to provide
three parking spacas; the singla-family dwelling Is on a ot 40 feet in width and will provide
three parking spacas onsite: two spaces covared and one space uncovered

The proposed two-story single-family dwalling ls consistent with the policies of the Land
Use Plan and tha standards of the Spacific Plan and will not prsjudice.the ability of the

City to prepaie a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chaptar 3 of the California
Coastal Act.

The Intarprative Guldalinas for Coastal Planning and Parmits as establishad hy tha
Californla Coaatal Commisslon datad February 11, 1877 and any subsaquant
amendmsnts tharato have bheen reviewad, analyzad and consliderad In light of the
Individual project In making this-determinafion. '

The Los Angeles County Intarpretative Guidalinas ware adoptad by the California Coastal
Cummission (October 14, 1880) to supplement the Statewide Guidelines. Both regional
and slatawida guidelines, pursuant to Section 30520 (b) of the.Coastal Act, are designed
to asslat loca! governments, the ragicnal commisslons, the commisaion, and persons
subject to the provisions of this chaptar in deterrmining how tha policies of this division
shall be appliad to the coastal zone prior to the certificatlon of a local coastal program,

As statad in the Reglonalinterpratative Guidalines, the quidzlines are Intendsd to be usad
“in a flexible manner with considacstion for local*and raglonal conditions, individual project
parameters and constraints, and individual and cumulativa impacts on coastal resaurces.”
In addition to the Reglonal Intarpretative Guldalings, the policlea of Venlcs Local Coaatal
Program Land Usa Plan (the Land Usa Plan was certified by the Coastal Commission on
Juns 14, 2001) have been raviewad and conslderad,

The Reglonal Intarpretive Guldelinas have been revlawad and the proposed project is
conalstant with the requiremeants for ihe Southsast Venice Subarea; the projsct alsg
compligs with the palicies of the LUP and other applicabla provisions of the Spacific Plan.
The number of dwelling units on tha subject property will not excead the maximum
allowad. The required three parking spaces per dwelling unlt will be:provided in the
altached two-car garage and unenclosad carport. Mo deviation from the front yard satback
raquiramant was requaestad as part of the project. The proposed building is set back 18
fast from the front property line. The height of the propossd project doas not exceed 30
fast in portions with a varied rocf and 25 fast for portions with a flat reof. The projact is not
expecied to affact the scenlc and visual quality of tha coastal area since it is located in a
relatively flat area more than 0.8Q miles inland. Visually, the proposed project will he
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Furthermore, the proposed project
will not alter any natural land farms. As such, the proposad projact, as conditionad, is
consistant with tha Regional Interprative Guidelines.,

The decision of the parmit granting authorlty has baen guldad by any appllcabls
decislon of tha Callfernla Coastal Commiasion pursuant to Section'30825(c) of tha
Public Resourcss Code, which provides that prlor dacisions of the Coastal
Commlssion, whare applicabla, shall guide local govarnments In their actions In
carrying out thelr raaponsibility and authority under the Coastal Act of 1878,
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The projsct consists of the developrent 1o* 2 two-story Jethdia-family dwelling with a
roeftop deck. The new residentlal structure adas ot confiag With prior decisions of the

Coaslal Commission. The Coastal Commissiarecntly apdidved the following projects
in the Venice Coastal Zone;

- In February 2017 the Cemmission approved a coastal developmant parmit for the
damalition 6f a ona-story singla-family home and the construction of a two- storv, 2,702
square-feot single-family dwalling with &n aftachad fwe-car garage and roofiap deck
on & lot tocated at 3021 Stanfard Ave (Application Nao. 5-15-0685). :

- In Cctober 2016, the Commission approved & coastal davelopment permit fc;r the
aonstruction of a thraa-story, 4,7037 square-foot singlefamily dwelling with an

attached three car garagz and rooftop dack on a vacant ot losatzd af 2708 Ocean
Front Walk (Applicaticn MNo. 5-15-0088).

- In February 2016, the Commission anprovad a coastal develogment permit for the
partial demolitian, Intarior remodsal, and addition to an existing single-family dwalling,
resulting in a 2,243 squsra foof, two -atory, 25-foot 4-Inch structurs located at 219

Howland Canal {Apphcauun No. 5-15-1220).

- dn Auguat 2015, the Commisalen approved an Adminlatrativa Permit for a 1,152
squara-foct sacand-story addition  (approximataly 28 fest tall) to an exlsting sing!s-
family dwelling, locatad at 513 287 Avenue (Application Ma 5-15-0784),

- InAuqust 2015, the Commission approved an Administrative Permit for the demolition
ef a single-family residence and construction of a_3-stary 28-feot tall single-family
dwelling locatad at 28 30" Avenus (Application Mo, 5-15-0634).

- In duly 2015, the Commissicn approved an Administrative Parmit fcrtha demelition of
4 s:ngie-iamnl; dwelling and the construction cf a threg-story (35- faot) two-unit
condominium providing a tetal of four parking spaces, located at 438 E. South
Boulavard {(Application Mo, 5-15-0310).

As such, this dscision of the permit granting authority has bean guldad by applicable
decislons of tha Calfornia Coastal Commission pursuant to Saction 30625(¢) of the Public
Resources Cods, which provides that pricr dacisions of the Coastal Commission, where

applicable, shall guide local governmenta in their actions in carrying out thelr rasponaibility
and authority undar tha Coastal Act of 1876.

Tha dewvalopmant is not located batwsen the nearsst publlc road and the ssa or
shoraline of any body of water locatad within the coastal zona, and the davelopmont
Iz in conformity with the public accass and publle racreation policles of Chaptar 3
of tha Callfornla Coastal Act of 1978,

Section 30210 of tha Coastal Act statea tha following in regards to public access:

In carrying out the rzguirement of Secticn 4 of Articlz X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously postad, and recreational
opportunitias shall be provided for all the peopla consistent with public safaty neads
and the need to protact public rights, right of privata proparty ownars, and natural
resources from overuse,
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Saction 30211 cf the Coastal Act states the following In regards to public recreation
policlas:

Devalopment shall not Intarfare with the public’s right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or lsgislativa authorlzation, including, but not limitad to, the
use of dry sand and rocky coaslal beaches to the first lina of terrastrial vegetation,

The subject proparty is locatad appraximately 0.80 miles from the Pacific coast. The
project could have a cumulative affact on public access to the coast if it fesulted in a loas
of on-straet parking spaces or did not provide adequate parking for the dwelling. The
existing single-family dwelling has a one-car garage which Is accessad from a driveway
on Cloy Avenua. The projact shall include thres parking spaces — two parking spaces will
ba localad in a garage and one uncoverad space in the back vacd, all accessad from the
alley. By Increasing parking capaecity and relocating vahicle traffic from Cloy Avenuae to the
allay, the project enhances the public right of way, As propasad, the projeét will nol conflict
with any public access or public racreation policies of the Coastal Act,

8. An appropriate environmental ¢claarance unday the California Environmeantal Qualizy
Act has baen grantad. '

A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2016-4358-CE, has bean prepared for the proposad
project consistant, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act and the
City CEQA Guldelines. The project proposes the construction of a new, 3,658 squars-faot
dwelling unit with an attached two-gar garaga along with an additlanal parking space
behind the garage. Tha Categorical Exemption prepared for tha proposed project is

appropriate pursuant ta Article [ll, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1 of the City's CEQA
Guidelines.

Tha Class 3 Catagory 1 catagorical examption allows for constructionjand location of
limitad numbers of new, small facilitias or structures; installation of smallinew equipment
and facilities In small structuras; and the convarsion of existing small structures from ona
use to anothar where anly minor medifications are made in the extariar of the structure;
this Includes one single-family rasidence, or a sacond dwelling unit in a résldential zone.

Furthermors, the Exceptions oullined In the Stats CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 da
not apply to the project:

(a) Location. The prejactis not located in a sansifive environmant. Although the project
la within the Coastal Zone, the rasidential neighborhaod is net identified as an
environmantal resource. The proposad project s consistent with the scale and
uses proximata to tha araa. The subject site Is not located in a fault or flood zons,
nor is it within a fandslide area. Although tha project is locatad wilh[n a llquafaction
area and tsunami inundation zone, the projsct is subjact to compliancs with the

requiremants of the Building and Zening Code that outline standards for residential
construction. :

() Cumulativs Impact. Tha project ia consistent with the type of developmant
permitted for the area zoned R1-1 and designatad Low Residential use, The
proposed additlon of one naw dweliing unit will not exceed thresholds idsntified for

Impacts to the area (i.e. traffie, noise, etc.) and will not result In significant
cumulative impacts. .

(c) Significant Effect. A catsgoerical examption shall not be used for an actlvity whera
thera is a reasonable possibliity that the activity will have a signlficant sffact on the
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environment due to unusual circumstancas. Tha proposad projac'i consists of work

typieally to a resldential neighborheod, no unusual circumstances ars present or
forese=able.

(d) Scenic Highways. The project site is not located on or near a designatad stats
scanic highway.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sltas, The projact site Is not identified as a hazardous wasts sits
cr s on any list compiled pursuant to Saction 65862.5 of the Governmant Code.,

(f) Historical Resources. Tha sublect sita and existing slrumurei have not been
identified as a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the
projact is not listed on tha Natlonal or Californla Ragleter of Historic Places, or
identified as a Historic Cultural Monumant (HCM). Whils the sita'is approxlmatniy
1,500 faet northeast the historic Venice Canals, construction aciivities related to
the subjact project will nat have a noticeahls Impact on the watemva‘,r.

Tha project is detarminad to ba categorically exampt and deea not rsqulra mitigatlon or
monitoring maasures; no alternatives of the project wers evaluated. ! An appropriate
snvironmental clearance has been grantad.
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Molla Act Compliance Review

Pursuant to the City of Los Angales Intarim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the
Mallo Act, all Cenvarsions, Demalitions, and New Housing Davelopments must be identified in
orderto dstermme if any Affordanle Ramdentlal Units ars onsite and must be maintained, and if
the project is subject to the Incluslonary Residantial Units requirament. Accordingly, pursuant to
the sattlament agraemeant betwesn the City of Loa Angsles and the Venice Town Council, Inc.,
tha Barton Hill Nelghbarhood Qrganization, and Carcl Barman concerning implementation of the
Mello Act in the Coaslal Zone Portions of the City of Los Angslas, the findings are as follows:

7.

Damolltions and Gonverslons (Part 4.0). i

The project includes the demolition of an existing single-family dwalling locatad on a 4,799
square-foot lot In the Southeast Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone. A Mallo Act
Detsrmination issuaed by the Los Angesles Housing and Communl;ty Investment
Department (HCIDLA) datad January 31, 2017 states that the property currently malntains
ona gingle-family dwalling. The current ownar, MDB Silicon Beach Cloy Il Investors LLG,
acquired the property through transfer in Qctober 2016 fram a related company,
Avondale428 Investments LLC, who purchassd ths property from the Perlman Family
Exsmption Trust in March 2018, The property was transfarrad from Arncld Periman to the
Parlman Family Exemption Trust in April 2013,

The Datarmination from HCIDLA confirma that the current ownar kapt the propery vacant
from March 28, 2016 through December 23, 2016, Utility bllls show low usage during this
time, suggesting that the proparty had been vacant. Lease contracts from the pravious
owner warz submittad to confirm rent amounts. The total rant collected from Novamber
2014 through March 2016 was $80,400 and the proparty was rentad for 2B of the last 36
months, yislding an averaga rent of $2,157; which excesds tha low- incoma threshold.
HCIDLA concludad that no affordabls unit axlsts at te subject sits, based'on the fact that
the properly was rentad at market rate until it was sold to the new owner, and then sat
vacant. Therafors, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are propoesed for demolition or
conversion and ths anpllcant is not raquired to pravida any Affordabla Raplacement Unlts.
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TIME LIMIT — OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS

All terms and condilions of the Diractor's Detarmination shall be fulfilled before the use may be
established. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.25 A2, the Instant authorizatlon is further conditional
upen the privileges baing utilized within thrae years after the effactive date of this determination
and, if such privlleges are not utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physleal
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on dillgantly so that bullding parmits
do not lapaa, the authorlzation shall terminate and became void.

The applicant's altention is called to tha fact that thls grant is not a permlt or ticerise and that any
permits and licenses rsquired by law must be obtained from tha proper ipublic agancy.
Furthermers, If any condition of this grant Is vialated or not campllad with, then tha applicant or
his successor in intaresl may be prosacuted for vislating thess conditions the same as for any
vielation of the requiraments contained in the Municipal Gode, or the approval may be revokad.

Verifleatien of condition compilance with bullding plans and/er bullding permit 'applications are
done at the Developmant Senvices Center of the Depariment of City Planning at either Figueroa
Plaza in Downtown Los Angales or the Marvin Braude Conatituent Sarvice Center In the Vallay. |n
order to assure that you receive servics with a minlmum ameount of waliing, applicants are
encouraged to schedulz an appaintment with the Developmant Servicas Centarielther by calling
(213) 482-7077, (818) 374-5050, or through the Department of City Pf;anning wabsita
at http:/fcityplanning.lacity,org. The applicant Is furthar advisad to notify ‘any consultant
reprasanting you of this requirement as wall, '

Saction 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): "It shall be unlawful for any person to violata any
provision or fall to comply with any of the requiremants of thizs Code, Any person vialating any of
the provisions or failing ta comply with any of the mandatory raquirements of thls Coda shall bs
gulity of a misdameancr unlsss that viclation or fallure Is declared in that saction to be an
Infraction. Aninfraction shall be tried and be punishable ss provided In Section 1;9.6 of the Penal
Code and the provislons of this section. Any viclation of this Code that iz dasignated as a
misdemeanor may be chargad by tha City Attornay as either a misdemeanor or &n infraction.

Evary violation of this datermination s punishable as a misdemeanor unlsss provi?ion is otherwlsa
made, and shall be punishahle by a fine of not more than $1,000 cr by imprisonment In the County
Jail for a period of not mors than 2ix maonths, er by both a fine and imprisenmeant.”

TRANSFERABILITY

Thiz datarmination runs with the land. [n the avent the property is to be sold, 1eiased, rentad or
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them
ragarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval iz utilized, then all other

conditions and requirements sat forth hereln bacomea Immadiately operative and must be atrictly
chserved.

APPEAL PERIQD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The Diractor's datermination in this matter will becoma affactive after 10 days, unlsas an appeal
tharefrom is filed with the City Planning Depanment. It |s strongly advisad that appeals be flled
garly during the appaal perlod and In persan so that Imperfections/incompletaness may be
corrected befora the appeal perlod expires. Any appeal must bs filed on the prescribed forms,
accompanisd by the requirad fas, a copy of the Datarmination, and recelved and racoipted at a
public office of the Department of City Planning on or befora the above data or the appeal will not

be accepted. Forms are available on-lina at http://cltyplanning.lagity.org. Public offices are
located at:
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Figusroa Plaza Marvin Braude San Fernando
201 Narth Figuerea Street, Vallay Constituent Service Center
th Floor 6262 Van Nuys Baulsvard, Roem 251
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Van Nuys, CA 91401
(213) 482-7077 (818) 374-3050

Furthermors, this coastal developmant parmit shall be subjact to revocation as préuided in Section
12.20.2-J of tha Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by Section 30333 of the California
Public Resources Code and Section 13105 of the California Administrative Coda,

Providad no appeal has baen filed by the abovs-noted date, a copy of the pern{it will ba sant to
the California Coastal Comrmission. Unless ‘an appeal is filad with the Cﬁiifcmia Coastal
Commission before 20 working days have explired from the dats the City's datemmination Is
dasmed recelvad by such Commisslan, the City's action shall ke d=amed final, .

If you saek jucdicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Coda of Civil Procedure
Secticn 1094.5, the petition for-wrlt of mandate pursuant to that saction must be filed no later than
the 90th day following tha data cn which the City's dacision hacama final pursuant to California
Coda of Civil Procedure Saction 1084.6. There may be other tima limits which alse affect your
ability to seak judicial raviaw. '

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICF
Director of Planning

Approved by: Raviewed by
B T F\(ﬂ @} j-jd ,4:__. opmw —_—
rincipal City Fianner Debbia Lawranes, AICP, Senior Cly Planner
Reviewad by: Prepared by:

&MJ‘ :‘ Oﬁvww ’-/; 4 ‘Zﬁf{‘t‘ﬂw ﬂ'{'m"—"‘

Alam Choudhury, City Plannar cjlfh'/i!":j Jeﬁ\l_(‘ au’ Planning Aasistant

|off Krtau@lacity.org
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