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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Requesting Reconsideration of ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A

1 message

Rabbi Yonah Bookstein <rabbiyonah@gmail.com> Mon, Aug 30, 2021 at 6:25 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org
Cc: james.k.williams@lacity.org, oscar.medellin@lacity.org

To the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission,

I have read the August 27, 2021 letter from NASE's attorney, Amy Minteer, requesting that you please vote to reconsider
your August 18, 2021 decision on NASE's appeal of the West Pico Drill Site case (ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A). 


I am writing to you today to ask that you please reconsider your decision and reopen the case because of improper and
false statements that the ZA made at the appeal hearing, as proven by Ms. Minteer's letter. 


I cannot attend the September 1, 2021 meeting of the Commission to speak in public comment because I am in Poland,
and unable to synchronize with the time schedule.

At the August 18 hearing, I told you that my Synagogue, Pico Shul, was located directly across Pico Blvd from the drill
site, and my Rabbinical office still looks out onto the drill tower and site. For years we complained about odor problems
emanating from the drill site. I also tried to tell you that the ZA was mishandling the Review case and mishandling
evidence in gravely wrong ways.

At the 1 hour, 9 minute, 22 second mark on the audio recording of the hearing, I said:

"As a Rabbi I teach the importance of honesty. Bearing false witness, enshrined in the Ten
Commandments, is one of the most serious transgressions in our tradition. Bearing true
witness is also important for American law. The ZA has mishandled the case and the
evidence. What the ZA is doing is none other than bearing false witness, mishandling
evidence, and endangering our community. It is critical for the Area Planning Commission to
overturn the ZA ruling."

I said that before the ZA's false assertions at the end of the appeal hearing which made my remarks an understatement of
the problem.

During the Commission's deliberation phase, after NASE's ability to speak had been closed, the ZA told you that there
have been "no new wells" since 2000, that well conversions are mere paper reclassifications requiring no reviews, and
that the 2001 Settlement Agreement precluded making changes to any conditions. The ZA attacked the integrity of NASE,
misrepresented NASE as asking for the rewriting of the Settlement Agreement, and insulted Professor Salman without
providing any evidence to support his assertion that Professor Salman frequently misunderstands or misconstrues
issues. 

These assertions by the ZA were false. They were baseless and, at minimum, reckless. There is substantial evidence in
the case file to suggest there may have been deliberate misrepresentations of facts well known to Planning Department
staff.

This is a very serious matter. The ZA was bearing false witness. He was acting unprofessionally and contrary to his duty
to act in a quasi-judicial fashion. 

And his actions endanger my community.

I believe the Area Planning Commission should be extremely troubled by the ZA's false statements. I think Ms. Minteer's
letter proves the falsity of the ZA's statements beyond the shadow of a doubt, and shows that the proof of their falsity has
been in the case file and the Municipal Code all along.


But you do not have to reach that full conclusion now. You only need to decide that there is enough doubt about the
material representations made to you by the ZA that it would be just and prudent to reconsider and reopen NASE's
appeal case. 


I think reopening the case is the only just and proper course of action.
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Peace and Blessings,

Rabbi Yonah Bookstein
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Uphold POWER's Appeal at 315 6th Ave. (DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A)

1 message

Cherith Simmons <info@email.actionnetwork.org> Fri, Aug 27, 2021 at 8:14 PM
Reply-To: cherithsimmons@gmail.com
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

APC WLA Area Plannnig Commission,

I am writing to you about the appeal at 315 6th Ave. (Items 5 and 6 on the Aug. 18th agenda). I
stand with POWER and Councilmember Bonin, you must correct your decision!

The Mello Act requires that existing affordable housing be preserved in the Venice Coastal Zone.
You cannot approve a project that demolishes four rent stabilized apartments, all affordable
housing units, to allow two mansions to be built!

Hold the planning department accountable, tell them to stop helping developers get away with
destroying our neighborhoods. Protect the two tenants left at 315 6th Ave.

Please uphold the appeal by POWER at 315 6th Ave. in Venice!

Cherith Simmons


cherithsimmons@gmail.com


6606 Variel Ave Apt 536


Canoga Park, California 91303

mailto:cherithsimmons@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/6606+Variel+Ave+Apt+536%0D%0A+Canoga+Park,+California+91303?entry=gmail&source=g


8/30/2021 City of Los Angeles Mail - Uphold POWER's Appeal at 315 6th Ave. (DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A)

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zjSccLi3VFoyBeu4or8JPuWOihdLiEJY9OpPJ_skxmaUtw/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permthid=t… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Uphold POWER's Appeal at 315 6th Ave. (DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A)

1 message

Tiffani Carroll <info@email.actionnetwork.org> Thu, Aug 19, 2021 at 4:27 AM
Reply-To: tlanisetlc@gmail.com
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

APC WLA Area Plannnig Commission,

I am writing to you about the appeal at 315 6th Ave. (Items 5 and 6 on the Aug. 18th agenda). I
stand with POWER and Councilmember Bonin, you must correct your decision!

The Mello Act requires that existing affordable housing be preserved in the Venice Coastal Zone.
You cannot approve a project that demolishes four rent stabilized apartments, all affordable
housing units, to allow two mansions to be built!

Hold the planning department accountable, tell them to stop helping developers get away with
destroying our neighborhoods. Protect the two tenants left at 315 6th Ave.

Please uphold the appeal by POWER at 315 6th Ave. in Venice!

Tiffani Carroll


tlanisetlc@gmail.com


Barry Ave


Los Angeles, California 90013

mailto:tlanisetlc@gmail.com


 
 
DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL       August 30, 2021 
815 Angelus Place 
WLAAPC Hearing September 1, 2021 
GRANT THE APPEAL 
 
Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commission, 
 
Citizens Preserving Venice is a 501(c)3 organization with the goals of preserving the character and scale 
of Venice as a Special Coastal Community, including its history and its social, cultural, racial and 
economic diversity, and of protecting affordable housing in Venice. We advocate for the existing state 
and city laws that protect the coast and its affordable housing to be followed. Appeals have been the 
only tool available in pursuing our goals. 
 
You have the opportunity to rehear this appeal in consideration of all of the applicable provisions of 
the Coastal Act and the certified Land Use Plan (LUP). The City has erred and abused its discretion in 
approving this CDP as it is not in conformance with the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act and 
the LUP. In addition, please be mindful that Coastal Act Section 30009 states that the Coastal Act must 
be liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and objectives. 
 
Please uphold the appeal and deny the 815 Angelus project as proposed, for the reasons below.  
 
 
STANDARD OF REVIEW: A coastal development permit (CDP) is under the Coastal Commission’s 
jurisdiction, and until the Local Coastal Program (LCP) is written and certified by the Coastal 
Commission, the Coastal Act is the standard of review and the LUP is to be followed. Thus, in your 
deliberations and findings, only the state Coastal Act and the LUP can be considered in making 
findings. To do otherwise is an error and abuse of discretion. The West L.A. Area Planning Commission 
(Commission) would err in basing its decisions for a Venice Coastal Zone project on city regulations that 
have not been certified by the Coastal Commission. In fact, the City’s CDP decisions are specifically 
NOT to be based on the City’s non-certified regulations, which includes the LAMC and Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP). The VCZSP is a city ordinance that was presented to but specifically not 
certified by the Coastal Commission as it does not conform with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. One of the 
significant differences between the VCZSP and the LUP is that the LUP has the policy guidance that 
conforms with Coastal Act Section 30253(e) regarding Venice as a Special Coastal Community, which is 
a coastal resource to be protected (LUP Policies I.E.1., I.E.2., & I.E.3.). Contrary to what the “developer 
lobby” and its lawyers, including Commissioner Newhouse, would like you to believe, projects in the 
Coastal Zone areas of the City are NOT “by right” if they simply comply with the uncertified LAMC 
and VCZSP. The City’s CDP decisions are discretionary and must be based on all of the coastal 
regulations included in the Coastal Act and LUP. 
 
Also, it is incumbent upon you to apply the Coastal Zone regulations in this appeal determination in the 
same correct way this Commission applied the law for the almost identical project on the same street 
just a few homes away, 720 Angelus (November 16, 2016, Case No: DIR-2016-750-CDP-MEL-1A).  
 
 
CHARACTER: Votes against the appeal at the last Commission hearing were based on a 
misinterpretation of what character is when reviewing a CDP application. Statements such as: it’s very 
attractive, it’s a nice design, and it feels like it's okay do not reflect an understanding of the character of 
the block and an understanding of the coastal regulations, or an analysis of whether the proposed 
building is compatible with it. Style is not a determinant for character as defined in the LUP and a 
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determination is not to be based on whether one likes a design but rather on whether its character is 
compatible and fits into an existing neighborhood without an adverse individual or cumulative effect on 
the immediate neighborhood (the block), most commonly called the viewshed. (see definition below at 
Determining the Immediate Neighborhood, page 3)  
 
The City erred in its review of the project in consideration of LUP Policies I.E.1., I.E.2., and I.E.3. re. 
compatibility requirements with respect to character, mass and scale. Character has been defined by one 
industry expert as: 

 
“While the character of a neighborhood is not always easily defined, it is often 
made up of a collection of buildings, architectural styles, and, a similar scale and 
massing that, when combined, work together to help impart a specific look and 
feel of a place.” – Adrian Scott Fine, “Saving Neighborhood Character.” LA 
Conservancy News. Fall 2014. 

 
The 800 block of Angelus is a small and narrow street. It can be characterized as made up of modest 
homes, mostly 1 story and in the more traditional building styles: arts and crafts, Spanish, and California 
bungalows. (The greater neighborhood, Presidents Row, can also be characterized as such.) 60% of the 
homes were built before 1930 and 36% between 1940-1950. The average size of homes on the block is 
1,271 sf. As proposed, this two-story project with a sunken ground floor level will be 3,437 sf, 2.75 times 
the average of the existing homes. This proposed project is not compatible with the mass, scale and 
character of the existing neighborhood. 
 
The Coastal Commission also designated Carmel as a special coastal community. The unique 
community and visual character of Carmel as exhibited by the style, scale and rich history of its 
architecture, together with its beaches, recreational amenities and its landscape, all combine to form the 
special character of Carmel, a character that is a separate, significant coastal resource worthy of 
protection in its own right. Carmel is a coastal resource known internationally as an outstanding visitor 
destination. Carmel is  
primarily a residential community and thus its residential development plays a key role in  
defining its special character. Carmel is distinctly recognized for its many small, well-crafted cottages. 
Large projects have great potential to alter Carmel’s special community character, which is protected by 
the Coastal Act. (Coastal Commission permit No. 3-02-008).  
 
For the same reasons as Carmel, Venice is considered a “special coastal community” under the Coastal 
Act due to its unique architectural, social and visual character. Venice’s character is described in the 
LUP: 

• Venice is recognized as an important visitor destination center on the coastline because of its 
cultural, historical and architectural heritage that is distinctive, as it provides opportunities for 
pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the coast, and as it adds to the visual 
attractiveness of the coast.  

• Historically, Venice has attracted people from all social and ethnic groups.  
• Venice remains a quintessential coastal village where people of all social and economic levels 

are able to live in what is still, by Southern California standards, considered to be affordable 
housing.  

• Diversity of lifestyle, income and culture typifies the Venice community, and its social 
diversity is to be protected as per the LUP.  

• Venice’s residents inhabit many of the small summer homes built on substandard lots (many 
are less than 3,000 square feet in area).  

• Because the residential lots are mainly relatively small and substandard, the general pattern of 
development is one of smaller houses.  
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• The subdivision patterns in Venice are also unique, the layout of which still reflects the 
original canal system and rail lines.  

• The landscape—the trees of the Oakwood community and the gardens of the North Venice, 
Milwood and Lost Venice Canals Historic walk streets—is a part of its character.  

• Venice is really a group of identifiable neighborhoods.  

Because Venice is primarily a residential community, the neighborhood character of residential 
development in its unique neighborhoods plays a key role in defining the special character of the Venice 
community, as relates to the historic architecture and its small scale.  
 
 
DETERMINING THE IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORHOOD: The City erred and abused its discretion in 
determining the area of study for the compatibility analysis.  This area is most commonly called the 
Viewshed, which is defined as “the geographical area that is visible from a location. It includes all 
surrounding points that are in line-of-sight with that location and excludes points that are beyond the 
horizon or obstructed by terrain and other features (e.g., buildings, trees).” We have presented the 
Coastal Commission with research on many other cities’ practices in defining the existing neighborhood 
for purposes of such analyses. (see paper at page 5) The City erred in making findings based on 
irrelevant projects outside the immediate neighborhood. 
 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACT: Neither City Planning nor the Commission in its deliberations considered or 
made findings regarding cumulative effects. Cumulative effect needs to be analyzed with respect to how 
an individual project would impact an existing neighborhood in consideration of past projects, other 
current projects, and probable future projects. (Coastal Act Section 30105.5) Using this definition, the 
Appellants showed that this project, should it be built, would result in a significant adverse impact for 
this sensitive neighborhood. (see CPV letter of June 14, 2021, attached at pages 6-10 herein) An analysis 
of past projects, other current projects (there are already two more applications for new development in 
this immediate neighborhood) and probable future projects must be a part of your deliberation and 
determination. 
 

“Presidents Row is a particularly sensitive area with a character defined by its 
predominately single-story homes built before the annexation of Venice to L.A. As 
speculators, developers and wide-eyed architects cruise the neighborhoods to suss 
out undeveloped properties to ravage and destroy, they will surely come upon 
this neighborhood. And they have. Already there are at least 2-3 applications for 
similar projects in the pipeline. If a proper Cumulative Impact Study were done, as 
required, the city would have seen that the loss of this home would cause a 
significant adverse impact and result in more of these large out of character 
projects.” (public comment, June 16, 2021 hearing of 815 Angelus, Sue Kaplan) 

 
The cumulative effects analysis required by Coastal Act Section 30250 it must be considered when 
making a determination on individual residential projects (this is separate from CEQA regulations). This 
has been confirmed by two Superior Court judges who revoked CDPs for failure to do the cumulative 
impact analyses. The Court’s decisions have been acknowledged by the Coastal Commission and made 
part of its subsequent reports and findings. The Appellants, CPV and neighbors provided substantial 
evidence showing that a correct cumulative impact analysis would show that this project could and 
would result in a significant adverse cumulative impact. 
 
=============== 
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This Commission is a quasi-judicial body that has the responsibility to determine whether the City CDP 
findings are in error and whether the decision maker abused its discretion. The entire purpose of citizen 
commissions, as established by the City Charter, is to provide a check and balance on City staff. Area 
Planning Commissions are within their rights to make findings based on any pertinent evidence (not 
only that presented by appellants). You have substantial evidence that the city’s findings are incomplete 
and erroneous and City Planning’s conclusions are an abuse of discretion. Planning Staff has also 
abused its discretion by not considering all of the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act and the LUP.  
 
We implore you to uphold the appeal and deny this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sue Kaplan, President, on behalf of 
Citizens Preserving Venice 
 
 
CC: California Coastal Commission Staff: 
Steve Hudson, District Director 
Shannon Vaughn, Coastal Program Manager 
Eric Stevens, District Supervisor 
 
============== 
 
Submitted by Sue Kaplan at Coastal Commission Meeting, 9 November 2017, General Public Comment 
– revised for APC Hearing 815 Angelus 16 July 2021: 
 
BLOCK AS DEFINING CHARACTER 
 

“While the character of a neighborhood is not always easily defined, it is often made up of a collection of 
buildings, architectural styles, and a similar scale and massing that, when combined, work together to help 
impart a specific look and feel of a place.” − Adrian Scott Fine, “Saving Neighborhood Character.” 
LA Conservancy News. Fall 2014. 

Neighborhood Character has become an important planning tool in determining appropriate 
development. Though at first thought, it may seem to be a discretionary judgment, the Mass, Scale and 
Character Committee of the VNC found that there are measurements that can quantified and define a 
neighborhood. 
 
Another concern is what constitutes a neighborhood. Based on comparisons of community plans, most 
city planning guidelines use the block as the basis for examination and review. It is felt that all the 
features and elements that define the character would be found in that finite collection of buildings. 
Further, over time character development does change at different manners and different features 
would shape the character differently between even adjacent blocks. 
The Mass, Scale and Character based their definition on the Venice Specific Plan, The CERTIFIED Venice 
Local Land Use Plan and the study of other California city plans. Many were even more restrictive than 
the VSP.  
The following plans were looked at and we based our definition on their conclusions: 

1. Victoria, Australia: “In most cases, about five sites or buildings up and down the street, across 
the street and behind the site in question should be sufficient to identify the features of the 
neighbourhood that should influence the design. However, sometimes it may be necessary to 
look further than this, depending upon the individual circumstances of the site and the 
neighbourhood. 
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2. “New York City: “The proposed building may not affect the character of the ends of the block 
but may affect the mid-block portion. Therefore, it may be appropriate for the study area to 
focus on the midblocks. Considering a study area that is too large would dilute the intensity of 
the effects. 

3. Summerland, Santa Barbara: “These illustrations indicate how a building or structure relates to 
its immediate neighbors and other buildings on the block and across the street. Buildings on the 
same block face are analyzed.”  

4. San Francisco: “buildings must be designed to be compatible with the scale, patterns and 
architectural features of surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are common to the 
block.” GUIDELINE: In areas with a defined visual character, design buildings to be compatible 
with the patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings. On some block faces, there 
is a strong visual character defined by buildings with compatible siting, form, proportions, 
texture and architectural details. On other blocks, building forms and architectural character are 
more varied, yet the buildings still have a unified character. In these situations, buildings must 
be designed to be compatible with the scale, patterns and architectural features of surrounding 
buildings, drawing from elements that are common to the block. 

5. Redondo Beach: “Neighborhood Design. Each site shall contribute to neighborhood character 
including the type of forest resources present, the character of the street, the response to local 
topography and the treatment of open space resources such as setbacks and landscaping. It is 
intended by this objective that diversity in architecture be encouraged while preserving the 
broader elements of community design that characterize the streetscape within each 
neighborhood.”  
 
“Blockscape/ Blockface - The properties abutting on one side of a street and lying between the 
two nearest intersecting or intercepting streets, or nearest intersecting or intercepting street and 
railroad right-of-way, unsubdivided land, watercourse, or city boundary.” 

6. Alameda County: ‘ "Block" means that property abutting one side of a street or lane which lies 
between the two nearest intersecting or intercepting streets, or between the nearest such cross 
street and an intersecting railroad right-of-way, watercourse, body of water, or the end of the 
street or lane.’ 

 
Letter submitted by CPV on behalf of Appellants on June 14, 2021: 
 
 
14 June 2021 
 
DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL 
815 Angelus Place 
WLAAPC Hearing 16 June 2021 
 
GRANT THE APPEAL 
 
Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commission, 
 
Citizens Preserving Venice is a 501(c)3 organization with the goals of preserving the character and scale 
of Venice as a Special Coastal Community, including its history and its social, cultural, racial and 
economic diversity, and of stabilizing affordable housing in Venice. We are not activists. Rather, we 



DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL ; CPV 2021-08-30   6 

advocate for the coastal and city laws that protect the coast and its affordable housing to be followed. 
Appeals have been our most effective tool in pursuing our goals. 
 
The City has erred and abused its discretion in approving this CDP. Please uphold the appeal and deny 
the 815 Angelus project as proposed, for the reasons listed below. 
 

1. There is a clear precedential decision by the West L.A. Area Planning Commission 
(WLAAPC), denying a project that was 13% smaller than 815 Angelus, just 9 houses (1/2 
block) away, on the same street, in the same neighborhood. 

 
At the November 16, 2016 appeal hearing of the project for 720 Angelus, the WLAAPC upheld the 
appeal and overturned the Planning Director’s approval of a CDP for the project. The 720 Angelus 
project proposed demolition of a 1,176 square foot single-family dwelling and accessory structure to 
construct a two-story, 3,044 square foot single-family dwelling with a maximum building height of 28’. 
The WLAAPC found that: 

• the development is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 and 
would be out of scale in contrast to the single-family dwellings on Angelus Place, 

• the proposed project conflicts with Section 30251of the California Coastal Act, which states the 
importance of preserving and protecting the scenic and visual qualities of the coastal areas 
with regards to the character, mass and scale as part of the scenic qualities of the Venice 
Coastal Zone, and it would create an adverse cumulative impact on this special coastal 
community, 

• the development will prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a local coastal 
program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, 

• policy I.A.2 of the certified LUP states that developments in stable single-family residential 
neighborhoods must 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, and 

• approval of projects that are out-of-character with the surrounding community sets a bad 
precedent and creates a cumulative impact on the neighborhood, making developing a Local 
Coastal Program for Venice impossible to be in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.   

The 815 Angelus project is proposed to be 3,437 square feet, 393 square feet (13%) larger than the one at 
720 Angelus that you previously denied.  
 
Please consistently, correctly apply the coastal zone laws in this appeal determination as you did for 
the almost identical project, 720 Angelus. Contrary to what the developer lobby and its lawyers 
would like you to believe, these projects in the Coastal Zone areas of the City are NOT by right if 
they comply with the LAMC and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP), which is a City 
ordinance that was never certified by the Coastal Commission as it did not conform with Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. The City’s CDP decisions are discretionary and must be based on all of the coastal 
regulations included in the Coastal Act and certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
(LUP); the City’s CDP decisions are specifically NOT to be based on the City’s non-certified 
regulations (which include the VCZSP). 
                                  

2. The findings are in error as they omit consideration of Venice’s status as a Special Coastal 
Community, which is required by Coastal Act Section 30253(e) and LUP Policy Section I.E. 

Special Coastal Community is defined in the LUP (page I-16) as: 
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“An area recognized as an important visitor destination center on the coastline, characterized by a 
particular cultural, historical, or architectural heritage that is distinctive, provides opportunities for 
pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the coast, and adds to the visual attractiveness of the coast.” 
(underline added) 

 
The Venice Coastal Zone is in fact a Special Coastal Community, as designated in the original 
Coastal Plan, which preceded and formed the basis for the Coastal Act, and as designated by the 
Coastal Commission when it certified the LUP, which means that additional protections are 
necessary to protect the scale and character of Venice’s unique neighborhoods, as per Coastal Act 
Section 30253(e) and the LUP guidance in Policies I.E.1., I.E.2. and I.E.3.  
 
In making Finding 1 that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the 
City makes no mention of protecting the Special Coastal Community of Venice. The City errs and 
abuses its discretion as it only cites Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 30253(e) regarding special 
communities but does not analyze and make a finding re. conformance of the project with this key 
Chapter 3 section.  

 
Thus, with respect to Venice as a Special Coastal Community, the proposed project does not conform 
with the requirements of: 

Coastal Act Section 30253(e) Minimization of adverse impacts 
Sections 58 (c) and (e) of the 1975 Coastal Plan 
LUP Policy I.E.1 Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community 
LUP Policy I.E.2. Scale 
LUP Policy I.E.3. Architecture 

 
3. The project is not compatible with the mass, scale and character of the surrounding 

neighborhood. 

Facts/evidence: 

• The 800 block of Angelus consists of 26 lots. 
• 21/26 (81%) are single story, average 1,174 sq ft, with a FAR of .28. 
• 3/26 (12%) have a partial second story, average 1,426 sq ft, with a FAR of .34. 
• 2/26 (7%) are 2 story, average 2,630 sq ft, with a FAR of .63. 
• The average of all 25 homes on the block is 1,271 sf. 
• The existing structure at 815 Angelus is 1,066 sf, on a 4,200 sq ft lot, a FAR of .25.  
• The proposed project is 3,437 sf, with a FAR of .82, 3.3 times larger than the FAR for the 

existing home. 
• The proposed home would be by far the biggest home on the block. 

 
The neighborhood that includes Angelus Place is a special and unique neighborhood. The street is 24 
feet wide, creating a closeness not felt by people living on surrounding streets which are 10 to 16 feet 
wider.  The lots are small and substandard. 
 
Also, the properties cited in the CDP that are used as examples of previous zoning actions and Coastal 
Commission actions are not located on Angelus Place and they do not represent valid comparisons.  In 
addition, the fact that the WLAAPC action for 720 Angelus (see 1. above) was not considered by the 
decision maker is a glaring omission and error. The projects used in the City’s determination are on 
streets that are approximately 30 to 50 feet wide, or that are fronting the Venice Canals, which are much 
wider, or are situated on a walk street.  This difference in surrounding spaces creates a different 
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character to the location.  Another difference is that the streets used in the determination analysis have 
been developed either fully with 2 or 3 story houses or have multiple mature 2-3 story houses. 

In addition, City Planning has heard public testimony from community members that the proposed 
project would be grossly incompatible with the scale and character of the single-family dwellings in the 
surrounding neighborhood on Angelus Place. 

However, the CDP determination and the Staff response to the appeal are full of conclusory statements, 
with no logic between the evidence in the neighborhood and their conclusions. 

The project is not visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, as required by Coastal 
Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities. 
 
This project does not respect the scale and character of community development, is not of a scale 
compatible with the community with respect to bulk, height, buffer and setback, and does not respect 
the scale, massing and landscape of the existing residential neighborhood, as required by LUP Policy 
Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community I.E.2. 
 
The project does not maintain the neighborhood scale and massing as required by LUP Policy 
Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community I.E.3. Architecture. 
 
Thus, the findings that the project conforms with the standard of review, the Coastal Act, and its 
guidance, the LUP, are in error and the project cannot be approved; thus, the decision maker has abused 
its discretion in approved a CDP for the project. 
 
 

4. The project would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact to the character and scale 
of the neighborhood and to Venice as a Special Coastal Community, a Coastal Resource to 
be protected. 

 
The City errs as it does not consider the cumulative effects of the project on coastal resources, which is 
required for all projects in the Coastal Zone (Coastal Act Sections 30105.5 and 30250). The Coastal Act 
requires that new development not have a significant adverse impact, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources. The Coastal Commission designated Venice as a Special Coastal 
Community and a Coastal Resource to be protected against projects of this size and scale. The City must 
do an analysis of cumulative impacts on the community character and the scale of this unique coastal 
neighborhood by considering the impacts of past development in conjunction with current and probable 
future projects.  
 
As noted in these excerpts from recent judicial orders below, a cumulative impacts analysis is required: 

Excerpts from Order of Hon. Mitchell Beckloff, Judge of the Superior Court of 
California Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate in Part, September 15, 2020 (Case No: 
19STCP03010) 

Petitioner argues the Coastal Commission “abused its discretion by failing to perform a cumulative impact 
analysis of the…Project.”  …The Commission does not take issue with Petitioners’ position a cumulative 
impacts analysis is required under the law….The Commission admitted it did not consider cumulative 
impacts in its original staff report. The Commission’s discussion concerning previously approved projects 
and the City’s ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) is insufficient in the context of Public 
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Resources Code section 30250, subdivision (a). While the Commission must consider prejudice to the 
City’s creation of a LCP, the statute requires a determination that the new development “will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.” (Pub. Res. Code 
30250, subd. (a).) The Commission’s single reference to previously approved projects does not comply with 
its obligation under the statute. It does not address “the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.”….Finally, that the Project in the Commission’s view is compatible with 
community character and size of “surrounding structures” does not address “the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” (Pub. Res. Code 30105.5.) … Here, by statute a 
cumulative effects analysis requires consideration of “the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.” (Pub. Res. Code 30105.5.) …   

Regarding subjective judgements, the Order goes on to say:…Petitioner contends decisions about 
character involve “subjective judgment on the project’s appropriateness” for the neighborhood. The 
subjective nature of “compatibility of the project with the surrounding area …” is supported by caselaw. 
(Reddell v. California Coastal Com. (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 956, 970.) The California Coastal Plan 
adopted in 1972 also recognizes “certain communities and neighborhoods have special cultural, historical, 
architectural, and aesthetic qualities that are as important to the coastal zone as are its natural 
resources.” (Petitioners’ RJN, Ex. C p. 20.) The plain meaning of “character” is “the aggregate of features 
and traits that form the individual nature of some person or thing.” (Random House, Webster’s Desk 
Dictionary (1983) p. 152.) …  

Excerpts from Order of Hon. James C. Chalfant, Judge of the Superior Court 
of California, Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate, May 28, 2019 (Case No:  BS170522)  

The Coastal Act requires a cumulative impact analysis: “[T]he incremental effects of an individual project 
shall be reviewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.” 30105.5… The staff report’s analysis failed to address the Project’s 
cumulative impact with other past, present, and future projects on the community and on the City’s 
ability to certify a LCP… The Commission therefore principally compares new projects with those it has 
previously approved rather than to the small homes originally built decades earlier. The Commission’s 
approach is practical and appropriate, but it runs the risk of changing the character of the community as 
Petitioners argue… the “foot in the door” and precedential approval of a larger project can lead to a set of 
approvals that cumulatively change the nature of the neighborhood. The Commission should be sensitive 
to this fact. It was obligated by section 30105.5 to address the Project’s cumulative impact and failed to do 
so… The Commission failed to proceed in the manner required by law and abused its discretion by not 
considering the Project’s cumulative impact with other approved projects on the character of the 
neighborhood and the City’s ability to certify a LCP. The petition for writ of mandate is granted. 

Every Coastal Commission decision since the above summarized Court orders were issued has 
contained a cumulative impacts analysis and references Coastal Act Section 30250 as requiring one: 
See page 11:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2019/6/W11c/w11c-6-2019-report.pdf 
See page 10:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2020/2/W20a&21a/w20a&21a-2-2020-
report.pdf 
See page 13:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2020/9/Th18b/Th18b-9-2020-report.pdf 
See pages 10 & 14:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2020/10/Th12c/Th12c-10-2020-
report.pdf 
See pages 8-9 & 14:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2020/11/W14a/W14a-11-2020-
report.pdf 
See page 16:  https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2021/3/Th12a/Th12a-3-2021-report.pdf 
 
The City must do the same and consider the cumulative impact of this project when issuing a City CDP. 
But City Planning continues to err on these key points in spite of Court decisions and prior decisions of 
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the Coastal Commission that make it very clear that a cumulative impacts analysis is required. 
 
The neighborhood’s largest 2 story house is 2,937 sq ft and the average of both of the only 2 story houses 
on the block is 2,630 sq ft.  The increase from the average 2-story building size of 2,630 sq ft to a 3,437 sq 
ft new home is 31 %, or 1.3 times the size of the existing average of the existing 2-story homes. The 
increase from the neighborhood’s largest 2-story home, of 2,937 sq ft, is 17%.  In addition, the proposed 
home would be 2.6 times the size of the 1,315 sq ft average of all 26 homes on the block. The effect of 
allowing such a large precedent would likely lead to future requests for building projects that are even 
larger and more incompatible with the established neighborhood’s mass, scale, and character, which 
would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on community character and scale/mass of the 
neighborhood. Thus, the project must be denied. 
 
Also, the City errs in Finding 1. as it does not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been 
designated by both the City and the Coastal Commission as a “Special Coastal Community” (as defined 
and designated in the LUP) and must be preserved and protected from projects like this that would 
cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique community 
character of the Venice Coastal Zone. Again, the project must be denied. 
 
============== 
 
This is not a matter for a “legislative body.”  This is an appeal hearing by a quasi-judicial body, which 
has the responsibility to determine whether the City CDP findings are in error and whether the decision 
maker abused its discretion. The applicant and community members have provided substantial 
evidence that the findings are incomplete and erroneous and that the decision maker’s conclusions are 
an abuse of discretion.  Please uphold the appeal and deny this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Sue Kapan, President 
Citizens Preserving Venice 
 
 

 
Citizens Preserving Venice (CPV), a nonprofit 501c(3), founded as a group 
dedicated to  preserving and protecting the character and scale of Venice as  
a Special Coastal Community. We work with the Venice community preserving  
the history, including the social, cultural, racial and economic diversity, and protecting  
affordable housing. 
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August 27, 2021 
 

Via Email (apcwestla@lacity.org) 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
       

Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Determination on Case Nos. ZA-1989-
17683-PA2, ENV-2020-1328-CE, ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A 

 
Honorable Commissioners:  
 

On behalf of Neighbors for A Safe Environment (NASE), a California nonprofit 
corporation seeking to protect neighborhoods from the impacts of oil drilling and 
production, we write in follow-up to the appeal hearing regarding the West Pico Drill 
Site.  The intent of this letter is to: 
 

• Identify significant misstatements of information that were presented to the 
Commission at the August 18, 2021 West LA Area Planning Commission (APC) 
hearing on NASE’s appeal; and 
 

• Request that at the September 1, 2021 APC meeting, you vote to reconsider the 
NASE appeal because the significant misinformation was material to the central 
and largest issues in NASE’s appeal and was relied upon by the Commission in 
your deliberations. 

 
This letter identifies the three most consequential pieces of misinformation that 

were provided to the Commission by the Zoning Administrator (ZA) during the appeal 
hearing, most of which was presented after the close of the public testimony.  To 
demonstrate the errors, we will contrast the misrepresentations that were made with clear 
documentation contained within the case file for the West Pico Drill Site.  In summary, 
the three issues we will focus on are: 

 
• The ZA stated that “no new wells” had been drilled on the West Pico Drill 

Site since the ZA approval of 2000 (ZA-1989-17683-PAD) and the 
Settlement Agreement of 2001. NASE presents in this letter clear 
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documentation contained in the case file that new wells were drilled in 2005-06 
and 2010. 
 

• The ZA stated that the Settlement Agreement between NASE and the City 
prevents the alteration of any conditions of approval, including Condition 
72, and that NASE was requesting the City rewrite the Settlement 
Agreement. This statement is based on a lack of review of the Settlement 
Agreement.  The Settlement Agreement does not enshrine or mention 
Condition 72 and does not enshrine under court approval all of the conditions 
set in the 2000 cases. Instead, the Settlement Agreement references only 
Conditions 77 and 78, which expressly empower the ZA to revise all 
conditions and impose additional conditions when addressing “neighborhood 
impacts” and “the efficacy of mitigation measures” and extends the ability to 
revise conditions to the 5-year reviews required by the Settlement Agreement. 
 

• The ZA informed the Commission that well conversions are mere 
reclassifications on paper and “vested rights” that require only the filing 
of paperwork. These statements are wholly untrue. Well conversions are 
construction projects that entail substantial changes to wells below the surface 
and above the surface. Well conversions have required full review and 
approval by the ZA as discretionary actions since at least 1955, by the terms of 
LAMC 13.01.H and 13.01.I.  

 
1. New Wells Were Drilled In 2005-06 and 2010.  

 
One of the largest, clearest, and most consequential untrue statements made by the 

ZA was his repeated assertion that “no new wells” had been drilled since the 2000 ZA 
approval in ZA-1989-17683-PAD and the Settlement Agreement. The ZA said this in 
response to questions from Commissioner Laing about the dates on which new wells 
were drilled. On the official recording of the hearing, you will find this exchange starting 
at the 1:58:45 mark.  This statement is categorically incorrect, contrary to documentation 
in the ZA case file, contrary to documentation in the appeal case file, and contrary to 
knowledge of Planning staff. 

 
First, and simplest of all, on June 19, 2020, the applicant and site operator, PCEC, 

straightforwardly informed the ZA, the Chief ZA, and the City Attorney that two new 
wells had been drilled since 2000 without the ZA approval required by LAMC 13.01.H 
and 13.01.I.  PCEC identified the wells as West Pico 58 drilled in 2005-06 and West Pico 
59 drilled in 2010.  

 
Below are key excerpts from PCEC’s June 19, 2020 email. Multiple copies of this 

email from PCEC are in the ZA case file and NASE also submitted copies of this email to 
the Commission in support of its appeal.  
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In addition to the documentation from the site operator, Professor Michael Salman 

also submitted copies of the State regulatory agency DOGGR’s (now CalGEM’s) 
documents proving that these two new wells had been drilled, one in 2005-06 and the 
other in 2010, sending the materials to the ZA, the Chief ZA, and the Director of 
Planning.  Below are snapshots of key excerpts from the DOGGR permit applications for 
new wells, DOGGR permits for new wells, and the DOGGR work history forms 
submitted by the site operator. 

 
These documents (and more in the ZA case file) prove beyond a shadow of a 

doubt that two new wells were drilled in 2005-06 and 2010.  Thus, the APC’s decision on 
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August 18, 2021 was based on inaccurate information provided by the ZA and should be 
re-evaluated in light of the facts. 

 
DOGGR Application, Permit, and Well Summary for drilling of new well in 2010. 
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West LA APC 
August 27, 2021 
Page 6 
 
DOGGR Application, Permit, Change of Well Name, and Well Summary for well drilled in 
2005-06 
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2. The Settlement Agreement Does Not Prevent Revisions of Conditions, and it 
in Fact Requires Revisions When Warranted. 
 
At the August 18 APC hearing, the ZA repeatedly stated the process before the 

Commission was a Review of Compliance with the conditions of the Settlement 
Agreement, and that everyone should “close the book on it” (2:11:37), not change his 
determination so that he could “clean it up” and move on to a new process, one that could 
allow for the revision of conditions of approval.  This is a fundamental misrepresentation 
of the Settlement Agreement between NASE and the City and the process required by the 
Settlement Agreement.  

 
Of overarching significance is the fact that the Settlement Agreement does not 

lock in place all 2000 conditions of approval and instead requires 5-year reviews of those 
conditions to ensure they are still adequate to protect the surrounding community and 
ensure compliance by the site operator.  If the conditions fail to do so, the 5-year review 
is intended to be the process wherein new or revised conditions are imposed upon the 
West Pico Drill Site.  The inaccuracy of the ZA’s claims regarding the Settlement 
Agreement can be best demonstrated by a review of the Agreement itself, along with the 
condition it references. 

 
Section 4.b of the Settlement Agreement, inserted below, refers expressly to 

Condition 78 of the 2000 ZA approval: 
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Condition 78, inserted below, prescribes what is supposed to happen in the 5-year 

reviews required by the Settlement Agreement: 
 

 
 
 
Thus, pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and Condition 78, the ZA was 

required in the current review case to evaluate “neighborhood impacts,” evaluate “the 
efficacy of mitigation measures,” and the ZA was empowered to assign “corrective 
conditions.” Unfortunately, the ZA failed to follow these requirements and has instead 
advocated for kicking the can down the road to an uncertain future process.  Not only is 
this an inefficient use of City resources, it delays relief for the community. Moreover, 
while the 5-year review is legally required, the ZA does not have the authority require a 
new process at this time.   

 
The ZA made additional misrepresentations regarding the Settlement Agreement 

that are also material to the Commission’s determination.  At the APC hearing, the ZA 
repeatedly said that Condition 72 was imposed by and enshrined in the Settlement 
Agreement, along with all other conditions, and therefore he did not have the authority to 
change it because the agreement was approved by a Court. (Statements made starting at 
20:15 and 2:07:35 marks.) As set forth above, the Settlement Agreement specifically 
contemplates revisions to conditions, thus demonstrating this statement is incorrect.  
Moreover, as can be seen in a review of the attached Settlement Agreement, the only 
conditions of approval referenced within the Agreement are Conditions 77 and 78, both 
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of which provide the ZA the ability to revise the remaining conditions.  (Attachment 1.)  
Condition 72 is not included in the Settlement Agreement, nor was it agreed upon in the 
Settlement Agreement as claimed by the ZA.  

 
NASE presented in written and oral testimony that Condition 72 does not allow 

the site operator to drill new wells or convert existing wells without ZA approval or 
CEQA review, and to the extent it is interpreted as allowing redrilling of wells without 
ZA approval or CEQA review, the condition must be considered void because it violates 
the long-standing requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code section 13.01.H and I.  
The misrepresentations made by the ZA prevented the Commission from addressing the 
illegality of Condition 72, as well as the illegal drilling, redrilling and conversion of 
wells.  Thus, reconsideration of this appeal based on the facts at hand is necessary. 

 
Finally, the ZA misled the Commission when stating on slide 9 of the powerpoint 

presented at the APC that there had been no violation of the Settlement Agreement. There 
can be no questioning the fact that 5-year reviews were not held in 2010-11 and 2015-16, 
and that both the City and the operator breached the terms of the Settlement Agreement.  
This is supported by findings buried within the ZA’s June 2, 2021 determination: 
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 Thus, due to the misinformation the ZA presented to the Commission regarding 
the Settlement Agreement and the process required by the Settlement Agreement, the 
APC should reconsider its determination regarding NASE’s appeal.  Contrary to claims 
made by the ZA, the documentation presented herein and elsewhere in the record clearly 
demonstrates that the Settlement Agreement and the 2000 ZA approval both specifically 
empower the ZA to change conditions of use whenever necessary or warranted. Thus, the 
issue is not just that the ZA erroneously believed no changes were needed. The 
overarching issue is that the ZA short-circuited the review process and the CEQA process 
by claiming that conditions could not be revised. 
 

3. Well Conversions Are Not Mere Paper Reclassifications and There is No 
Vested Right to Convert Wells. 

 
There is no dispute that 10 well conversions have occurred on the West Pico Drill Site 

since 2000.  PCEC provided documentation of these well conversions in their June 19, 
2020 email.  NASE also documented these well conversions with documents obtained by 
Professor Salman from DOGGR/CalGEM.  At issue is that fact that the ZA misinformed 
the Commission regarding the nature of well conversions. At the APC hearing, the ZA 
stated that well conversions are mere paper reclassifications of wells, and nothing more, 
which is both a factual and legal misrepresentation.  The ZA determination and written 
response to NASE’s appeal also falsely claimed that well conversions were covered by 
Condition 72. 
 



West LA APC 
August 27, 2021 
Page 13 
 

As an initial matter, NASE believes some background information on the nature of 
well conversions would be helpful.  Well conversion refers to converting a producer well 
into an injection well, or vice versa. Most of the wells at the West Pico Drill Site are 
producer wells (Class A in the terms used in LAMC 13.01) that extract crude oil, natural 
gas, and brine water from well bottoms more than 8,000 feet deep. They extract a fluid 
and natural gas slurry by means of pumps that are located inside the wells. The pumps 
pull the slurry up out of the wells and push it into pipes that join together to connect to a 
pipeline that carries the slurry from the 9101 West Pico half of the drill site to the 9151 
West Pico half of the drill site. At the 9151 West Pico half of the drill site, the slurry is 
separated into its three major components of crude oil, natural gas, and “produced water” 
(aka brine water). The oil and natural gas are processed before being pumped into 
pipelines to take them out for sale. The produced water is sent to giant pumps located on 
the 9151 West Pico half of the drill site, which pump the produced water into a second 
pipeline crossing back to the 9101 West Pico half, where the water goes into injection 
wells. 

 
The remainder of the wells at the West Pico Drill Site are injection wells (Class B 

in LAMC 13.01) that return produced water to the hydrocarbon bearing geological strata. 
Injection wells serve three major purposes: They are required by law to safely place the 
heavily contaminated brine water back down in the geological strata from whence it 
came. Returning the produced water helps to prevent subsidence of soil, which had been 
a major problem in some oil operations before the invention of injection wells in the 
1940s. Last, the injected produced water both repressurizes the oil field and can sweep 
remaining oil toward the bottoms of producer wells, so the use of injection wells is part 
of oil production. All of this injection part of oil production is regulated by layers of City 
law, State law, and Federal law. 

 
Converting wells entails substantial work both underground in the well 

(“downhole”) and on the surface. A well conversion is a substantial physical project that 
can have significant impacts during the construction phase and later during ongoing 
operation.  

 
To convert a producer well to an injector, at minimum the process involves: 

• disconnecting the producer well from the surface pipes that collect the 
fluid and gas slurry from producer wells and send it by pipeline to the 9151 
West Pico half of the drill site. 

• opening up the well and removing the extraction pump 
• remove production tubing and well packing at designated intervals that 

separate hydrocarbons from the fresh water table 
• repairs and reworking of well components is common, and can be 

substantial 
• generally, the production tubing is replaced with injection tubing called an 

“injection string” and new well packing is installed at designated intervals 
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• the well is then connected to new piping that connects to the pipeline 
bringing produced water back to the 9101 West Pico half of the drill site 
from the giant injection pumps located at the 9151 West Pico half of the 
drill site. 
 

To convert an injection well to a producer is the same process in reverse, 
including installing a new downhole extraction pump and production tubing, etc. 

 
With that background on the extensive physical activity and potential for impacts 

involved when converting wells, it becomes clear that these are not mere paper 
reclassifications as claimed by the ZA.  The attached DOGGR permitting and work 
history documentation for 2 of the 10 well conversions that have taken place at the West 
Pico Drill Site since 2000 demonstrate the well conversion work is time consuming, 
taking one month for one well and 7 months for the other.  (Attachment 2.)  

 
In addition to being factually incorrect that well conversions are mere paper 

reclassification, the ZA was also incorrect as to the legal requirements applicable to well 
conversions.  The City has established clear legal requirements for ZA discretionary 
review and consideration prior to the approval of well conversions, and also the need for 
environmental review of well conversions.   

 
Below is Los Angeles Municipal Code section 13.01.I and the relevant section of 

LAMC 13.01.H addressing review procedure, both of which have been in effect in the 
City since 1955. For more than 65 years City Code has defined well conversions as a 
specific kind of project that requires application to and approval from the ZA as per 
LAMC 13.01.H. The ZA’s claims that such review was not required was misleading and 
inaccurate.    

 

 
 
Key passages from ZA Memo 133, in effect since September 2016, are also 

included below.  This memorandum requires public hearings on well conversion projects 
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and forbids reliance on a categorical exemption from CEQA when approving a well 
conversion.  
 
 
 
From page 6 of ZA Memo 133: 

 

 
 

Page 5 of ZA Memo 133: 
 

 
 
 
Further, the ZA incorrectly claimed that well conversions are covered by 

Condition 72 of the 2000 ZA approval for the West Pico Drill Site. See page A10 of the 
ZA rebuttal to NASE’s appeal:  

 

 
 
Whether Condition 72 on redrilling is legal or illegal, it says nothing about well 

conversions, which are a different project from redrilling a well. Here is Condition 72, 
copied from the 2000 BZA decision which did not alter Condition 72 from the original 
version in the 2000 ZA approval (ZA-1989-17683-PAD). Note that neither the words 
“well conversion” nor any synonym appear in Condition 72: 
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During the August 18, 2021 APC hearing, the ZA provided this misinformation 

about well conversions and new wells to the Commission only after the public testimony 
phase of the hearing was closed. We therefore could not respond to his fundamental 
misinformation about the new wells and well conversion projects. Thus, we write now to 
urge you to reconsider your determination based on an accurate recitation of critical facts 
and legal requirements.  

 
 

Conclusion 
 

The three examples of misinformation detailed above were far from the only such 
examples, but do represent the most egregious.  The entire 5-review process was tainted 
by the ZA’s decision to improperly narrow the focus of the review, thus failing to fulfil 
the requirements mandated by the Settlement Agreement and Condition 78, and thus 
continues the City’s violations of those binding obligations. 

 
The only proper solution is to overturn the ZA’s decision in its entirety: the 

determination, findings, and fatally flawed statements of fact.  If allowed to stand, the 
ZA’s determination and findings will give de facto approval to by-right oil drilling 
without ZA approval. It will put the City in breach of the Settlement Agreement. It will 
put the City in continuing violation of CEQA and its own CEQA guidelines. And it will 
make an utter hash out of any ability to rely on the City’s Zoning Administration process 
when it comes to oil cases at this drill site and at all the others. 
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We ask the Commission to please vote to reconsider its decision of August 18, 
2021, to retain and extend jurisdiction over this case, to set it on the agenda for a meeting 
in the near future, and, most of all, for the Commissioners to take the time necessary to 
get down to the facts in a complicated case.  

 
 
Sincerely, 

  
  
       Amy Minteer 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc:  Oscar Medellin, Deputy City Attorney (oscar.medellin@lacity.org) 
 James K. Williams, APC Executive Assistant (james.k.williams@lacity.org)   
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Attachment 2a



DOGGR Application, Permit, and Well Summary of downhole work to convert well West 

Pico 26, API 037-20926, in 2006 

 



 



 



 

 



 

 



Attachment 2b



DOGGR Permit, and Well Summary of downhole work to convert well SW 7, API 037-

21181, in 2017. (Application is not in State agency’s online file) 
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2 messages

Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com> Tue, Aug 24, 2021 at 1:22 PM
To: "james.k.williams@lacity.org" <james.k.williams@lacity.org>
Cc: Dale Goldsmith <dale@agd-landuse.com>, James Terzian <JamesRT@networkcapital.net>, "esther.serrato@lacity.org"
<esther.serrato@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "irene.gonzalez@lacity.org"
<irene.gonzalez@lacity.org>, Laura Awad <laura@agd-landuse.com>, Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>

Dear Honorable WLA APC,

 

We represent the new owner of the property located at 10701 Bellagio Road (Case no. DIR
2020-4145 BSA) which has been appealed and tentatively scheduled for an appeal
hearing at the WLA APC on September 1, 2021.  We will clearly not have enough time to
prepare for a September 1 hearing and, therefore, request a continuance until your
October 20, 2021 Commission meeting.  Thank you for your consideration.

 

Sincerely,

 

Mark Armbruster

 

Mark Armbruster

Partner

Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP

12100 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1600

Los Angeles, CA 90025

310-209-8800

mark@agd-landuse.com

agd-landuse.com
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This e-mail, and any attachments hereto, is intended only for use by the addressees named herein and
may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information. 
If you are not the intended recipient of
this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail, and
any attachments hereto, is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please
immediately
notify this office at 310.209.8800 and permanently delete the original and any copy of any
e-mail and any printout thereof.

þ
Please consider the environment before print ing this email.

 

 

From: james.k.williams@lacity.org <james.k.williams@lacity.org>
On Behalf Of Planning APC West LA

Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 10:35 AM

To: Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>

Cc: Esther Serrato <Esther.Serrato@lacity.org>; Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>; Irene Gonzalez
<irene.gonzalez@lacity.org>

Subject: Re: Case No. DIR 2020-4145(BSA) - 10701 Bellagio Road

 

Good day Mark, 

 

We have noted on the agenda that staff has requested a continuance to the October 20, 2021 meeting date. If you would
like to submit a letter to support the continuance request that would be acceptable. 

 

Best regards,

 

 

James 

 

 

 

 

On Tue, Aug 24, 2021 at 9:53 AM Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com> wrote:

Hi Esther,

 

I am checking to see if you have an update regarding a continuance.  Many thanks.

 

Mark

 

Mark Armbruster

Partner

mailto:james.k.williams@lacity.org
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Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP

12100 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1600

Los Angeles, CA 90025

310-209-8800

mark@agd-landuse.com

agd-landuse.com

 

This e-mail, and any attachments hereto, is intended only for use by the addressees named herein
and may contain
legally privileged and/or confidential information.  If you are not the intended
recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
e-mail, and any attachments hereto, is strictly prohibited.  If you have
received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify this office at 310.209.8800 and permanently delete the original and any
copy of any e-mail and any printout thereof.

þ
Please consider the environment before print ing this email.

 

 

From: Esther Serrato <Esther.Serrato@lacity.org>


Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 5:26 PM

To: Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>

Cc: Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>; Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Subject: Re: Case No. DIR 2020-4145(BSA) - 10701 Bellagio Road

 

Good afternoon Mark,

 

We are reviewing your request to continue. There may be availability on October 20, 2021. Would that date work for
you?

 

Thanks,

Esther

 

On Wed, Aug 18, 2021 at 4:55 PM Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org> wrote:



Please see the forwarded message. 

 

Please respond. 
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---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>

Date: Wed, Aug 18, 2021 at 2:33 PM

Subject: Case No. DIR 2020-4145(BSA) - 10701 Bellagio Road

To: apcwestla@lacity.org <apcwestla@lacity.org>

 

Hello,

 

We have just been engaged to represent the new owner of 10701 Bellagio Road for the appeal hearing which I
understand is tentatively being scheduled for September 1 at the WLA APC. 
This will clearly not give us enough
time to properly prepare for the hearing and therefore we would like to request a continuance until 10/6.  Please
contact me asap regarding this.  If you would like to discuss, my direct number is   310-254-2199.  Thank
you for
your consideration.

 

Mark

 

Mark Armbruster

Partner

Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP

12100 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1600

Los Angeles, CA 90025

310-209-8800

mark@agd-landuse.com

agd-landuse.com

 

This e-mail, and any attachments hereto, is intended only for use by the addressees named herein
and may contain
legally privileged and/or confidential information.  If you are not the intended
recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
this e-mail, and any attachments hereto, is strictly prohibited.  If you have
received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify this office at 310.209.8800 and permanently delete the original
and any copy of any e-mail and any printout thereof.

þ
Please consider the environment before print ing this email.
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--

 

Esther Serrato

City Planner

Los Angeles City Planning

 

200 N. Spring St., Room 720

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Planning4LA.org

T: (213) 978-1211

 

 
  
  
  
  


 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> Tue, Aug 24, 2021 at 1:35 PM
To: Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>
Cc: Dale Goldsmith <dale@agd-landuse.com>, James Terzian <JamesRT@networkcapital.net>, "esther.serrato@lacity.org"
<esther.serrato@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "irene.gonzalez@lacity.org"
<irene.gonzalez@lacity.org>, Laura Awad <laura@agd-landuse.com>, Mark Armbruster <mark@agd-landuse.com>

Good day Mr. Armbruster, 

Thank you for your email.  Your request will be shared with the West LA Area Planning Commission. 

Best regards,

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II

Cultural Heritage Commission 
West LA Area Planning Commission

 
james.k.williams@lacity.org 

T: (213) 978-1295


Los Angeles City Planning  
200 N. Spring St., Room 272
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Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org

               

[Quoted text hidden]
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James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org>

WLA APC Jurisdiction today over ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A


Michael Salman <salman@ss.ucla.edu> Wed, Sep 1, 2021 at 8:55 AM
To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, oscar.medellin@lacity.org
Cc: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org>, Amy Minteer <acm@cbcearthlaw.com>

To the WLA APC and
Assistant City Attorney Medellin,

I just realized I made
a mistake that I should correct, although it does not effect the
demonstration that the APC still has jurisdiction
over the case:

I mistakenly counted
"meeting days of the Council" starting from the August 18 APC
hearing date. That was incorrect. 


"Meeting days of the
Council" should be counted from the date of issuance of the
revised ZA determination, which was August 26.

Counting from the
proper start date, Council met on August 27 and 31, and is
scheduled to meet September 1, 3, and then, due to
recess, not
again until September 10. Therefore the APC's decision is not
final until midnight on September 10, as per LAMC
12.24.I.6.b

The APC has
jurisdiction today and can extend jurisdiction by consent.

Yours

Michael Salman

Professor Emeritus

History, UCLA


[Quoted text hidden]
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James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org>

WLA APC Jurisdiction today over ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A

1 message

Michael Salman <salman@ss.ucla.edu> Wed, Sep 1, 2021 at 7:33 AM
To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, oscar.medellin@lacity.org
Cc: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org>, Amy Minteer <acm@cbcearthlaw.com>

To the WLA APC and
Assistant City Attorney Medellin,

I am writing with
regard to Case No ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A and the WLA APC continued
jurisdiction over the case, which was
heard by the APC at its
last meeting on August 18.


It has been brought to
my attention that there might be a supposition or assumption
that the APC may have lost jurisdiction over the
case  due to
the issuance on August 26 of the revised ZA determination
pursuant to the Commissioner's ruling on August 18. It seems
some might believe the issuance of the written determination
ends the APC's jurisdiction. A review of the Municipal
Code indicates
otherwise: The APC still has jurisdiction
over the case.


The pertinent Code
section is LAMC 12.24.I on appeals. I will reproduce the
pertinent sections of the Code and provide alongside it
an
account of pertinent dates. Afterwards, I will address the
purpose of the APC rule allowing the potential of
"reconsideration" and
issues of equity and justice.


12.24.I.4
speaks to the overall calendar time during which the APC has
jurisdiction: 75 days or longer if agreed. The 75 day
expiration date of jurisdiction is September 1, 2021, as
indicated on the agenda for the August 18 appeal hearing.


   4.   Time for Appellate Decision.  The
appellate body shall act within 75 days after the
expiration
of the appeal period or within any additional period mutually
agreed upon by the
applicant and the appellate body.  The
failure of the appellate body to adopt a resolution within
this time period shall be deemed a denial of the appeal.

12.24.I.6.b on Effective Date of Appellate
decision refers to Charter Sec 245 for the definition of an
"Effective Date of
Appellate Determination." In the original
text, the Charter Section number "245" is a hyperlink to
Charter Section 245.

6.   Procedures and Effective Date of
Appellate Decision.
 

     (a)   When a conditional use decision is
appealed to the City Council and the
Council either approves
 the conditional use or denies an appeal from an earlier
approval, the matter together with the files and reports
 shall forthwith be
transmitted to the Mayor.  The Mayor may
approve or disapprove the conditional
use within ten days of
its presentation to him or her.  This action shall be based
solely upon the administrative record and whether the Mayor
 believes the
conditional use conforms with the requirements
 for approval set forth in this
section.  If the Mayor
disapproves the conditional use, he or she shall return the
matter to the City Clerk for presentation to the Council,
 together with the
objections in writing.   The Council within
 60 days after the matter has been
returned to it may
override the disapproval:

 
   (i)   by a two-thirds vote if the Council
had not modified the conditional
use as approved by the
initial decision-maker, or if the Council had made
the
initial approval of the conditional use by reason of the
failure of the
initial decision-maker to act; or
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   (ii)   by a three-fourths vote if the
Council had modified and approved
the conditional use or
reversed the action of the initial decision-maker and
had
approved the conditional use.

 
   If the Council fails to override the
Mayor’s disapproval within the 60 days, the
Mayor’s
disapproval shall constitute a denial of the conditional
use.  If the Mayor
fails to return the matter to the City
Clerk within ten days of its presentation to
him or her, the
approval of the conditional use shall become final.

 
     (b)     When a conditional use decision of
the Zoning Administrator is appealed to an
Area Planning
 Commission, the appellate decision of the Area Planning
 Commission
shall be final and effective as provided in
Charter Section 245.

Charter Section 245 says the action of the
APC is not final until "the expiration of the next five
meeting days of the Council"
in regular session. The
fifth meeting day of Council will be September 1, 2021 (they
met Aug 24, 25, 27, and 31, and they meet
on Sept 1). The
expiration of the 5th meeting day
is 12 Midnight on September 1, 2021.

Consequently, the APC will still have
jurisdiction at its September 1 meeting.


Here is Charter Sec
245:

Sec. 245.  City Council Veto of Board
Actions.
 
     Actions of boards of commissioners
 shall become final at the expiration of the next five
meeting days of the Council during which the Council has
convened in regular session, unless
the Council acts within
 that time by two-thirds vote to bring the action before it
 or to waive
review of the action, except that as to any
 action of the Board of Police Commissioners
regarding the
removal of the Chief of Police, the time period within which
the Council may act
before the action of the Board shall
become final shall be ten meeting days during which the
Council has convened in regular session.

I
would also like to note two collateral issues:

The
APC rules allowing for reconsideration at the next meeting
if there is still jurisdiction would be meaningless if the
APC decision itself terminated jurisdiction. That cannot be
the intent of the rule.

There
is an equity and justice element to the APC looking at
reconsideration in this case. 


NASE's
attorney Amy Minteer's letter to the APC of August 27,
2021 (cc'ed to Mr. Medellin) proves beyond the
shadow of a
doubt that the ZA gave the APC woefully false information
on central issues at the August 18
hearing, and did so
extensively during the Commission deliberation and
question phase of the hearing when
neither the appellant
nor applicant could respond.
The
ZA's misinformation was pivotal to central issues in the
case. For example, the ZA said "no new wells" had
been
drilled since 2000, when the documents and admission of
the applicant absolutely and without doubt or
margin for
interpretation show otherwise. Likewise, the ZA told the
APC that well conversions are merely acts
of
reclassification on paper requiring no ZA review or
approval, when - in fact - they are substantial physical
projects, LAMC 13.01.I has specifically required full ZA
review since at least 1955, and ZA Memo 133 expressly
requires a public hearing and prohibits granting a CE from
CEQA due to the potential for environmental
impact. 

While
the ZA did not testify under oath, his quasi-judicial role
under the Municipal Code requires him to
examine evidence,
report on facts, and abide by the law. His professional
standards require this, too. 

In
light of  all of the circumstances recounted herein (the
Code, the facts of the case, the statements at the
hearing). precluding any chance for the APC to even decide
whether to look again to see if they were given
accurate
information would be inequitable, contrary to justice, and
contrary to the public good of sustaining
good faith in
the land use review and appeal processes.

For all of the
above reasons, I hope you will find that the WLA APC still has
jurisdiction over this case at its meeting today.




9/1/2021 City of Los Angeles Mail - WLA APC Jurisdiction today over ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1709710314707958532&simpl=msg-f%3A17097103147… 3/3

Yours,

Michael Salman

Professor Emeritus

History, UCLA
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August 31, 2021 

 

VIA E-MAIL (apcwestla@lacity.org) 

 

Michael Newhouse, President and Members of the 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Attention: James K. Williams 

City Hall, Room 272 

200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

 Re: 627 North Carcassonne Road 

             Agenda Item # 6 on September 1, 2021 Agenda 

            Case No.: DIR-2020-4144-BSA01A 

  

 Subject:  Request for Continuance     
 

 

Dear President Newhouse and Members of the Commission: 

 

  The subject property recently sold and the new owners, Mr. & Mrs. 

Louis Hsieh, have moved in.  They only learned of this appeal in the past few days 

and have retained our office to represent them.  As such, we respectfully request a 

continuance of this hearing to enable us to submit the property letter brief and 

documentation on their behalf. 
 

 Sincerely, 

 
BENJAMIN M. REZNIK of 

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

 

BMR:ki 

mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org


            
June 14, 2021         
 

 
TO: West Los Angeles Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Kevin Fulton, Planning Assistant 
  
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/TECHNICAL MODIFICATION/CORRECTION TO THE STAFF 
RECOMMENDATION REPORT FOR CASE NO. DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL-1A; 815 East Angelus 
Place 
 
 
The following technical modifications are to be incorporated into the staff recommendation report to 
be considered at the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission meeting of June 16, 2021, related 
to Item No. 5 on the meeting agenda. The modification includes additional documents to update 
Exhibit B and Exhibit E of the Staff Recommendation Report as well as modified text to reflect a 
change in the project floor area.  
 
Exhibit E – Context Maps and Massing Analysis, which was not previously included in the staff 
recommendation report is attached.   
 
Exhibit B includes the stamped project plans “Exhibit A”. On June 9, 2021, the applicant submitted 
updated plans, reflecting a decrease in the project size from 3,437 square feet to 3,223 square feet. 
The following modification is recommended to update the project’s total floor area in the Director’s 
Determination. 
 
Planning Staff recommends the Commission adopt the following changes to the recommended 
Conditions of Approval and Findings, and to adopt updated “Exhibit A” stamped plans dated June 11, 
2021.  
 
Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions as bold underline. 
 
Grant Clause should be modified as follows:  
 

Approve a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of a single-family dwelling and 
the construction of a new, two-story, 3,437 3,223 square foot, single-family dwelling with an 
attached garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. The project provides a total of three (3) parking 
spaces and is located in the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone; and 

 
Background should be modified as follows:  
 

The applicant is requesting a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of a single-
family dwelling and the construction of a new two-story, 3,437 3,223 square-foot single-family 
dwelling with an attached garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. The project provides a total of 

 
 

 
Item No. 5 

 
 
 Department of City Planning 

 
 
 

City Hall,  200 N. Spring Street, Room 525, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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three onsite parking spaces. In addition, the project is subject to review for compliance with the 
Mello Act.  

 
Finding No. 1 should be modified as follows: 
 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of development on public 
services, infrastructure, traffic, the environment and significant resources, and coastal access. 
Applicable provision are as follows: 
 
Section 30244 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources. 
Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as 
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. The subject site is not located within an area with known Archaeological or 
Paleontological Resources. However, if such resources are discovered during necessary 
excavation or grading activities, the project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local 
regulations already in place.  
 
Section 30250 Location; existing developed area. 
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this 
division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas 
able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural 
uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable 
parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the 
average size of surrounding parcels. The proposed project is located in a residential 
neighborhood developed with similar single and multi-family dwellings. The project will demolish 
a single-family dwelling and construct a new two-story, 3,437 square-foot single-family dwelling 
with an attached garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. The new residential structure will 
maintain connections and access to all public services required for residential uses, including 
water and sewage, waste disposal, gas, and electricity. Therefore, the proposed development will 
be adequately serviced and will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal resources.  
 
Section 30251 Scenic and Visual Qualities. 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource 
of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such 
as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by 
the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. The subject property is located on a relatively flat parcel one (1) mile from 
the Pacific Shoreline. The proposed project will demolish a single-family dwelling and construct a 
new two-story, 3,437 3,223 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached garage, roof deck, 
and a swimming pool. The project observes the maximum flat roof line height (25 feet) while the 
maximum varied roofline height (26 feet) is four (4) feet below the limit (30 feet). It is compliant 
with all other pertinent development regulations for the R2-1 zone and Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. There are 25 lots on this block of Angelus Place (bounded by Grandview Avenue 
and Oakwood Avenue), excluding the subject property. These lots are improved with single and 
multi-family dwellings, of which twenty (20) are one-story, two (2) are two-story, and three (3) 
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have a partial second story. Both dwellings with a full second story are located nearby the subject 
site at 819 & 818 East Angelus Place respectively. The existing dwellings on the block feature a 
diverse range of architectural styles and massing. Other common design elements include varied 
rooflines and decorative walls along the lot frontage. The proposed project exceeds the required 
front-yard setback and includes a varied roofline and decorative wall along the lot frontage. The 
varied roofline and transparent façade help break up the massing, while the wood framing along 
part of the façade adds visual interest, color, and texture. As such, the proposed project will be 
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding community and is designed and sited to 
protect views to and along the ocean. 
 
Section 30252 Maintenance and Enhancement of Public Access. 
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the 
coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial 
facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of 
coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development 
with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such 
as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will 
not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local 
park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve 
the new development. The subject property is located one (1) mile from the Pacific Shoreline and 
3,462 feet from the Venice Canals. The project is limited to the subject property, providing 
adequate parking for the proposed dwelling unit; three on-site parking spaces. No improvements 
are proposed or required within the right-of-way, and the project will not obstruct access to or from 
the site. No permanent structures would be placed within the public right-of-way and public access 
to the coast would not be obstructed. As such, the proposed project will not conflict with any public 
access policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
Section 30253 Minimization of Adverse Impacts. 
New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any 
way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms 
along bluffs and cliffs. (3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control 
district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development. (4) Minimize 
energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. (5) Where appropriate, protect special 
communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. The project site is not located on a bluff or cliff but 
is located in a Liquefaction Zone. It is also located within 5.5 kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault. 
The proposed project will be subject to all relevant developmental regulations and regulatory 
compliance measures established by the various City departments and the Conditions of Approval 
imposed herein. Compliance with such requirements will minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of geologic hazard. 
 

The proposed project will not produce any adverse impacts as it relates to public access, 
recreation, marine environment, land resources, or existing development as the subject property 
is located in an urbanized residential neighborhood one (1) mile from the Pacific Shoreline. The 
proposed project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline or along the coast. The 
proposed project will not adversely impact any recreational uses and activities, the marine 
environment, and other environmentally sensitive habit areas. The subject property is not located 
in an area with known archaeological or paleontological resources and will be required to comply 
with existing regulations, if discovered. The proposed project will not involve the diking, filing, or 
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dredging of the open coastal waters. The proposed project will be served by existing public 
facilities and will not degrade the scenic and visual qualities of nor interfere with public access to 
the coastal area. Therefore, the proposed project will be in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act.  
 

Finding No. 2 should be modified as follows: 
 
2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare a local 

coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
  

 Coastal Act Section 30604(a) states that prior to the certification of a Local Coastal Program 
(“LCP”), a coastal development permit may only be issued if a finding can be made that the 
proposed development is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The Venice Local 
Coastal Land Use Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the California Coastal Commission on June 14, 
2001; however, the necessary implementation ordinances were not adopted. The City is in the 
initial stages of preparing the LCP; prior to its adoption the guidelines contained in the certified 
LUP are advisory. 
 
As discussed, the project consists of the demolition of a single-family dwelling and the 
construction of a new 3,437 3,223 square foot, two-story single-family dwelling with an attached 
garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. A total of three onsite parking spaces are provided. The 
subject site is within the Southeast Venice subarea of the Venice Coast Zone Specific Plan. It is 
zoned R2-1 and designated for Low Medium I Residential land uses. The proposed project is 
consistent with the following policies of the Land Use Plan:  
 
Policy I.A.1 identifies general residential development standards regarding roof access structures 
and lot consolidation restrictions.  No lot consolidation is proposed.  The proposed roof access 
structure meets all requirements for roof access structures. 
 
Policy I.A.6 includes development standards for projects in areas designated for Multi-family 
Residential – Low Medium I Density; the standards address use, density, yards, and height for 
the Southeast Venice Subarea. The project proposes the demolition of a single-family dwelling 
and the construction of a new single-family dwelling, with a maximum flat roofline height of 25 feet 
and a maximum varied roofline height of 26 feet. The project is consistent with the residential 
uses and density allowed in the R2-1 Zone and the maximum height for structures located in the 
Southeast Venice Subarea. The project provides a 21-foot front yard, a 15-foot rear yard, and 4-
foot side yards, consistent with the requirements of the R2 zone and the existing scale and 
character of the neighborhood.  
 
Policy II.A.3. outlines the Parking Requirements for the project: single-family dwellings on lots 35 
feet or more in width if adjacent to an alley are required to provide three parking spaces. The 
subject site has a width of 40 feet and will provide three parking spaces for the single-family 
dwelling. 

 
The proposed development is consistent with the policies of the Land Use Plan and the standards 
of the Specific Plan (discussed below) and will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a 
local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.   

 
Finding No. 3 should be modified as follows: 
 
3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 

California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent amendments 



ITEM NO. 5 
DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL-1A           
PAGE 5 
 

thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and considered in light of the individual project in 
making this determination.   

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

Commission (October 14, 1980) to supplement the Statewide Guidelines. Both regional and 
statewide guidelines, pursuant to Section 30620 (b) of the Coastal Act, are designed to assist 
local governments, the regional commissions, the commission, and persons subject to the 
provisions of this chapter in determining how the policies of this division shall be applied to the 
coastal zone prior to the certification of a local coastal program. As stated in the Regional 
Interpretative Guidelines, the guidelines are intended to be used “in a flexible manner with 
consideration for local and regional conditions, individual project parameters and constraints, and 
individual and cumulative impacts on coastal resources. In addition to the Regional Interpretative 
Guidelines, the policies of Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (the Land Use Plan was 
certified by the Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001) have been reviewed and considered.  

 
 The project consists of the demolition of a single-family dwelling and the construction of a new 

3,437 3,223 square foot, two-story single-family dwelling As discussed, the project consists of the 
demolition of a single-family dwelling and the construction of a new 3,437 3,223 square foot, two-
story single-family dwelling with an attached garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. 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 standards of the Specific Plan.   

 
Finding No. 4 should be modified as follows: 

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

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

 
The project consists of the demolition of a single-family dwelling and the construction of a new 3,437 
3,223 square foot, two-story single-family dwelling, providing three on-site parking spaces. The 
development does not conflict with prior decisions of the Coastal Commission. The Coastal 
Commission recently took action on the following projects in the Venice Coastal Zone: 
 
- In September 2020, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development permit for the 

construction of a new three-story, 33.8-foot high, 4,827 square-foot single-family residence with 
a 530 square-foot accessory dwelling unit and three on-site parking spaces on a 3,545 square-
foot vacant canal-front lot, located at 3819 Via Dolce (Application No. 5-19-1167).  

 

- In March 2020, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit for the 
substantial demolition, major renovation of, and 1,724-square foot net addition to, an 
approximately 1,128 square foot, 20.3 foot high, one-story single family residence resulting in 
an approximately 2,852 square-foot, 28 feet high three-story single family residence with 1,111 
square foot of new deck space, new attached two-car garage, and one additional onsite parking 
stall, 3.5 foot high rooftop guardrails, and hardscape and landscape improvements on a canal-
fronting lot.  The existing detached two-car garage, topped with a second-story and third-story 
recreation room, is proposed to be demolished.  Project includes a request to maintain 
nonconforming front yard setback from the canal as well as encroachments beyond the property 
line adjacent to the canal, located at 441 Sherman Canal (Application No.5-19-0854) 
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- In February 2020, the Coastal Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit for the 
demolition of a 2-story, 25-foot high, 1,856 square foot duplex and construction of a 3-story, 28-
foot high, 2,799 square foot single-family dwelling with a 2-story, 815 square foot accessory 
dwelling unit and 3 onsite parking spaces, located at 21 29th Avenue (Application Nos. A-5-VEN-
19-0022 & 5-19-0949) 

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

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

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

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

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

the demolition of a 1-story, 700 square-foot single-family dwelling, and the construction of a 2-
story, 24-foot high, approximately 2,878 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached 2-
car garage and roof deck, on a lot located in a Single Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone at 
2412 Clement Avenue (Application No. A-5-VEN-17-0072). 

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

the demolition of a 756 square-foot single family home on two adjoining residential lots and 
construction of an approximately 24-foot high, 1,560 square-foot, 3-level, single family 
residence with a rooftop deck and attached two-car garage on one 2,011.6 square-foot lot, 
located in a Single Permit Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone at 678 Marr Street (Application 
No. A-5-VEN-17-0044). 

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

authorize the addition to a one-story 1,331 square-foot single-family residence on a 2,650 
square-foot walk-street lot, resulting in a three-story, 28-foot high, 3,075 square-foot single-
family residence with a 413 square-foot two-car garage and an 819 square-foot roof-deck with 
a 10-foot high roof access structure, on a lot located in a Dual Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal 
Zone at 16 30th Avenue (Application Nos. 5-17-0695 & A-5-VEN-17-0034). 

 

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. 
 

Finding No. 6 should be modified as follows: 
 
6. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act has 

been granted.  
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Categorical Exemption No. ENV-2019-5904-CE was prepared for the proposed project consistent 
with the provisions of CEQA. The project consists of the demolition of a single-family dwelling and 
the construction of a new 3,437 3,223 square foot, two-story single-family dwelling with an attached 
garage, roof deck, and a swimming pool. A total of three onsite parking spaces are provided. The 
Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class 1) and 15303 (Class 3). 
 
The Class 1 Categorical Exemption includes demolition and removal of individual small structures: 
(1) One single-family residence. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be 
demolished under this exemption; (2) A duplex or similar multifamily residential structure. In 
urbanized areas, this exemption applies to duplexes and similar structures where not more than six 
dwelling units will be demolished; (3) A store, motel, office, restaurant, or similar small commercial 
structure if designed for an occupant load of 30 persons or less. In urbanized areas, the exemption 
also applies to the demolition of up to three such commercial buildings on sites zoned for such use; 
(4) Accessory (appurtenant) structures including garages, carports, patios, swimming pools, and 
fences. The project proposes demolition of an existing single-family dwelling.  
 
The Class 3 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, and Accessory (Appurtenant) Structures including 
garages. As previously discussed, the project will construct one new single-family dwelling and a 
new swimming pool. 
 
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 located 

within the Coastal Zone, the residential neighborhood is not identified as a sensitive 
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 site is located within a Liquefaction 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 R2-1 and designated Low Medium I Residential use. The proposed development 
of a single-family dwelling 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 typical in a residential 
neighborhood and, as such, no unusual circumstances are present or foreseeable. 

 
(d) Scenic Highways. The only State-designated Scenic Highway in the City of Los Angeles is 

the Topanga Canyon State Scenic Highway, State Route 27, which travels through a portion 
of the Topanga State Park. The subject property is located several miles to the southeast of 
State Route 27. Therefore, the proposed project will not create any impacts to scenic 
resources within a State-designated Scenic Highway.  

 



ITEM NO. 5 
DIR-2019-5903-CDP-MEL-1A           
PAGE 8 
 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. According to the EnviroStor, the State of California’s database of 
hazardous waste sites, neither the subject property nor any property in the vicinity, is 
identified as a hazardous waste site.  

 
(f) Historical Resources. The subject site and exiting structure have not been identified as a 

historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA), the project is not listed on the 
National or California Register of Historic Places, or identified as a Historic Cultural 
Monument (HCM). 
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