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Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3, are distributed to the Commission and uploaded online.
Please note that “compliance” means that the submission complies with deadline, delivery
method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the number of copies. Please review the
Commission ROPs to ensure that you meet the submission requirements. The ROPs can be
accessed at http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and
selecting the specific Commission.

All compliant submissions may be accessed as follows:

e “Initial Submissions”: Compliant submissions received no later than by end of
day Monday of the week prior to the meeting, which are not integrated by reference
or exhibit in the Staff Report, will be appended at the end of the Staff Report. The
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WestLA Planning Commission

November 17, 2021 hearing Agenda Item 6
815 Angelus Place

Via email
West L.A. Area Planning Commission,

This is the fourth hearing for this appeal, a project that from the outset should have been denied
and the appeal granted. There have been three continuances but it is this last which is the most
egregious. After deliberations and immediately before the vote where it seemed there was a
consensus for denial, the President decided that a further meeting between the parties to come to
an agreement would be beneficial. Never mind that the two parties have met several times
throughout this appeal period and before and the applicant was resolute in not considering any
suggestions from the appellants. Despite that, the President insisted. Knowing the strength of the
evidence, both written and the oral testimony of many, this was clearly more about avoiding a
positive outcome for the Appeal than trying once again to come to some agreement. At a
minimum, this shows a strong bias to the applicant by a commissioner who consistently goes out
on a limb for the real estate profession, beyond what due process allows.

Even a fellow commissioner objected to these kinds of continuances:
“It’s funny ... Commissioner Newhouse is always big on having people come together
and try again. [ actually [...] of bit of a different thought. I think the time to talk has
passed. You know, we have come to this hearing, we have spent a lot of time, staff,
community has sat and listened to this. I think good appreciable talks by applicant to the
appellant should have taken place by now. It shouldn’t take the threat of a passing or not
passing to make someone move. [...] when the time comes for a hearing, and we call this
meeting to order that we are now voting on this and moving forward.” (Commissioner
Waltz-Morocco June 16, 2021, at 50:51)

We appreciate Commissioner Waltz Morocco’s understanding of the appeal process and due
process in general and her sense of fairness.

This is not the first time the President has used this ploy to avoid taking a vote that might result
in upholding an appeal, hoping that with a continuance the Commission will forget the
Substantial Evidence provided and strength of the appellant’s case. The public has witnessed this
ploy many times.

It is not the role of the APC to encourage changes to a submitted project. Its responsibility is to
review the documents, the project that has been submitted to them and to deliberate and
determine a ruling based on the documents at hand. To do otherwise is an abuse of responsibility
and abuse of discretion. It should not continue. Please rule on the matter before you and do not
look for ways to make a project palpable. The onus should not be put on the appellants to further
negotiate with an applicant simply because a commissioner wants to find a way to help the
developer.



As to the grounds of this Appeal, the Appellants have made clear and have proven that this
proposed project does not conform with the Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the certified LUP as to
compatibility with scale and character of the neighborhood. In addition, the excessive massing
disrupts the pedestrian orientation of this block and by extension the neighborhood. Its
neighborhood, Presidents Row is a sensitive area, only recently being discovered by predators
who would like to completely change its character and scale. Approving the appeal will prevent
the degradation we have seen in other neighborhoods by indiscriminate large structures that do
not respond to the existing neighborhood character.

Also, during your final consideration of the appeal, please be mindful that a determination based

on liking the house and its style is an error of judgement. As per Commissioner Margulies’

comments at the same June 16 hearing:
“Yeah, a few things here. I, this is not a beauty contest. Let's, let's start with that, please.
Commissioners. I mean, whether you like the design is totally irrelevant and we're not
looking at it in terms of its aesthetic quality, purely. What we're looking at is whether this
is consistent with the Coastal Act, specifically Chapter 3. So, you know, I also looked at,
and I read the case, I actually did read the case carefully...” (Commissioner Margulies,
June 16, 2021)

Please read the Appellants’ documentation, letters in support of the Appeal and the comments in
the hearings by Commissioners Waltz Morocco and Margulies. It is all there to support you
making the proper decision based on the proper Standard of Review--the Coastal Act Chapter 3
and the certified Venice Land Use Plan--to grant the Appeal.

Please hold the line and grant the appeal to prevent what would be a significant adverse
cumulative impact on the special character of this neighborhood.
Sincerely,

Sue Kaplan
Venice resident



David Ewing
1234 Preston Way
Venice, CA 90291

Nov. 15, 2021

Dear Honorable Commissioners:
Please deny VTT-82077-SL at 1169 E. Palms Blvd. and 1801-1821 Penmar Ave.

The underlying problem with this project is that it manipulates the process in ways
detrimental to the community, to City Planning, and to the people the Small Lot
Ordinance was created to help become homeowners.

AFFORDABLE HOME OWNERSHIP

What is the Small Lot Ordinance intended for? It's to allow people to become first time
owners, people who would not have access otherwise, because they would not be able
to afford a larger property.

If you are trying to make homes affordable, why would you give the developer
entitlements that make the building larger and more expensive?

These are currently 7 RSO homes, so the developer isn’t adding any housing, but is
removing small, low cost rentals.

The applicant told us in November 2020 that the intention was to sell for $2mm per unit?
At over $2000 per square foot, that’s an almost unprecedented price, even for Venice.

USURPING PLANNING:

The process is being manipulated to deny the City its full dedications.
Had the permits been submitted in the proper order, the Small Lot Subdivision
application would have come first, and the City could have taken its dedications.

Instead, the applicant gamed the system by going to Department of Building & Safety
first, and got administrative permits to expand the seven existing buildings. Because the
permits were not discretionary, they didn’t trigger the City dedications, so applicant got to
max out his development of 7 RSO rentals by expanding into that land and preventing
the City from exercising its full dedications.

It was only once these permits were issued on the basis of the existing, grandfathered
use, consisting of seven, single-family RSO homes on a single parcel, and the
remodeled, expanded buildings were already substantially built, that the developer filed
for a Small Lot Subdivision.

| say, “gamed the system,” because this is an experienced developer. It strains credulity
to think the reversed order of the applications was a mistake or an afterthought. | believe
he knew exactly what he was doing.

If you allow this, developers will be lining up to take advantage of the loophole you'd be
opening. The impacts would be born by the City and its communities.

EASEMENT ISSUES:



2. Use of easement: where the BOE cannot get the dedication it wanted, it solves
the problem by taking easement instead for most of the width that it needed. This work-
around simply reduces the required setback, by allowing the sidewalk to occupy it.

This “fix” is being proposed with increasing frequency. It may obey the letter or the law,
but it subverts planning, because the setbacks exist only on paper. In essence you

get planning done by BOE and LADBS, for issues that they should not be responsible
for. First, engineering issues are usurped inadvertently by LADBS. Then planning issues
are using usurped with by BOE. Real planning gets the short end of the stick

MANIPULATION OF THE PROCESS:

If you allow multiple applications out of order, you invite problems like the ones here.
This case shows how the system can be manipulated to enrich a developer while
cheating the community and the City.

Instead of applying for a Small Lot Subdivision and then submitting building plans, or
submitting them together, the applicant went to DBS first to get administrative permits,
including generous adjustments, before he applied for a Small Lot Subdivision.

Was this accidental? Did he decide to divide the property only after he got his building
permits? No. He told neighbors early on that he planned to subdivide and sell as
individual homes. He even knew his pricepoint: $2mm each.

But because he’s an experienced developer, he also knew that if he applied for a Small
lot Subdivision, that would trigger the City’s dedications on his property along Palms
Blvd. and Penmar Ave.

So instead, he applied for administrative permits from DBS that wouldn’t trigger the
dedications. With those permits in hand, he turned around and applied for the Small Lot
Subdivision.

By doing things out of order, the applicant is taking decisions that should be planning
decisions. If you allow this, you're creating a situation where an applicant can ’shop’ their
projects and choose which department to go to first in order to get the

most beneficial entitlements.

DBS’ entitlements have usurped BOE'’s prerogative to take its dedications.

BOE had to give away its dedication on Penmar entirely. On Palms, it took an easement
to satisfy its needs, in lieu of most of its dedication. The dedication was left was a strip
just three inches wide, instead of five feet!

However, this workaround cut into the project’s de facto setback. Both of these actions,
taken together, usurped DCP'’s ability to maintain setbacks in anything near conformity
with the zoning or the built environment.

City Planning, instead of carrying out its own mandate, was left with the thankless task of
trying to justify the outcome of a process that had been thoroughly gamed for the
applicant's own enrichment at the expense of all the other concerns, from affordability to
streetscape, as well as integrity of public process.



PRECEDENT SETTING:

If you go along with something like this, then you give a pass to developers to ‘work’ the
system. You'll see dedications disappear and increasing calls for workarounds that
impact neighbors instead of the developers,

Developers know when they’re buying properties with dedications -- and the properties
are priced accordingly. For speculators confident of beating the system, this means
increased profits at the City’s expense.

The question is what can you do about this now, when you’re ruling on a land division for
a project whose buildings are not only already entitled, but already built out and currently
being stuccoed?

DENY THE SUBDIVISION.

Maintain the 7 units of RSO housing as already permitted. Developers should know that
they game the system at their own risk, not the City’s or the neighbors’.

Also, alert the Director of City Planning that the process is being manipulated in this
manner, so appropriate measures can be taken to prevent similar problems from
proliferating.

Thank you,

David Ewing

1234 Preston Way
Venice 90291
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William Wood <eastveniceguy90291@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 15, 2021 at 12:54 PM

To: "apcwestla@lacity.org” <apcwestla@lacity.org>
Cc: "james.k.williams@l]acity.org" <james.k.williams@l]acity.org>

Honorable Commissioners:

| write in support of the appeal filed by the East Venice Neighborhood Association (EVNA) and
petition signed by East Venice neighbors requesting that you deny the small lot subdivision as
proposed and require as a condition of any approval that the Bureau of Engineering (BOE)

mandate the 3-foot dedication along Penmar Avenue as BOE originally requested in the January 6,

2021 DAA hearing.

As explained in EVNA's appeal papers, the developers planned the project and attempted to
process the approvals in a way that would hinder the City's ability to exercise the 3-foot dedication
along Penmar Avenue. The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission and the City as a whole
should act in the interests of neighborhood residents and public safety, not in favor of developers
that seek to game the system and profit at the expense of neighborhood, pedestrian, and traffic
safety.

| respectfully request that you act in the public's interest and deny the project as proposed and
require that the dedication along Penmar Avenue be used to protect our East Venice neighbors
and public safety.

Respectfully,
William Wood

2001 Penmar Avenue
Venice CA 90291

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1716529046030958389&simpl=msg-f%3A1716529046...
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