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PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, a parcel map for the subdivision of 
a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-story, single-
family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof deck on each 
newly subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite. 
 

REQUESTED 
ACTIONS: 

An appeal of the Advisory Agency’s determination to approve a Preliminary Parcel Map 
pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.22-C.27 and 17.53. 
 
An appeal of the Director of Planning’s determination to approve a Coastal Development 
Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) Section 12.20.2 and Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1 and the 
City of Los Angeles Interim Mello Act Compliance Administrative Procedures. 
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS (AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL-1A): 
 

1. DETERMINE that, based on the whole of the administrative record, the project is exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301, 15303, 
15315, and 15332 and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 
 

2. DENY the appeal. 
 

3. SUSTAIN the determination of the Advisory Agency to conditionally approve Preliminary Parcel Map No. 
AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS (DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A): 
 

1. DETERMINE that, based on the whole of the administrative record, the project is exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301, 15303, 15315, 
and 15332 and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 
 

2. DENY in part the appeal and GRANT in part the appeal to SUSTAIN the determination of the Director 
of Planning to conditionally approve a Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review 
for the proposed project in the single-permit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone, and  
 

3. Adopt the attached amended Findings and updated “Exhibit A”. 
 
 
VINCENT. P. BERTONI, AICP 
Advisory Agency & Director of Planning 
 
 
   
   
   
Faisal Roble, Principal Planner  Juliet Oh, Senior City Planner 
 
 

  

   
   

 
Elizabeth Gallardo, City Planner  Sienna Kuo, Planning Assistant 

sienna.kuo@lacity.org 
   
   

 
ADVICE TO PUBLIC: * The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City 
Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are 
given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commission’s Office a week prior to the 
Commission’s meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues 
you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered 
to the agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the 
City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Sign language 
interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To 
ensure availability of services, please make your request at least seven (7) days prior to the meeting by calling the City 
Planning Commission Office at (213) 9781300.

for
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The subject site, 315 South 6th Avenue, is a relatively flat, rectangular, residential vacant lot with 
a width of 30 feet and a depth of 161 feet, with a total lot area of approximately 6,380 square feet. 
The property fronts 6th Avenue to the northeast and abuts an alley to the southwest. The subject 
lot is zoned RD1.5-1 with a General Plan land use designation of Low Medium II Residential. The 
project site is located in the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, within the 
Oakwood Subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The RD1.5-1-zoned neighborhood 
immediately surrounding the property is developed with one to three-story single-family dwellings 
and two-story, multiple-family dwellings.  
 
The proposed project consists of the demolition of four single-family dwellings, a parcel map for 
the subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to create two Small Lots with lot areas of 3,800 square 
feet (Parcel A-rear lot) and 2,580 square feet (Parcel B-front lot), and the construction of a three-
story single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) on each new small 
lot. The new residential structure on Parcel A is 3,448 square feet comprised of a 2,591 square-
foot single family dwelling (Unit A.2) and an 857 square-foot ADU (Unit A.1). The new residential 
structure on Parcel B is 3,190 square feet comprised of a 2,088 square-foot single-family dwelling 
(Unit B.2) and a 1,102 square-foot ADU (Unit B.1). The size of each single-family dwelling and 
attached ADU are shown on an updated floor plan, submitted November 24, 2020 and included 
as Exhibit C.3. The proposed development provides five parking spaces, 2 spaces for each single-
family dwelling and a guest parking space. 
 
APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES 
 
The Advisory Agency and Director of Planning issued separate decision letters on November 9, 
2020 approving Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL and Case No. DIR-2019-
2610-CDP-MEL. An appeal was filed for each decision, in a timely manner, on November 24, 
2020. The Appellant submitted appeal points that address both actions by the Director of Planning 
and Deputy Advisory Agency. The issues relevant to the Advisory Agency action are addressed 
in Appeal Point Nos. 1-3 and the issues relevant to the Director’s Determination are addressed in 
Appeal Point Nos. 4-15.    
 
Appeal of Advisory Agency Decision AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL-1A. Below is a summary of 
the appeal points relevant to the Advisory Agency Decision (AA-2019-2609-PMLA) and 
staff’s response. 
 
Appeal Point No. 1 
 
Violation of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Ordinance.... the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan Ordinance has been violated because the Specific Plan compliance review has not  yet been 
performed….covering the overall project—demolition, subdivision AND new construction 
 
Staff Response No.1  
 
The proposed project is subject to the policies of the certified LUP and the development 
regulations of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and has been reviewed for compliance with 
these regulations as discussed in the Findings prepared for Case No. DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL. 
The project consists of the demolition of four dwelling units and the construction of one new single-
family dwelling and ADU on two new small lots. However, separate Project Permit Compliance 
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Review is not required because the project qualifies for a Director of Planning Sign-Off or Venice 
Sign Off, as outlined in Section 8A of the Venice Specific Plan [The following Venice Coastal 
Development Projects are exempt from the Project Permit Compliance procedures contained in 
LAMC Section 11.5.7 C. For these projects, no demolition, grading, building permit or certificate 
of occupancy shall be issued unless the Director of Planning has reviewed the application and 
determined, by signature, that the Venice Coastal Development Project complies with all 
applicable provisions of this Specific Plan.].  
 
Section 8A of the Specific Plan provides: 
 

2. In the Non-Appealable Area: 
 

a. Any improvement to an existing single or multiple-family dwelling unit that is not 
located on a Walk Street; 
 

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

c. New construction of four or fewer dwelling units, not located on a Walk Street; 
 

d. Demolition of four or fewer dwelling units. 
 
Finding No. (a) of the Advisory Agency’s Decision states the proposed density of two dwelling 
units with attached accessory dwelling units complies with the requirements of the Specific Plan. 
Furthermore, the Advisory Agency’s Decision includes Department of City Planning Condition No. 
18.c, which states: That the subdivider shall comply with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 
prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. The subdivider shall obtain a Venice Sign Off 
(VSO) for each newly subdivided small lot, to be issued by a Venice Project Planner at the time 
of plan check. As such, the project qualifies for a VSO and the Applicant is required to obtain 
approvals for compliance with the Specific Plan. 
 
Moreover, the City's VSO process under Section 8A of the Specific Plan has been upheld by the 
California Court of Appeal in Venice Coalition to Preserve Unique Community Character v. City 
of Los Angeles (2019) 31 Cal.App.5th 42, 50, which held that Section 8A of the Venice Specific 
Plan creates a ministerial process for specified projects and exempts them from project permit 
compliance review. As the court noted in its decision, the VSO process does not require a hearing 
or notice and does not entitle opponents to notice and a hearing:    
 

“We agree with the City and the trial court that the VSO process is ministerial.  The director 
of planning is not required to exercise independent judgment; he or she only reviews a set 
of fixed, objective construction measurements. In contrast, the project permit 
compliance review in section 8C requires the director of planning to exercise independent, 
subjective judgment as to whether the project is generally compatible with the character 
of the existing neighborhood. [¶ …] Because we agree with the court and the City that 
VSO projects do not need to be separately reviewed for compliance with the LUP, and 
because we agree that the VSO process is ministerial, we conclude that for VSO projects 
the Venice Coalition is not entitled to notice and a hearing.” 
 
Id. at 49-50. 

 
Because the project qualifies for a VSO, it is not subject to Project Permit Compliance review. As 
such, the Appellant’s claim lacks merit.  
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Appeal Point No. 2  
 
Violation of the Multiple Permit Ordinance. The Multiple Permit Ordinance, which requires that all 
permits for a single project be issued together, is also being violated as the Specific Plan 
compliance review has not been performed  at the same time as the PMLA, Mello and CDP 
determinations. 
 
Staff Response No. 2 
 
The project has been considered and approved in compliance with LAMC Section 12.36, Projects 
Requiring Multiple Approvals. The project is subject to multiple approvals including a Quasi-
judicial Approval pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2, a Subdivision Approval, subject to LAMC 
Section 12.22 C.27, and the City of Los Angeles Interim Mello Act Compliance Administrative 
Procedures and Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1. As such, the Advisory Agency 
and Director of Planning issued separate decision letters on November 9, 2020 approving 
Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL and Case No. DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL. 
Because the project qualifies for a VSO (See Staff Response No. 1), the approvals have 
conditioned the project for compliance with the Venice Specific Plan through a Venice Sign Off. 
As conditioned, the applicant will receive any ministerial approvals such as the Venice Sign Off 
at the time of plan check. Ministerial approvals are not subject to LAMC 12.36.  
 
Appeal Point No. 3 
 
PMLA findings are in error and the PLMLA must be denied…The Director errs in that there is no 
evidence that the design or improvement of the proposed      subdivision is consistent with applicable 
General (including LUP) and Specific Plans. The Parcel Map Findings are in error … The PMLA 
cannot find that there has been compliance with the Specific Plan when such review has not yet 
been performed and thus  there is no evidence of compliance.   
 
Staff Response No. 3 
 
The Advisory Agency's approval of Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL is based 
on compliance with the requirements outlined in the California Subdivisions Map Act (Government 
Code Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63), Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (LAMC Section 
12.22-C.27), and LAMC Section 17.53. The required Findings are provided in the Advisory 
Agency Decision. As discussed in Finding No. (a), the Advisory Agency considered the policies 
and regulations of the General Plan, Venice Land Use Plan (LUP), Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan (VCZSP), and Los Angeles Municipal Code in reviewing the proposed preliminary parcel 
map.  
 
LAMC Section 17.50 states the purpose of the preliminary parcel map: 
  

The following parcel map regulations are intended to assure compliance with the 
Subdivision Map Act, the Comprehensive Zoning Plan of the City of Los Angeles as set 
forth in Article 2 of this chapter, and the various elements of the City’s General Plan, to 
assure lots of acceptable design and of a size compatible with the size of existing lots in 
the immediate neighborhood; to preserve property values; to assure compliance with the 
Design Standards for Streets and Alleys as specified in Section 17.05 of this Code where 
street or alley dedication and/or improvement are required; and to prevent interference 
with the opening or extension of streets necessary for emergency vehicle access, proper 
traffic circulation and the future development of adjacent properties; and to provide that 



AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL-1A & DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A  A-4 
 

 

the dividing of land in the hillside areas be done in a manner which will assure that the 
separate parcels can be safely graded and developed as building sites. 

 
As discussed in Finding (a) of Case No AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL,  
 

…parcel maps are to be designed in conformance with the parcel map regulations to 
ensure compliance with the various elements of the General Plan, including the Zoning 
Code. Additionally, the maps are to be designed in conformance with the Street Standards 
established pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 B. The project site is located within the 
Venice Community Plan, which designates the site with a Low Medium II Residential land 
use designation. The land use designation lists the RD1.5, RD2, RW2, and RZ2.5 Zones 
as the corresponding zones. The project site is zoned RD1.5-1, which is consistent with 
the land use designation… The Venice Specific Plan allows a maximum density of two 
dwelling units per lot (one unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area). As shown on the parcel 
map, the Project proposes to subdivide the project site into two (2) small lots, pursuant to 
LAMC Section 12.22 C.27, which is consistent with the density permitted by the zone. 
Parcel A (rear) will have a lot area of 3,800 square feet and Parcel B (front) will have a lot 
area of 2,580 square feet, meeting the minimum lot area requirement of 1,500 square 
feet… Additionally, as a small lot subdivision, the map indicates the common access 
easement for vehicular and pedestrian access to the proposed small lots, consistent with 
LAMC Section 12.22 C.27. Therefore, the proposed map demonstrates compliance with 
LAMC Sections 17.05 C, 17.06 B, and 12.22 C.27 and is consistent with the General Plan, 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and Ordinance 176,345. 

 
In reviewing the proposed map, the Advisory Agency considered the location and layout of the 
lots, the total number of resulting lots and area, access to the site, location of existing and new 
infrastructure, and required dedications and improvement to the public right-of-way. Comment 
letters were submitted by City Agencies after review of the map and incorporated as conditions in 
the Advisory Agency’s Decision, to ensure compliance with the provisions the LAMC. 
 
As discussed in Finding No. (a), the proposed density and lot area are consistent with the 
regulations of the Specific Plan. As required by the Specific Plan, vehicle access is provided from 
the rear alley, five parking spaces are provided, and the height is limited to 25 feet. In addition, 
the proposed map is consistent with provisions of LAMC Section 12.22-C.27 (pursuant to 
Ordinance 176,354), which address minimum lot width, minimum lot area, maximum lot coverage, 
and yards. As evidenced in Table 1 below, the proposed subdivision meets all of the required 
standards. 
 
Table 1. Development Standards of Small Lot Ordinance No. 185,462 

Standard Required Parcel A (rear) Parcel B (front) 
Lot Width 18 feet 40 feet 40 feet 
Lot Area 600 square feet 3,800 square feet 2,580 square feet 
Lot Coverage Max 75% of Lot Area 59.6% 40.4%% 

Perimeter  Side Lot Line – 5 feet 
Rear Lot Line – 5 feet 5 feet 5 feet 

Front Yard  
(Front Lot Line) Underlying zone – 15 feet 17 feet 4 inches 

(not required) 15 feet 
 

 
The Appellant states that there is no evidence to show the design and improvement of the 
subdivision is consistent with the General Plan, LUP, and Specific Plan. 
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Finding (b) of Case No AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL further clarifies the terms “design” and 
“improvement” 
 

For purposes of a subdivision, the terms design and improvement are defined by Section 
66418 and 66419 of the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Design refers to 
the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the proposed site plan 
layout. Pursuant to Section 66427(a) of the Subdivision Map Act, the location of the 
buildings is not considered as part of the approval or disapproval of the map by the 
Advisory Agency. Easements and/or access and improvements refers to the infrastructure 
facilities serving the subdivision. LAMC Section 17.50 and 17.05 enumerates the design 
standards for a parcel map and requires that each map be designed in conformance with 
the Street Design Standards and in conformance with the General Plan… 

 
The subject site is designated for Low Medium II Residential land uses, subject to Policy 1.A.7.d 
of the LUP: 
 

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures. 
 
Density: One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 square 
feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. 
 
Replacement Units/Bonus Density: Lots greater than 4,000 square feet can add extra 
density at the rate of one unit for each 1,500 square feet of lot area in excess of 4,000 
square feet on parcels zoned RD1.5, or one unit for each 2,000 square feet of lot area in 
excess of 4,000 square feet on parcels zoned RD2, if the unit is a replacement affordable 
unit reserved for low and very low income persons.  

 
Finding No. (b) further clarifies the “design” and “improvement” of a subdivision relates to the 
configuration and layout of the proposed lots and site layout as well as the infrastructure facilities, 
not necessarily the size or specific features of proposed structures. As such, the proposed Map 
and the design or improvements (as defined by Section 66418 and 66419 of the Subdivision Map 
Act) is consistent with the applicable provisions of the General Plan, LUP and Specific Plan.  
 
The subject site has a net lot area of 6,380 square feet. Pursuant to Policy 1.A.7.d of the LUP and 
Section 10.G.2.a(2), the subject lot is limited to a maximum density of two dwelling units. The site 
has an excess of 2,380 square feet of lot area, beyond the 4,000 square feet. However, as 
analyzed in Finding No. 7 of the Director’s Determination, a Feasibility Study prepared by Howard 
Robinson & Associates dated September 12, 2019, found it would not be feasible for the project 
to provide any Affordable Replacement Units. As such, the project density is limited to two 
dwelling units.    
 

The appellant further states that subdividing lots in Venice subverts neighborhood character by 
causing a significant break in the pattern of development. An aerial view from ZIMAS shows that 
the development pattern along 6th Avenue and nearby streets can be characterized by narrow lots 
(40 feet wide) with multiple structures, usually one in the front of the lot and one towards the rear. 
Vehicle access is typically provided from the rear alley. Whereas most lots adhere to this pattern 
physically, several lots along 6th Avenue and Rennie Avenue (adjacent street) have been legally 
subdivided to following this pattern as well. Recent subdivisions include projects located at 334 
6th Avenue, 354 6th Avenue, 330 South Rennie Avenue and 338 South Rennie Avenue. The 
proposed preliminary parcel map allows for the subdivision of the existing lot in a manner 
consistent with the existing development pattern, providing a building frontage on 6th Avenue, two 
residential structures, and vehicle access from the rear. Furthermore, the provisions of the Small 
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Lot Ordinance and Advisory Agency action require a 15-foot front yard setback and 5-foot side 
yards. As such, the subdivision would not impact the development pattern of the neighborhood. 
 
The Advisory Agency made the required findings in the California Subdivisions Map Act 
(Government Code Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63), to approve a preliminary parcel 
map for the subdivision of a residential lot into two (2) small lots, consistent with the requirements 
of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22-C.27), and LAMC Section 17.53. 
Furthermore, the project is consistent with the applicable provisions of the General Plan, Venice 
LUP, Specific Plan, and LAMC, as discussed in the Advisory Agency decision and this report. 
 
Appeal of Director’s Determination DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A. Below is a summary of 
the appeal points relevant to the Director of Planning’s Decision (DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL) 
and staff’s response. 
 
Appeal Point No. 4 
 
There is a lack of factual and legal support for the decision. These determinations should be … 
redone to include … basic information about the project and the 4 units proposed, which is 
necessary to evaluate the project. Without evidence provided in the Findings about the project’s 
dwelling unit sizes it cannot be determined whether it is in conformance  with Coastal Act Sections 
30251 and 30253. 
 
Staff Response No. 4 
 
The Appellant states that there is a lack of factual support for the decision because the project 
description is incomplete, as it does not specify the height or square-footage of the proposed 
structures, and further argues that the approved plans were not available for review. The 
published hearing notice did not indicate the proposed single-family dwelling and Accessory 
Dwelling Unit size, however, the public hearing held was directed towards the subdivision of the 
property. In addition, the public was allowed to provide public comment regarding the project 
during the public hearing and was encouraged to contact Staff with any questions regarding the 
scope of work of the proposed project.  
 
At the time of filing, the parcel map was distributed amongst different agencies within the City to 
provide comments and feedback regarding the proposed project. As provided in the staff report 
for the Advisory Agency joint hearing, the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) submitted a memo dated 
October 22, 2019 with recommended conditions. These conditions are included in DAA’s 
Determination as BOE – Specific Conditions, Condition Nos. 1-7, and BOE – Standard Conditions 
S1, S-2, S-3. As provided in the conditions of approval, the project is required to make specific 
improvements to reconstruct and repair the existing right-of-way adjacent to the property, 
however, no street dedications are required.  
 
The Appellant states the approved plans, renderings, and preliminary parcel map are not posted 
online. LAMC Section 12.20.2-G.3 outlines the procedures for Notification of the Determination, 
which states: A copy of the permit granting authority’s action approving, conditionally approving 
or disapproving any application for a Coastal Development Permit, along with any findings made 
and conditions imposed in connection therewith, shall be mailed to the applicant and to any person 
or persons who, in writing, request a copy of such action. A mailing affidavit certifies that on 
November 9, 2020, an employee of the City of Los Angeles mailed a copy of the Letter of Decision 
to the owner, applicant, representative, persons who signed in at the hearing, persons who 
requested notice in writing, Council District 11, the neighborhood council, and the required parties 
under the IAP. The approved plans, stamped as Exhibit A, are maintained in the project case file 
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as stated in Condition No. 1 and 16 of the Determination. Information concerning project scope 
and proposed plans is part of the public record, readily accessible during normal business hours 
to any person requesting to review the file. The information is also available through contacting 
project planning staff by phone or email. In previous appeals, appellants had contacted the project 
planner and were able to obtain electronic copies of the stamped Exhibit A and case file materials 
requested.  
 
On November 26, 2020, the appellant, Robin Rudisill, contacted Department staff with a request 
to view the case file. Department staff made the case file available to the Appellant for review with 
the Records Management Division on December 7, 2020. The appellant did not respond to staff’s 
email to schedule an appointment to review the case file. 
 
An approved Exhibit A stamped set of plans are available on the City Planning website at the end 
of the review process and after any appeal action. More recently, filed materials such as 
applications and preliminary plans have been made available on the Department’s Case summary 
and Documents website. However this is only available for new applications filed within the past 
year. As provided in the stamped Exhibit A, the information regarding height and square footage 
is as follows: the proposed structure on Parcel A will have a lot area of 3,800 square feet with a 
height of 30 feet and the proposed structure on Parcel B will be 2,580 square feet with a height 
of 30 feet. 
 
The Applicant submitted an updated floor plan on November 24, 2020 to reflect the location and 
size of the single family dwelling units and attached ADUs. While the updated sheet was included 
in the project case file, they were not included in the stamped “Exhibit A.” The updated floor plan 
sheet is included as Exhibit C.3 of this report. Staff further recommends the Commission adopt 
an updated “Exhibit A” approved plans to include the updated floor plan sheet and amended 
Findings to clarify the size of the residential units.   
 
The proposed project is discussed in the background and findings of the Director’s Determination; 
the project height is limited in Condition No. 5, to 30 feet. As discussed in Finding No. 1 and 2, 
the height and square footage of the proposed residential structures complies with the Zoning 
Code and the certified LUP. The LUP includes policies and development standards that address 
bulk, height, buffer, setbacks, parking, and access for residential development. Finding No. 1 of 
the Determination addresses the issue of visual compatibility, as follows: 
 

The project is located within a residential neighborhood zoned RD1.5-1 and is developed 
with single and multi-family residential structures that are one to three stories in height. 
There are 38 residential structures in the neighborhood block bound by Rose Court to the 
north and Flower Court to the south. Of the 38 structures, 2 are three stories, 19 are two 
stories, and 17 are one-story structures. The proposed development provides a 15-foot 
front yard setback, consistent with the requirements of the RD1.5-1 zone and further steps 
the third-story back five feet from the front yard setback, reducing the massing of the 
structure at the façade…The subject site and surrounding area are relatively flat with no 
direct views to the Pacific Ocean; no natural landforms will be altered as part of the project.  

 
Coastal Act Section 30251 discusses Scenic and Visual Qualities in the Coastal Zone. As 
provided in Finding No. 1 of the Directors Determination, in response to this sections, there are 
38 residential structures in the neighborhood block bound by Rose Court and Flower Court, two 
of those residential structures are three stories, 19 are two stories, and 17 are one-story 
structures. There is no view to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. 
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Coastal Act Section 30253 discusses the Minimization of Adverse Impacts, which includes (1) 
minimizing 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 located within the Calvo Exclusion Area, Liquefaction Zone, and is within 4.06 
kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault. Therefore, minimization of risks to geologic and methane 
hazard areas are utilized as the property does not sit on natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.  
 
Appeal Point No. 5 
 
Consideration of adverse cumulative impacts were erroneously omitted… In Finding 1 of the City’s 
CDP, there is no cumulative impacts analysis, which is an error and abuse of discretion. 
 
Staff Response No. 5 
 
The Appellant states the City should prepare a cumulative effects analysis, required by Section 
30105.5 of the Coastal Act. This provision is a definition for “cumulatively” or “cumulative effect” 
and governs the interpretation of these terms where they appear in the Coastal Act. It states:  
 

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

 
The City’s Findings for approval of a Coastal Development Permit are found at LAMC Section 
12.20.2-G.1. Notably, these Findings require the Director to determine whether the development 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as follows: 
 

1.   Authority – A permit granting authority shall have the authority to approve, 
conditionally approve or disapprove any application for a Permit under the provisions of 
the California Coastal Act of 1976; and standards as established by Division 5.5 Title 14 
of the California Administrative Code. In making its determination under the provisions of 
this section, the permit granting authority shall not approve, or conditionally approve a 
permit unless it makes written findings, including specific factual findings, supporting the 
following conclusions: 
  
(a) That the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public Resources Code). 
 

(b) That the permitted 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. 

 
(c) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by 

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

 
(e) If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline 

of any body of water located within the coastal zone, that the development is in 
conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976. 

 
(f) Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 
 
The Determination provides a complete discussion of the required findings to approve the coastal 
development permit, including consistency with the applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act.  Section 30250 (Location) is the only Chapter 3 policy that refers to cumulative effects. It 
states in its entirety that:  
 

(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. 
 

(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away from 
existing developed areas. 

 
(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas 

shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for 
visitors. 

 
Pub. Res. Code § 30250 

 
The Director has determined that the development is an infill project proposed to be located in an 
existing developed area – a long-established, residential neighborhood developed with single and 
multi-family dwellings. Per ZIMAS records, the four existing buildings on this site date back to 
1923. Neighboring properties of the project site were built in the same time frame of the early 
1900’s with development along Rose Avenue beginning in the 1940’s. As provided in Historic 
Resources Survey Report for the Venice Community Plan Area, dated March 2015, “The first 
subdivisions for residential development occurred in the area around 1903; many subsequent 
tracts were recorded after Venice was officially opened in 1905, and development activity 
continued through the mid-1920s” (SurveyLA, p.11).  The report for the Historic Districts – 
Oakwood Planning District further states, “Original buildings were constructed primarily from 1905 
through the 1920s, with a secondary wave of development during the 1940s and 1950s” 
(SurveyLA, p. 295). Over time, many of the residential lots have been redeveloped with new 
single-family and multi-family structures.  
 
Section 30250 requires the Director to determine whether this existing developed area can 
“accommodate” the new development. While the term “accommodate” is not defined in the 
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Coastal Act, a common understanding for the term is: “1. (of physical space, especially a building) 
provide lodging or sufficient space for.”1 The project proposes to keep the same number of 
dwelling units on site by replacing the 4 existing dwelling units with an equal number of dwelling 
units (2 Single Family Residences with 2 Accessory Dwelling Units). The findings of the Advisory 
Agency in the parcel map decision have determined that the proposed project site must meet the 
required off-street parking requirements; observe the required setbacks; provide five-foot-wide 
common access easement; comply with the Small Lot Design Standards; comply with landscape 
requirements; and meet all of the Bureau of Engineering Standard Conditions; and Parcel Map 
requirements under LAMC 17.00. (See, Advisory Agency Findings, pages 16 through 20.)  As 
such, substantial evidence supports the Director’s determination that the development is located 
in an existing developed area that is able to accommodate it. (See, Director’s Determination, p. 
7.)  
 
The project is not located in “other areas” identified under 30250 where cumulative effects to 
Coastal Resources based on the project’s location outside of existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it would be concerned. Furthermore, as discussed in the Determination and this 
report, the proposed development is visually compatible with the scale and character of the 
surrounding area. (See, Director’s Determination, p. 7-8.)  As such, the Director’s decision 
contains the required findings necessary for granting a coastal development permit. 
 
Appeal Point No. 6 
 
The proposed project would result in a loss of density and would not preserve overall density in 
an area able to accommodate it, and thus is inconsistent with the Coastal Act Section 30250.  
 
Staff Response No. 6 
 
The Appellant states that project would result in a loss of density and would not preserve overall 
density in an area able to accommodate it, and thus is inconsistent with Section 30250 of the 
Coastal Act. Staff recognizes that the Coastal Commission has recently taken issue with the loss 
of density on a case-by-case basis.  
 
As discussed in Finding No. 2 of the Director’s Determination, the project is consistent with the 
applicable density provisions of the certified LUP. The subject site is designated for Low Medium 
II Residential land uses, subject to Policy 1.A.7.d: 
 

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures. 
 
Density: One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 square 
feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. 
 
Replacement Units/Bonus Density: Lots greater than 4,000 square feet can add extra 
density at the rate of one unit for each 1,500 square feet of lot area in excess of 4,000 
square feet on parcels zoned RD1.5, or one unit for each 2,000 square feet of lot area in 
excess of 4,000 square feet on parcels zoned RD2, if the unit is a replacement affordable 
unit reserved for low and very low income persons.  

 
The subject site has a net lot area of 6,380 square feet. Pursuant to Policy 1.A.7.d of the LUP and 
Section 10.G.2.a(2), the subject lot is limited to a maximum density of two dwelling units. The site 
has an excess of 2,380 square feet of lot area, beyond the 4,000 square feet. However, as 
analyzed in Finding No. 7 of the Director’s Determination, a Feasibility Study prepared by Howard 

 
1 (Oxford English Dictionary, https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/accommodate/.) 

https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/accommodate/
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Robinson & Associates dated September 12, 2019, found it would not be feasible for the project 
to provide any Affordable Replacement Units. As such, the project density is limited to two 
dwelling units.    
 
The Appellant contends each subdivided lot can support two dwelling units. The Department 
issued a Director’s Interpretation (Case No. DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A) to further clarify the provisions 
of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22-C.27) for projects within the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The Interpretation is outlined in Z.I. No. 2406, which provides: the 
density of combined newly created lots shall not exceed the density permitted by zoning of the 
original, pre-subdivided lot. The Director’s Interpretation clarifies that the maximum permitted 
density for a lot cannot be increased as a result of the Small Lot Subdivision. 
 
The proposed density of two dwelling units is the maximum density permitted for the site and 
consistent with the provisions of the Certified Land Use Plan. The Applicant proposes the 
construction of two ADUs to replace two existing dwelling units. As shown in the updated floor 
plan, the attached ADUs are 857 square feet (Unit A.1) and 1,102 square feet (Unit B.1). The 
ADUs are significantly larger than the existing single-family dwelling ranging in size from 384 
square feet to 600 square feet. Accessory Dwelling Units are not subject to the density limitations 
in the Specific Plan. However, as defined in LAMC Section 12.03, ADUs are “residential dwelling 
units,” and from a functional standpoint there could be no distinction between a single-family 
dwelling with an ADU and a duplex.   
 
LAMC Section 12.03 provides the following definition of an ADU: 

 
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU).  An attached or detached residential dwelling 
unit that provides complete independent living facilities for one or more persons and is 
located on a lot with a proposed or existing primary residence. It shall include permanent 
provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation on the same lot as the single-
family or multifamily dwelling is or will be situated.  ADUs include efficiency units as defined 
in Section 17958.1 of the Health and Safety Code, manufactured homes as defined in 
Section 18007 of the Health and Safety Code, and Movable Tiny Houses. 

 
The project will replace four single-family dwellings with four dwelling units comprised of a new 
single-family dwelling and ADU on two small lots. The proposed development complies with the 
density limitations of the Specific Plan and would preserve the existing density of the subject site.  
 
Appeal Point No. 7 
 
Subdividing lots and conversion of multi-family housing to single-family housing in the Venice 
Coastal Zone subverts Neighborhood Character. 
 
Staff Response No. 7 
 
The Appellant states that subdividing lots in Venice subverts neighborhood character by causing 
a significant break in the pattern of development. 
 
As discussed in Staff’s Response to Appeal Point No. 3, the existing layout of lots and 
development pattern of 6th Avenue and the surrounding area is characterized by 40-foot-wide lots 
fronting a street with vehicle access provided from an alley located to the rear of the lots. The 
proposed preliminary parcel map allows for the subdivision of the existing lot in a manner 
consistent with the existing development pattern, providing a building frontage on 6th Avenue, two 
residential structures, and vehicle access from the rear. Furthermore, the provisions of the Small 
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Lot Ordinance and Advisory Agency action require a 15-foot front yard setback and 5-foot side 
yards. As such, the subdivision would not impact the development pattern of the neighborhood. 
 
Concerns over the project’s compatibility with the surrounding area are addressed in Chapter 3 
Findings for Section 30251. (See Director’s Determination, p. 8-9.) The applicant has also 
provided a neighborhood height and context survey demonstrating its compatibility with 
neighboring properties (Exhibit F). The property currently maintains four single-family dwellings 
onsite with available parking at the rear of the property. The proposed project will sit at the 
allowable height of 30 feet for a pitched roof and similar to 312 and 316 6th Avenue, will have only 
one building viewable from 6th Avenue.  
 
Appeal Point No. 8 
 
The adverse cumulative impact and change to the character of the neighborhood due to the loss 
of four replacement affordable low-income units was not considered: The existing units were all 
covered under the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). In addition, all four were determined by 
HCID to be Mello replacement affordable units. DCP has erred in accepting a feasibility study in 
order to determine that replacement of existing affordable housing is infeasible when the IAP 
clearly does not allow this replacement to be waived due to infeasibility in this case.  
 
Staff Response No. 8 
 
As discussed in Staff Response No. 6, the proposed project will replace four existing dwelling 
units with four new dwelling units, comprised of two single-family dwellings and two attached 
ADUs. The type of dwelling units provided complies with the density limitations of the Specific 
Plan. Finding No. 7 of the Director’s Determination provides a full discussion of the Feasibility 
Study prepared for the project. Part 8.0 of the Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying 
with the Mello Act (IAP) states, “Appellants have the burden of proof and shall present substantial 
evidence to support their appeal.” The Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to support 
their claim that the decision-maker has erred.  
 
Appeal Point No. 9 
 
The Coastal Act affordable housing provisions and the Commission’s Environmental Justice 
Policy was not considered. 
 
Staff Response No. 9 
 
The Coastal Commission adopted an Environmental Justice Policy on March 8, 2019, which 
states the Commission will work with local governments to adopt local coastal program policies 
that allow for a broad range of housing types including affordable housing, ADUs, 
transitional/supportive housing, homeless shelters, residential density bonuses, farmworker 
housing, and workforce/employee housing, in a manner that protects coastal resources consistent 
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The Department is in the process of preparing a Local Coastal 
Program for the Venice Coastal Zone. Consistent with the guidance provided in the Commission’s 
Policy, the City will work with Coastal Commission staff to incorporate within the LCP policies 
consistent with the Environmental Justice Policy. 
 
The Appellant further argues that the existing units must be considered one structure or a unified 
development, that a feasibility study should not be considered, and the affordable units must be 
replaced.  
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The IAP provides the following questions and procedures: 
 

Part 4.6 QUESTION #6. Are 11 or more Residential Units proposed for demolition or 
conversion? 

 
If the total number of Residential Units proposed for Demolition or Conversion is ten or 
fewer, staff shall record a "no" answer to question #6. Staff shall go to question #7.  

 
If the Applicant is proposing to demolish or convert 11 or more Residential Units, staff shall 
record a "yes" answer to question #6. All of the Affordable Existing Residential Units 
recorded in the answer to question #4 must be replaced. The second exception category 
applies to a maximum of ten Residential Units. 

 
Part 4.7 QUESTION #7. Are any Affordable Existing Residential Units in one-family 
or two-family dwellings? 

 
If the answer to question #7 is "yes," staff shall go to question #8. If the answer to question 
#7 is "no," and all of the Affordable Existing Residential Units are in triplexes and other 
structures that contain three or more Residential Units, then all of the Affordable Existing 
Residential Units recorded in the answer to question #4 must be replaced. The second 
exception category does not apply to triplexes or other structures that contain three or 
more Residential Units. 

 
Part 4.8 QUESTION #8. Is it infeasible for the applicant to replace any of the 
Affordable Existing Residential Units identified by answers to Questions #5 and #7? 

 
The purpose of answering question#8 is to determine if it is feasible for the Applicant to 
provide Affordable Replacement Units… If the proposed Demolition or Conversion does 
not fit into an exception category, then all of the Affordable Existing Residential Units 
recorded in the answer to question #4 must be replaced. 

 
Question #7 requires Planning staff to consider if the Affordable Existing Residential Units are in 
one-family or two-family dwellings. No reference is made to Unified Development, only to the type 
of existing structures. This section further clarifies that affordable units within triplexes and other 
structures that contain three or more Residential Units are required to replace all identified 
Affordable Existing Residential Units. 
 
Assessor records for the site indicate four separate residential structures are maintained on the 
site, constructed in 1923, each structure maintains one dwelling unit. A search of the LADBS 
building permit history did not find a certificate of occupancy or building permits for the site, likely 
due to the age of the structures.  
 
LAMC Section 12.03 provides the following definition of One-Family Dwelling: 
 

DWELLING, ONE-FAMILY. A detached dwelling containing only one dwelling 
unit.  (Amended by Ord. No. 107,884, Eff. 9/23/56.) 

 
Therefore, the four separate structures were determined to be single-family dwelling. As such a 
feasibility study was submitted for review, pursuant to Part 4.8 of the IAP. Finding No. 7 of the 
Director’s Determination provides a full discussion of the feasibility study.    
 
Appeal Point No. 10 
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Venice as a Special Coastal Community was not considered in Finding 1.  
 
Staff Response No. 10 
 
As stated in Findings 1 and 2, the project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1978. Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes general provisions as well as provisions for 
public access, recreation, the marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial 
development. The LUP identifies the Venice Coastal Zone as a Special Coastal Community. 
Findings 1 and 2 adequately states how the project is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 
 
The LUP includes the following policies in identifying Venice as a Special Coastal Community: 
 

Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community 
 
Policy I.E.1. General. Venice’s unique social and architectural diversity should be 
protected as a Special Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 
 
Policy I.E.2. Scale. New Development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the 
scale and character of community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible 
with the community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer, and setback) shall be encouraged. 
All new development and renovations shall respect the scale, massing, and landscape of 
existing residential neighborhoods. Roof access structures shall be limited to the minimum 
size necessary to reduce visual impacts while providing access for fire safety. In visually 
sensitive areas, roof access structures shall be set back from public recreation areas, 
public walkways, and all water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a 
visible increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation area, 
public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed the height limit by 
more than ten (10’) feet. Roof deck enclosures (e.g. railings and parapet walls) shall not 
exceed the height limit by more than 42 inches and shall be constructed of railings or 
transparent materials. Not withstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust 
ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for building function may 
exceed the specified height limit in a residential zone by five feet. 
 
Policy I.E.3. Architecture. Varied styles of architecture are encouraged with building 
facades which incorporate varied planes and textures while maintaining the neighborhood 
scale and massing. 

 
The above-refenced policies are applicable to new Development in the Venice Coastal Zone. 
Policies I.E.1 and I.E.3 encourage a diversity in architectural style and building materials. The 
proposed structure incorporates a modern design with flat and sloped rooflines, utilizing wood 
and stucco on the façade of the structure. Similar to the Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, Policy 
I.E.2 addresses the importance of visual compatibility with the scale and character of existing 
development, specifying that scale refers to bulk, height, buffer, and setback. As discussed in 
Staff’s Response to Appeal Point No. 2 and this section, the proposed three-story development 
is consistent with the massing and height of the three-story single-family dwellings on 6th Avenue. 
The Oakwood neighborhood consists of homes zoned RD1.5-1 with varying ages, styles, and 
sizes. There are 38 residential structures in the neighborhood block bound by Rose Court to the 
north and Flower Court to the south. Of the 38 structures, 2 are three stories, 19 are two stories, 
and 17 are one-story structures. As discussed in Finding No. 2 of the Determination, the proposed 
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project complies with the development standards outlined in Policy I.A.1 and I.A.7 of the LUP. No 
roof access structure is proposed and, as conditioned, the roof deck railings do not exceed 42” 
and are of an open design. Therefore, the proposed project complies with Policy I.E.1, I.E.2, and 
I.E.3 of the LUP. 
 
Appeal Point No. 11 
 
[T]he Director errs and misleads where it states that the yards are in conformance with the LUP 
policies. This is an error as they are looking at the project assuming no subdivision and only 
disclosing the front yard for one single-family dwelling and the rear yard for the other single-family 
dwelling. The rear yard setback is 0’ for Lot B. In other words, one single-family dwelling has a 
front yard and essentially NO rear yard. This is also not in conformance with the LUP, which 
requires yards to be consistent with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood. These 
yards are not consistent nor are they compatible with the existing pattern of development. 

 
Staff Response No. 11 
 
LAMC Section 12.22-C.27 outlines the regulations for Small Lot Subdivisions (Ordinance No. 
185,462). The provisions include requirements for yards along the perimeter of the subdivision to 
ensure that structures along the perimeter of the subdivision are sited in a manner that is 
consistent with existing development in the area.  
 
LAMC Section 12.22-C.27(a)(6) through (8) states:  
 

(6) No front, side, or rear yard shall be required between interior lot lines created within 
an approved small lot subdivision. 
 

(7) The provisions of the front yard of the underlying zone shall apply to the Front Lot Line 
of the perimeter of the subdivision. 

 
(8) The following shall apply to the perimeter of the subdivision: 

 
(i) For any subdivision that shares a property line with an R1 or more restrictive single 

family zone, the provisions of the front yard, side yard and rear yard of the 
underlying zone shall apply. A minimum five-foot side yard shall be required. 
 

(ii) For any subdivision that does not share a property line with an R1 or more 
restrictive single family zone, the following shall apply: 

 
a. A minimum five-foot yard shall be required along the Side Lot Line of the 

perimeter of the subdivision; and 
 

b. A minimum ten-foot yard shall be required along the Rear Lot Line of the 
perimeter of the subdivision, except that where the Rear Lot Line abuts an 
alley a minimum five-foot rear yard shall be required along the perimeter of 
the subdivision. 

 
The project is required to provide a 15-foot front yard at the Front Lot Line on 6th Avenue, 5-foot 
side yards, and a 5-foot rear yard at the Rear Lot Line along the alley. As shown in the approved 
parcel map, the project provides a 15-foot front yard, 5-foot side yards, and 5-foot rear yard. In 
addition, the rear structure (on Parcel A) observes a setback of 17 feet 4 inches from the front 
structure (on Parcel B). The proposed yards are consistent with the yard requirements of the 
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RD1.5 zone. As discussed in Finding No. 1 and 2 of the Director’s Determination, the proposed 
development is visually compatible with the existing area and consistent with the policies of the 
LUP.     
 
Appeal Point No. 12 
 
As indicated in the second paragraph under this Finding [Finding No. 3 of the Director’s 
Determination], the guidelines are intended to be used with consideration of both individual and 
cumulative impacts on coastal resources. There was no analysis of cumulative impacts done by 
the City for this project and thus this Finding is in error. 
 
Staff Response No. 12 
 
See Staff Response No. 5. 
 
Appeal Point No. 13 
 
None of the decisions of the California Coastal Commission listed are applicable to this case. 
 
Staff Response No. 13 
 
The purpose of Finding 4 of Case No. DIR-2016-3291-CDP-MEL is to provide evidence that the 
decision of the permit granting authority (Department of City Planning) is consistent with previous 
Coastal Commission actions, where applicable. The list of previous actions includes appeals of 
development comprised of Small Lot Subdivisions considered by the Coastal Commission, as 
follows: 
 

- In March 2017, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 
Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the City’s 
approval for the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and accessory 
structure, subdivision of the lot into two small lots, and the construction of two new 
two-story single-family dwellings, in the single permit jurisdiction, located at 415 & 417 
Sunset Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-17-0001). 

 
- In December 2016, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a duplex and 

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

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

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

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

Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the City’s 
approval for the demolition of two single-family dwellings, a subdivision to create three 
new lots, and the construction of three new single-family dwellings, located at 644 
Sunset Avenue and 607 7th Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0071). 
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The City of Los Angeles issues Coastal Development Permits for projects in the Single Permit 
Jurisdiction Area of the Coastal Zone. The Coastal Commission will consider appeals of City-
issued permits in the Single Jurisdiction. As such, many of the recent actions by the Coastal 
Commission reflect approvals for development in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction Area, where a 
permit is required from both the City and the State.  
 
Appeal Point No. 14 
 
There are errors in the CEQA Categorical Exemption Findings and thus the project does not 
qualify for a categorical exemption from CEQA. 
 
Staff Response No. 14 
 
As provided in Finding No. 6 of the Directors Determination, The Class 1 categorical exemption 
allows for the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of 
existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features, 
involving negligible or no expansion of use. 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 
the demolition of two existing single-family dwellings and a detached accessory structure 
(storage).   

 
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. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family 
dwellings may be constructed under this exemption. The proposed project qualifies for a Class 3, 
categorical exemption because it consists of the construction of one single-family residence and 
attached ADU on each of the newly subdivided lots. 
 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the following five (5) criteria:  

1. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable 
general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations.  

2. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 

3. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 
4. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, 

air quality, or water quality.  
5. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.  

 
A full discussion of the CEQA Finding for the proposed project is provided in Finding No. 6 of the 
Director’s Determination. The Appellant does not provide substantial evidence to support their 
claim that the project does not qualify for a categorical exemption. 
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Appeal Point No. 15 
 
DCP erred in accepting a feasibility study, as the existing project requires that all existing 
affordable housing units be replaced without consideration of feasibility. DCP abused its discretion 
in finding that no affordable replacement housing is required in the proposed new project, based 
on the feasibility study it considered. 
 
Staff Response No. 15 
 
See Staff Response No. 9. Finding No. 7 of the Director’s Determination provides a full discussion 
of the Feasibility Study prepared for the project. Part 8.0 of the Interim Administrative Procedures 
for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP) states, “Appellants have the burden of proof and shall 
present substantial evidence to support their appeal.” The Appellant has not provided substantial 
evidence to support their claim that the decision-maker has erred.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Staff recommends the Commission deny the appeal and sustain the decision of the Advisory 
Agency to approve Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL and map stamp-dated March 31, 
2020 and deny in part and grant in part the appeal to sustain the determination of the Director of 
Planning to approve a Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review and adopt 
the modified Conditions, amended Findings and updated “Exhibit A” for a project comprised of 
the demolition of four single-family dwellings, the subdivision of one 6,380 square-foot lot into two 
new Small Lots that are 3,800 (Parcel A) and 2,580 (Parcel B) square feet in lot area, and the 
construction of a two-story single-family dwelling with a roof deck and attached ADU on each 
newly created small lot. Staff also recommends the Commission find that the project is 
Categorically Exempt pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.   
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AMENDED FINDINGS 

 
Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions in bold 
underline. 
 
Coastal Development Permit 
In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings maintained in 
Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the affirmative. 
 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
 

Chapter 3 of the 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 
proposed project consists of the demolition and construction of four dwelling units. The 
subject site is not located within an area with known Archaeological or Paleontological 
Resources. However, if such resources are later discovered during excavation or grading 
activities, the project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local regulations 
already in place.  

 
Section 30250 Location; Existing Developed Area. (a) New residential, commercial, or 
industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located 
within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only 
where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created 
parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. The project site 
is located in a developed residential neighborhood improved with single and multi-family 
dwellings. The proposed project can be accommodated by the existing infrastructure and 
by existing public services. The area surrounding the project is developed with other 
residential dwellings thereby making the project site contiguous with, and in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas that are able to accommodate it. 

 
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 proposed project includes the demolition 
of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision resulting in two Small Lots, construction of 
a three-story, single-family dwelling unit with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 
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on each new Small Lot, and five parking spaces onsite. The new residential structure 
on Parcel A (rear lot) is 3,800 square feet, comprised of a 857 square-foot ADU on 
the ground level and a 2,591 square-foot single-family dwelling. The new residential 
structure on Parcel B (front lot) is 3,190 square feet, comprised of a 1,102 square-
foot ADU on the ground level and a 2,088 square-foot single-family dwelling. The 
development would replace four single-family dwellings with two residential 
structures that contain two dwelling units. The project is located within a residential 
neighborhood zoned RD1.5-1 and is developed with single and multi-family residential 
structures that are one to three stories in height. There are 38 residential structures in the 
neighborhood block bound by Rose Court to the north and Flower Court to the south. Of 
the 38 structures, 2 are three stories, 19 are two stories, and 17 are one-story structures. 
The proposed development provides a 15-foot front yard setback, consistent with the 
requirements of the RD1.5 zone and further steps the third-story back five feet from the 
front yard, reducing the massing of the structure at the facade. The site is located within 
an area adjacent to a commercial corridor zoned C4-1 that is designated for Community 
Commercial use and developed with commercial buildings one to three stories in height. 
The subject site and surrounding area are relatively flat with no direct views to the Pacific 
Ocean; no natural landforms will be altered as part of the project. As such, the proposed 
project will be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.  

 
Section 30252 Maintenance and Enhancement of Public Access. The location and amount 
of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) 
facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities 
within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of 
coastal access roads, (3) providing 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 project 
proposes the demolition of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision of a lot to two small 
lots, construction of a three-story single-family dwelling unit with attached Accessory 
Dwelling Units and roof deck on each newly subdivided lot, with five parking spaces 
provided onsite; two spaces will be provided for each single-family dwelling and one guest 
parking space will be shared. As conditioned by Case No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL, the 
project is required to construct a 5-foot wide sidewalk and landscaping on 6th Avenue and 
reconstruct portions of the rear alley. The project provides sufficient parking for the single-
family dwellings and ADUs and the required improvements to the adjacent right-of-way 
will enhance maintain and enhance public access for both vehicles and pedestrians. No 
permanent structures will be placed within the public-right-of way and public access to the 
coast will 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 
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special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, 
are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. The property is located within 
the Calvo Exclusion Area, Liquefaction Zone, and within 4.06 kilometers from the Santa 
Monica Fault. As such, the project is subject to compliance with Zoning, Building, and Fire 
Safety Code requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in geologic and 
methane hazard areas. 
 
The project proposes the demolition of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision of a 
6,380 square-foot lot to two small lots, and the construction of a three-story, single-family 
dwelling with an attached ADU and roof deck for each lot, and five parking spaces located 
onsite. The project would have no adverse impacts on public access, recreation, public 
views, or the marine environment, as the property is located within a developed residential 
area adjacent to 6th Avenue. The project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the 
shoreline or beach. There will be no dredging, filing, or diking of coastal waters or wetlands 
associated with the request, and there are no sensitive habitat areas, archaeological or 
designate public access views. The proposed project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act.  

 
2. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare 

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

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

Program (LCP), a coastal development permit may only be issued if a finding can be made 
that the proposed development is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The 
Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) was certified by the California Coastal 
Commission on June 14, 2001; however, the necessary implementation ordinances were 
not adopted. The City is in the initial stages of preparing the LCP; prior to its adoption the 
guidelines contained in the certified LUP are advisory. The following are applicable 
policies from the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan: 

  
Policy I.A.1 identifies general residential development standards regarding roof access 
structures and lot consolidation restrictions. No roof access structure is proposed. The 
project is limited to the development of one lot. 

 
Policy I.A.7 outlines density and development standards for areas designated for multi-
family dwellings.  
  

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures. The project consists of the construction 
of two three-story single-family dwelling unit with ADU and roof deck, one on each 
newly created lot. The new residential structure on Parcel A (rear lot) is 3,448 
square feet, comprised of a 857 square-foot ADU on the ground level and a 
2,591 square-foot single-family dwelling. The new residential structure on 
Parcel B (front lot) is 3,190 square feet, comprised of a 1,102 square-foot ADU 
on the ground level and a 2,088 square-foot single-family dwelling. Each new 
residential structure will contain two dwellings.  
 
Density:  One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 
square feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. The project proposes a 
density of one parcel on each newly subdivided lot. Parcel A has a lot size of 3,800 
square-feet and Parcel B has a lot size of 2,580 square-feet. 
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Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommodate the need for fire safety, 
open space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of stormwater, and on-site 
recreation consistent with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood. The 
proposed yards are consistent with existing pattern of development along 6th 
Avenue and comply with the requirements of Ordinance No. 176,354 (Small Lot 
Ordinance).  
 
Height: Building height shall not exceed 25 feet for buildings with roofs or 30 feet 
for buildings with a varied roofline (slope greater than 2:12). Any portion that 
exceeds 25 feet in height shall be setback from the required front yard one foot for 
every foot in height above 25 feet. The proposed single-family dwellings will have a 
flat roof height of 30 feet.  

 
Policy II.A.3 outlines the Parking Requirements for the project. Pursuant to Z.I. No. 2406, 
required parking for subdivision projects shall be the parking requirements for multiple 
dwelling uses, based on the width of the pre-subdivided lot, under Section 13.D of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. Multiple dwelling projects on lots 35 feet or more in 
width (if adjacent to an alley) are required to provide two spaces for each dwelling unit and 
one guest parking space for each four or fewer units. The proposed project provides five 
(5) parking spaces total, two standard parking spaces, two compact parking spaces, and 
one guest parking space. The provisions of ADU State Law and the City’s ADU Ordinance 
(LAMC Section 12.22-A.33(c)(12)) require one parking space for an ADU unless 1) located 
within ½ mile walking distance from a bus or rail stop, 2) one block from a designated car 
share pickup or drop off location, 3) within an applicable historic district, or 4) part of a 
proposed or existing residence. Furthermore, no parking is required for Junior ADUs. The 
project includes the development of attached Junior ADUs, on each new lot. All parking 
spaces are accessible via the alley.  
 
The proposed project is consistent with the policies of the Land Use Plan and the 
standards of the Specific Plan and will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a 
Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 
 

3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent 
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and considered in light of the 
individual project in making this determination. 

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

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

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

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

 
 The proposed project consists of the demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, 
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subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-
story, single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof 
deck on each newly subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite, located in 
the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone. The Regional Interpretive 
Guidelines have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered and the proposed project is 
found to be in substantial conformance with the guidelines. In addition to the Regional 
Interpretative Guidelines, the policies and development standards of the Venice Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan have also been 
reviewed, analyzed, and considered. The proposed project will also be in substantial 
conformance with the policies and development standards of the Certified Venice Land 
Use Plan and Specific Plan. 

 
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 new residential structure does not conflict with prior decisions of the Coastal 

Commission. The Coastal Commission recently approved the following projects in the 
Venice Coastal Zone: 

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

the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a new three-
story 3,631 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and a 
roof deck, in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction, located at 237 Linnie Canal (5-19-0233). 

 
- In December 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 

Coastal Development Permit for the construction of a two-story addition to a 961 
square-foot one-story single-family residence, resulting in a two-story, 3,083 square-
foot single-family residence with an attached two-car garage, located at 2334 Frey 
Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-0066). 

 
- In October 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 

Coastal Development Permit for the demotion of a one-story single-family residence 
and the construction of a three-story 3,753 square-foot mixed-use development 
consisting of 759 square feet of ground floor retail use, a 2,092 square foot residential 
unit on the second floor, and a roof deck, with an attached 4-car garage, located at 
706 S. Hampton Drive (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-0054). 

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

demolition of a one-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a two-story, 
2,787 square-foot single-family dwelling with a roof deck and attached garage, located 
at 2412 Clement Avenue (Application No. A-5-VEN-17-0072). 

 
- In August 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 

Coastal Development Permit for the demolition of a 939 square-foot one-story single-
family home and the construction of a 3,027 square-foot two-story, single-family home 
with an attached two-car garage and roof deck, located at 2416 Frey Avenue (Appeal 
No. A-5-VEN-18-0037). 

 
- In August 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 
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Coastal Development Permit for the demolition of a 1,099 square-foot one-story 
single-family dwelling and the construction of a 2,811 square-foot twos0story single-
family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and a roof deck, located at 2433 
Wilson Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-0038). 

 
- In June 2018, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a 750 square-foot 

single-family dwelling on two lots and the construction of a three-story, 1,560 square-
foot single-family dwelling and a three-story, 2,060 square-foot single-family dwelling, 
both with a roof deck and attached garage, located at 676 and 678 Marr Street 
(Application No. A-5-VEN-0042 & A-5-VEN-0044). 

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

Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the City’s 
approval for the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and construction of a 
new two-story, 3,004 square foot single-family dwelling, in the single permit 
jurisdiction, located at 2318 Clement Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0036). 

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

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

 
- In December 2016, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a duplex and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or 

shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the development 
is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
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 Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public access: 
 

  In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need 
to protect public rights, right of private property owners, and natural resources from 
overuse. 

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

policies: 
 

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

 
The proposed project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline as the site 
is not located near any shoreline. The property has no direct access to any water or beach 
and there will be no dredging, filling, or diking of coastal waters or wetlands. In addition, 
there are no environmentally sensitive habitat areas or known archaeological or 
paleontological resources on the site. 
 

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

 
A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2019-2613-CE, has been prepared for the proposed 
project consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
City CEQA Guidelines. The project proposes the demolition of four (4) single-family 
dwelling units, the subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the 
construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling 
Unit (ADU), a roof deck on each newly subdivided lot, and  five (5) parking spaces provided 
onsite in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The new residential 
structure on Parcel A (rear lot) is 3,448 square feet, comprised of a 857 square-foot 
ADU on the ground level and a 2,591 square-foot single-family dwelling. The new 
residential structure on Parcel B (front lot) is 3,190 square feet, comprised of a 1,102 
square-foot ADU on the ground level and a 2,088 square-foot single-family dwelling. 
The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class 1), 15303 (Class 3), 15315 (Class 15), and 
15332 (Class 32). 
 
The Class 1 categorical exemption allows for the operation, repair, maintenance, 
permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, 
facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no 
expansion of use. 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, 
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and fences. The project proposes the demolition of two existing single-family dwellings 
and a detached accessory structure (storage).   
 
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. In urbanized areas, 
up to three single-family dwellings may be constructed under this exemption. The 
proposed project qualifies for a Class 3, categorical exemption because it consists of the 
construction of one single-family residence and attached ADU on each of the newly 
subdivided lots. 

 
The Class 15 categorical exemption allows for minor subdivisions in urban areas. A project 
qualifies for a Class 15 Categorical Exemption if it is a division of property in an urbanized 
area and meets the six (6) conditions as described in this section. Preliminary Parcel Map 
No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL satisfies all six conditions and therefore qualifies for the 
Class 15 Categorical Exemption. 
 
a. A subdivision of four or fewer parcels.  

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

 
b. Conform with the General Plan and Zoning.  

 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned 
RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II 
Residential. The project proposes the construction of two single-family dwellings 
on two new lots and is in conformance with the General Plan and Zoning 
designation. 

 
c. Require no variances or exceptions.  

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

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

 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given 
that the property is located in an urban tract with water supply, sewage and waste 
disposal infrastructure, and power lines installed. 6th Avenue and the abutting alley 
are improved streets with existing utilities and infrastructure to serve residences in 
the area. The street and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there 
is a minor net gain in the number of units on the subject site, no significant increase 
in population or density is anticipated. There will be no significant impact on the 
capacity of existing utilities and services.  

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

 
There is no record of any previous subdivisions in the last two years on record for 
the subject site. 

 
f. Must not have a slope greater than 20 percent.  
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No slope greater than 20% is indicated on the parcel map or topographic survey. 

 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site 
and meets the following five (5) criteria:  
 
a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and 

all applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning 
designation and regulations.  
 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned 
RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II 
Residential. Since the project is for the construction of two new single-family 
dwellings, the project is in conformance with the General Plan and Zoning 
designation.  

 
b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no 

more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
 
The site has a gross lot area of 6,358 square feet, approximately 0.14 acres, 
located at 313 South 6th Avenue and 315 South 6th Avenue, and is wholly within 
the City of Los Angeles. Lots surrounding the subject site are developed with 
single-family and multi-family dwellings. 

 
c. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 

species. 
 
The site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or 
threatened species. The area around the site is urbanized and surrounded by 
residential use. NavigateLA shows that the subject site is not located in a 
Significant Ecological Area. 

 
d. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to 

traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.  
 
The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which 
require compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant 
discharge, dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices 
for stormwater runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and 
water quality to less than significant. The creation of noise is limited to certain 
decibels, restricted to specific hours. The proposed project is not adjacent to any 
water sources and does not involve excavations that may have an impact on the 
water table. Because the project results in a minor net gain in the number of 
residential units, impacts to public services and air quality are deemed 
insignificant. Traffic congestion will not be impacted by the project; the number of 
trips generated by the development will not result in a net increase because the 
area's density and population will not change significantly. Likewise, air quality will 
not worsen as a result of the proposed project. 

 
e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public 

services.  
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The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given 
that the property is located in an urban tract with water supply, water treatment, 
sewage and waste disposal infrastructure, and power lines. 6th Avenue and the 
abutting alley are improved streets with existing utilities that service the various 
other dwellings in the area. The street and alley are accessible to emergency 
vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the number of units on the subject site, 
no significant increase in population or density is anticipated. As such, no 
significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and services is anticipated. 

 
Further, 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. The subject 

property and its surrounding residential neighborhood are not identified as an 
environmental resource. The proposed project is consistent with the scale and 
uses proximate to the area. The subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone, 
nor is it within a landslide area. Although the project is located within a Liquefaction 
Area, 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 lots zoned RD1.5-1 and Low Medium II Residential land use 
designation. The proposed construction of four dwelling units 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 project site is not located on or near a designated state 

scenic highway. 
 
e. Hazardous Waste Sites. The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste 

site or is on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government 
Code.  

 
f. Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been 

identified as a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the 
project is not listed on the National or California Register of Historic Places, or 
identified as a Historic Cultural Monument (HCM) 

 
The project is determined to be categorically exempt and does not require mitigation or 
monitoring measures; no alternatives of the project were evaluated. An appropriate 
environmental clearance has been granted. 
 

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

7. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0). 
 
The project includes the demolition of a single-family dwelling located on a 6,380 square-
foot lot in the Venice Coastal Zone. A Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing 
and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) dated July 17, 2019 states that the 
property currently maintains  
Four (4) residential units with one (1) bedroom each. HCIDLA determined the units were 
affordable based on current monthly housing cost provided by the current tenants. Due to 
the absence of documentation for 315 6th Avenue, Unit C, the Owner has agreed and 
accepted that this unit is presumed to be occupied by an affordable household. The 
current owner purchased the property on September 14, 2018 and claims that the property 
was owner-occupied beforehand by Stephen Doniger, a married man as his sole and 
separate property. Four (4) units were found to be affordable from the provided 
documentation exist. Therefore, four (4) Affordable Existing Residential Units are 
proposed for demolition.  
 
It is infeasible for the applicant to replace any of the Affordable Existing Residential 
Units (Part 4.8) 
 
The Affordable Existing Residential Units are located in four separate residential 
structures, single-family dwellings. Affordable Existing Residential Units within triplexes 
and other structures containing three or more Residential Units must be replaced. 
However, affordable units identified within one-family and/or two-family dwellings are 
subject to the provisions of Part 4.8, which asks: Is it infeasible for the Applicant to replace 
any of the Affordable Existing Residential Units? Feasible is defined as capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, social, and technical factors.  
 
A feasibility study was prepared by Howard Robinson & Associates and submitted on 
September 12, 2019 for project staff review. The study provided an analysis of the 
estimated costs and revenues of the proposed project, the demolition of four existing 
residential structures and the construction of two single-family dwellings, each with an 
Attached ADU, but also provided an analysis of providing the Affordable Replacement 
Unit(s) onsite and within the Coastal Zone and can be provided through new construction 
or adaptive reuse (conversion of existing non-residential structures). 
 
The supplemental information provided by the Applicant included the actual and estimated 
cost of land, improvements/ construction, fees, loans, and expected revenue. In reviewing 
the pro forma prepared as part of the feasibility study, the cost of the subject property as 
well as the cost of acquiring property elsewhere in the Coastal Zone was a significant 
factor that increased the cost of development. Providing two Affordable Replacement Unit 
onsite reduced the size of the proposed project and reduced the estimated revenue 
expected from the market rate dwelling unit. The cost of development also significantly 
increased when accounting for the cost of acquiring additional property to provide the 
Affordable Replacement Unit offsite.  
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Upon review of the feasibility study and supplemental documents submitted by the 
Applicant, it would not be feasible to replace all of the Affordable Existing Residential Units. 
As such, no Affordable Units are required for this project.  

 
8. Categorical Exemptions (Part 2.4) Small New Housing Developments 
 

The project proposes the construction of four (4) Residential Units. Developments which 
consist of nine or fewer Residential Units are Small New Housing Developments and are 
categorically exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement. Therefore, the 
proposed development of four (4) new Residential Units is found to be categorically 
exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement for New Housing 
Developments. 
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315 6th Ave, Venice 
DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL 
AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL 
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION 
November 24, 2020 
  
 
NOTE 1: If any one or more of the CDP, PMLA or Mello Findings cannot be made in the 
affirmative then the determination must be denied.  
 
NOTE 2: This appeal justification is written on a combined basis for the CDP, PMLA AND 
Mello Determinations. 
 
******************************************* 
 
A. VIOLATION OF THE VENICE COASTAL ZONE SPECIFIC PLAN ORDINANCE  
In addition to the errors in the PMLA Findings summarized below, the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan Ordinance has been violated because the Specific Plan compliance review has not 
yet been performed and apparently the intention is to simply prepare a VSO covering the new 
construction only at the time of building permit submittal, and not covering the overall 
project—demolition, subdivision AND new construction. 
 
 
B. VIOLATION OF THE MULTIPLE PERMIT ORDINANCE  
The Multiple Permit Ordinance, which requires that all permits for a single project be issued 
together, is also being violated as the Specific Plan compliance review has not been performed 
at the same time as the PMLA, Mello and CDP determinations.  
 
 
C. PMLA FINDINGS ARE IN ERROR AND THE PMLA MUST BE DENIED 

Staff has avoided properly addressing these Small Lot Subdivision PMLA issues discussed 
below.  The evidence shows that the prior planning administration had problems making the 
findings due to issues with the Mass, Scale and Character of these larger projects, the significant 
change in subdivision/development patterns, and these multi-family neighborhoods being 
converted to single-family neighborhoods, and therefore they failed to property review the 
entire small-lot subdivision project as required by the Specific Plan Ordinance. 

We implore you to address this illegal workaround/practice by the Department of City 
Planning (DCP) as small lot subdivisions are damaging Venice’s community character rather 
than protecting it, as required by the Coastal Act. 
 
The City needs to correct these errors of violating its own Specific Plan Ordinance and its own 
Multiple Permits Ordinance and in making erroneous Findings in the PMLA. You must deny 
the Parcel Map and insist that it be sent back to be issued with correct Findings and a 
simultaneous issuance of a Specific Plan Compliance determination for the entire project—
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demolition, subdivision and new construction. Performing only a ministerial VSO review for 
each proposed home, after subdivision, on the new construction only and not including the 
demolitions which are part of the total project, is not performing a Specific Plan compliance 
determination on the entire project. Making Specific Plan compliance a condition of the project 
and doing a ministerial review of each separate home, after the PMLA has been issued, does not 
satisfy the Venice Specific Plan Ordinance or the Parcel Map required findings. 
 
The City has not addressed these same issues that have been brought up in prior appeals.  
 
Also, there is no evidence that the Advisory Agency considered the policies of the LUP. 
 
In order to make a PMLA Finding that the project is consistent with the Specific Plan, City 
Planning must do a Specific Plan compliance review, at the same time or prior to the PMLA 
determination, on the total project—demolition, subdivision and new construction—not just a 
review of the new construction after subdivision, as is being done here. 
 
The Findings of the Parcel Map cannot be made and the PMLA must be denied, as further 
discussed below: 

FINDING (a), page 14 

The Parcel Map requires consistency with the applicable Specific Plan and the General Plan, 
which includes the Venice Community Plan, which includes the certified Land Use Plan. Thus, 
the Parcel Map Findings are in error as they do not even mention compliance with the certified 
Land Use Plan (LUP), let alone find that the project is consistent with it.  

Also, the PMLA states that two separate Specific Plan compliance reviews are yet to be done 
after subdivision, during Building Permit Plan Check on the new construction portion of the 
project for each of the resulting single-family dwellings. The PMLA cannot find that there has 
been compliance with the Specific Plan when such review has not yet been performed and thus 
there is no evidence of compliance. What we have here is a procedural sequence that does not 
satisfy the law. There is no evidence that the project is in compliance with the Specific Plan, and 
the PMLA Findings cannot be based on a condition that the project meets Findings in the future 
(even then, the Specific Plan compliance review must be for the whole project, not just for the 
new construction. See Violation of Specific Plan Ordinance below). This is an error as this 
Finding requiring consistency with the Specific Plan cannot be made. 

These same issues have been brought up in the past and neither the staff nor the Commission 
addressed them.  Instead, the required Finding itself was changed from “Proposed Map is 
Consistent With Applicable General and Specific Plans" to "The Proposed Map Will Be/Is 
Consistent With Applicable General and Specific Plans.” This is unacceptable on its face for a 
Finding as there must be evidence to support a finding and it does not meet the requirements of 
the Map Act. 
 
In addition, subdividing lots in the Venice Coastal Zone subverts neighborhood 
character.  LAMC 17.50 states that one of the purposes of the preliminary parcel map is to 
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assure lots are of acceptable design and of a size compatible with the size of existing lots in the 
immediate neighborhood: 
 

 

Development in neighborhoods must take into account neighborhood character and should be 
reflective of the development patterns that already exist. Additional subdivisions cause a break 
in the pattern of development. This additional small lot subdivision would cause an adverse 
cumulative impact as it would cause a significant break in the pattern of development for the 
immediate neighborhood and subarea. The LUP states, “The subdivision patterns in Venice are 
unique, the layout of which still reflects the original canal system and rail lines.” Venice is 
known for its unique subdivisions and pattern of development and the cumulative impact of 
this development would be to harm the unique Venice development pattern.  

Thus, the Map is not consistent with the General Plan as it is not consistent with the Specific 
Plan and the LUP, or in compliance with LAMC Section 17.50. 
 
FINDING (b), page 15 
 
Because no information is provided in the PMLA or CDP regarding the size of the project 
homes, there is no evidence to make the Findings for whether the proposed Map and the design 
and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent or inconsistent with the General 
Plan and the Specific Plan.  

This Finding also requires evidence of a Specific Plan review for the proposed 
project. Condition 18(c) of the Parcel Map (page 6) that the project must comply with the 
Specific Plan does NOT take the place of a compliance review and permit, which would provide 
evidence of consistency. 

The Director errs in that there is no evidence that the design or improvement of the proposed 
subdivision is consistent with applicable General (including LUP) and Specific Plans.  
 
FINDING (c), page 16 
This Finding is in error as the proposed density is not consistent with the LUP and thus the site 
is not physically suitable for the proposed type of development. 
 
 
 



	 4	

D. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT--ERRORS AND ABUSE OF DISCRETION IN CITY 
CDP FINDINGS; LACK OF FACTUAL AND LEGAL SUPPORT FOR THE FINDINGS  
  
 
FINDING 1  
The Director of Planning erred and abused its discretion in approving the project because the 
development is NOT in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 because: 

1. There is a lack of factual and legal support in the determination and thus it cannot be 
determined whether the project conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act with respect 
to community character and visual resources; 

2. Consideration of adverse cumulative impacts was erroneously omitted; 
3. The proposed project would result in a loss of density and would not preserve overall 

density in an area able to accommodate it, and thus is inconsistent with Coastal Act 
Section 30250; 

4. Subdividing lots and conversion of multi-family housing to single-family housing in the 
Venice Coastal Zone subverts Neighborhood Character; 

5. The adverse cumulative impact and change to the character of the neighborhood due to 
the loss of four Mello replacement affordable low-income units was not considered. 

6. The Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy was not considered. 
7. Venice as a Special Coastal Community was not considered in Finding 1 

 
 
1. There is a lack of factual and legal support for the decision.  
The project description for the City’s determination is incomplete and thus in error. There is NO 
EVIDENCE PROVIDED in the City’s hearing notices or the City’s CDP or PMLA determination 
Findings regarding size of the proposed two single-family dwellings and two ADUs. There 
were no plans attached to the determinations, nor is the Parcel Map attached to the PMLA 
determination (it used to always be attached to City PMLA determinations), nor is this 
information available online in the documents posted on City Planning’s website. In looking at 
the plans posted on the website, the ADUs are not even identified. Also, it isn’t clear whether 
any street dedications are required. Impacted and interested parties who are provided these 
determinations need to have this basic, minimum information in order to understand and 
evaluate the project. This can only be seen as an effort by the applicant together with the City to 
be ever more non-transparent and is a clear violation of Due Process. Under the 5th and 14th 
amendments to the U.S. Constitution and Article 1, Section 7 of the State Constitution, 
stakeholders have Due Process rights when local agencies hold hearings for the purpose of 
making land use decisions.  
 
These determinations should be remanded back to City Planning to be redone to include this 
substantial evidence and most basic information about the project and the 4 units proposed, 
which is necessary to evaluate the project. 
 
It was not possible to evaluate whether the proposed project conformed with the Coastal Act 
Chapter 3 and the LUP. Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 require a proposed project to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and to protect the character and 
scale of the Special Coastal Community of Venice. Without evidence provided in the Findings 
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about the project’s dwelling unit sizes it cannot be determined whether it is in conformance 
with Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253. 
 
2. Consideration of adverse cumulative impacts was erroneously omitted. 
Coastal Act Section 30105.5 states:   

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

 
Coastal Act Section 30250 states: 

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

 
In Finding 1 of the City’s CDP, there is no cumulative impacts analysis, which is an error and 
abuse of discretion. This may also be indicative of a pattern and practice by the City of failing to 
consider adverse cumulative impacts in the Venice Coastal Zone and thus making ongoing 
erroneous Findings. The City cannot rewrite the Coastal Act to exclude consideration of adverse 
cumulative impacts. Both individual and cumulative impacts must be considered.  
 
In two recent California Superior Court cases, the Court ruled that a cumulative impacts 
analysis is required. See excerpt from one of the Judgements, for petition for writ of mandate 
dated July 16, 2019--Rudisill et al v. California Coastal Commission et al. BS170522, below: 
 

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

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

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

 
 
Finding 1 re. conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is in err as it must include 
consideration of cumulative impacts. 
 
 
3. The proposed project would result in a loss of density and would not preserve overall density 
in an area able to accommodate it, and thus is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30250. 
 
The proposed project is not consistent with Coastal Act 30250 because the project involves a 
change from four housing units to two single-family dwellings and two accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs), in an existing developed area designated for multi-family residences. There is no 
evidence provided that shows that the accessory unit mitigates the loss of a normal unit. In 
addition, the ADUs are not shown on the plans nor is their size indicated, magnifying the 
concern that they are not intended to be used as separate dwelling units. 
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The use of ADUs to replace existing units does not mitigate the loss of a normal housing unit. 
According to the ADU legislation, the purpose of ADU’s is to increase density by creating new 
second units in order to provide additional rental housing stock. It is not for the purpose of 
maintaining density. An ADU is an accessory dwelling to the single-family dwelling, not a 
normal separate unit. According to the State ADU law, ADU’s are meant to increase the supply 
of the state’s housing stock and cause an increase in dwelling units, and not to act to supposedly 
maintain density by replacing a housing unit with a much smaller ADU. Also, use of the ADU 
as a separate rental unit is not enforced by the City or the Coastal Commission and thus the 
practice of using an ADU as a replacement for a normal dwelling unit has generally been that it 
is just used as a part of the single-family dwelling and not as a separate rental unit. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30253 protects Venice as a Special Coastal Community and Coastal Resource 
and requires that new development be compatible with the unique character of the 
neighborhood. This proposed project for two single-family dwellings with ADUs is not 
compatible with the neighborhood because the area consists primarily of multi-family 
residences.  
 
The approval of the conversion of four units to two single family dwellings with ADUs, without 
any analysis of the impacts of the loss of housing density on the area, fails to preserve and 
protect the multi-family neighborhood in which the subject site is located. LUP Policy I.A.7. 
stipulates that allowed Uses on lots designated Multi-Family Residential – Low Medium II 
density consist of “Two units per lot, duplexes and multi-family structures.” This does not cover this 
situation with two single-family dwellings and two accessory units. 
 
The policies of the LUP specifically designate areas in Venice that are more appropriate for 
duplexes and multi-family developments. LUP Policy I.A.5. requires the protection and 
preservation of existing multi-family neighborhoods. In this case, the project site is located in 
the Oakwood subarea and is designated Multi-Family Residential – Low Medium II density in 
the LUP. The project would result in a loss of two units; therefore, approval of the project would 
be inconsistent with LUP Policies I.A.5. and I.A.7. and Coastal Act Section 30250 as it would not 
preserve overall density in an area able to accommodate it. As proposed, the project will result 
in the loss of housing density in an existing developed area designated by the LUP as 
appropriate for more dense development. The loss of two units may not seem significant on its 
own but there have been numerous projects involving loss of housing density in Venice; thus, 
the cumulative effects of loss of housing density in Venice is a concern. As a result, the Coastal 
Commission has been raising a substantial issue with respect to projects involving a loss in 
density. 
 
In addition, the Decision Maker is inconsistent with respect to how the ADUs are characterized. 
They are referred to as JADUs in the parking requirements section (page 9).  
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4. Subdividing lots and conversion of multi-family housing to single-family housing in the 
Venice Coastal Zone subverts Neighborhood Character: 
The overall character of the Venice Coastal Zone is its small scale and its diversity, as can be 
seen in its economic, cultural and architectural mix. The LUP clearly defines neighborhood 
character. A defining quality of Venice (and very true of Oakwood where this project is located) 
is its small scale and small lots, with much of its housing being affordable housing. The LUP 
describes Venice’s neighborhood character as a “quintessential coastal village,” and states “Venice 
is really a group of identifiable neighborhoods with unique planning and coastal issues.”  Development 
in Venice’s unique neighborhoods must take into account neighborhood character and should 
be reflective of the development patterns that already exist. Additional subdivisions such as this 
would cause a break in the pattern of development. 
 
This additional small lot subdivision would cause an adverse cumulative impact as it would 
cause a significant break in the pattern of development. Venice is known for its unique 
subdivisions and pattern of development, and the cumulative impact of such a development 
would be to significantly change the unique Venice subdivision development pattern. “The 
subdivision patterns in Venice are also unique, the layout of which still reflects the original canal system 
and rail lines.” (LUP) 
 
A Cumulative Impact Study must be done for the Oakwood neighborhood in order to 
determine the effect of this type of change in the subdivision development pattern. The LUP 
very clearly characterizes the Venice Community as small in scale, which is part of its 
Community Character. Because of the adverse cumulative impact (defined in Coastal Act 
Section 30105.5 as the incremental effects of the proposed individual project are reviewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects) of another small lot subdivision in the Venice Coastal Zone, this project should not be 
approved. 
 
 
5. The adverse cumulative impact and change to the character of the neighborhood due to the 
loss of four replacement affordable low-income units was not considered: 
The existing units were all covered under the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). In addition, 
all four were determined by HCID to be Mello replacement affordable units. 
 
Maintaining and increasing housing density has not always been a priority in the Coastal Zone. 
However, the state is currently experiencing a housing supply shortage of approximately 90,000 
units on a yearly basis. From 2000 to 2015, Venice saw a reduction in housing by approximately 
700 units!!! Also, there is an apparent trend of multi-unit structures being redeveloped as single-
family residences. Expected population growth, assuming that current trends remain 
unchanged, will exacerbate the housing shortage in Venice. Housing shortages throughout the 
state have been met with growing efforts to address and improve availability. There have been 
ongoing significant legislative efforts to alleviate the housing crisis. Thus, the Coastal 
Commission has been rightfully emphasizing the importance of preserving existing housing 
stock in the Coastal Zone to minimize impacts to coastal resources (Coastal Act Section 30250), 
encourage affordable housing (Coastal Act Section 30604(f)), and reduce traffic impacts and 
encourage use of public transportation and public access (Coastal Act Section 30253). The LUP 
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policies also seek to preserve and maintain existing housing stock by designating duplexes and 
multi-family developments for areas deemed appropriate to sustain such development (Policies 
I.A.5. through I.A.8.).  
 
 
6. The Coastal Act affordable housing provisions and the Commission’s Environmental Justice 
Policy was not considered. 
The Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy states: 

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

 
The Director’s Determination finds that four affordable units exist, yet it does not require 
replacement of the affordable housing. This Finding is inconsistent with the requirements of the 
Mello Act, the City of Los Angeles Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the 
Mello Act (IAP), the Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy and the following provisions of 
the Coastal Act: 
 
Coastal Act Section 30604(f) states: 

“The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income,” 
 
Coastal Act Section 30604(g) states: 

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

The existing housing units sit on a single inalienable parcel and share a single Assessor’s 
Number, and all four units are rent stabilized, covered collectively under the Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance. Thus, for all City land use and housing enforcement purposes the four units are a 
single unified development, as defined in the IAP.  
 
The term “structures” is not a common concept in land use law and a local jurisdiction must 
determine how to interpret the use of this term in the Mello Act. The answer lies within the IAP 
under the definition of “Unified Development.” For example, previous City cases have found 
that existing affordable units must be replaced in cases where a single parcel contains multiple 
detached bungalows, all covered by the RSO. Likewise, in this case, the Director should have 
required replacement of all existing affordable units as this existing property meets the 
definition of Unified Development in the IAP. For purposes of deeds, taxes and regulatory 
enforcement there is no difference between a fourplex or four bungalows or a single-family 
home and a triplex, if they are operated as a single entity, aka “Unified Development,” which 
this one is. The four single-family dwellings cannot be sold separately. They are managed as 
one. Therefore, the existing units must be interpreted as one entity or structure for purposes of 
this Mello Act Compliance Determination. A feasibility analysis is not required, and the four 
affordable units must be replaced. 
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Having the correct interpretation of the Mello Act, which is the interpretation that 
supports protection of our affordable housing (and, MOST IMPORTANTLY, the tenants living 
there), is critical to our affordable housing and homelessness crises. 
 
Decisions must be made that will serve to PREVENT displacement of our lower income 
residents. PREVENTION is key.  
 
We MUST stop the bleeding if we are to effectively act on our housing and homelessness crises.  
 
It’s obvious on its face that it’s not right to destroy four affordable units and displace the low-
income tenants living in them in order to build two market rate single-family dwellings and two 
ADUs! It’s obvious on its face that four dwelling units on the same lot must be considered 
together, as one property, one development. 
 
A “building” is not the same thing as a structure. Structure includes more than an individual 
building. According to the City’s LAMC definitions, a structure includes fencing, walkways, 
driveways, storage units, plumbing and electrical, and thus can obviously include more than 
one building.  
 
See attached Exhibit A for the layout of the 315 6th Ave Unified Development. 
 
All units on an individual lot must be treated the same for any purpose. For example, a landlord 
of a property containing more than one building on a property, such as a bungalow court, 
cannot file an Ellis Act eviction on just one building but rather must file it on all of the dwelling 
units within the overall Unified Development. 
 
Also, with respect to the definitions of dwelling units, the existing property clearly falls under 
the definition of Group Dwelling, which is:  two or more one family, two family, or multiple 
dwelling apartment houses or boarding or rooming houses located on the same lot.  
 
We have also spoken with one of the original lawyers on the Settlement Agreement that gave 
rise to the City’s Mello Act IAP, and he agrees that it makes no difference under the Mello Act 
whether there is 0” or 3” or 5’ or 10’ between dwelling units on a given parcel, they should all 
be treated as one structure. 
 
HCID has determined that all four units are replacement affordable under the Mello Act. These 
units must be replaced, and utilizing the correct definitions, as explained above, it is clear that 
no feasibility analysis is required.  
 
Venice is full of examples of multi-family housing developments on one parcel where three or 
more units exist in separate buildings. These developments were built as Unified Developments 
and constitute one structure for purposes of Mello Act compliance.  
 
Thus, your decision in this case is not just about four units on 6th Ave. The cumulative impact of 
this project going forward as proposed would adversely affect dozens of affordable units in 
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future development proposals in the near future, not only in the Venice Coastal Zone but in all 
of the Los Angeles Coastal Zones, and likely hundreds of units over the coming years. 
 
The cumulative impact of NOT correcting this error of destroying low-income housing would 
be devastating. 
 
 
7. Venice as a Special Coastal Community was not considered in Finding 1. 
The decision maker erred and abused its discretion in that its Findings do not adequately 
address Coastal Act Section 30253. There is no mention of the fact that the Coastal Commission 
has designated Venice as a Special Coastal Community and a Coastal Resource to be protected. 
The fact is that this project would harm the Special Coastal Community, Coastal Resource of 
Venice as it changes the character of the neighborhood in that it is for single-family dwellings 
and the development standards of this particular area call for “Duplexes and Multi-Family 
structures.”  
 
In addition, the loss of the existing affordable housing, replaced by the proposed project, which 
is high end luxury housing, would significantly change the character and social diversity of the 
neighborhood. The social diversity of Venice is to be protected as a Special Coastal Community 
pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30253 and LUP Policy I.E.1.The proposed development is 
inconsistent with LUP Policy I.E.1., which protects the social (and architectural) diversity of 
Venice as a Special Coastal Community pursuant to Section 30253(e) of the Coastal Act. Coastal 
Act Section 30604(f)(g)(h) of the Coastal Act requires encouraging lower cost housing 
opportunities. This CDP determination authorizes the removal of multiple rent-stabilized units 
and sets an adverse precedent for future development by allowing displacement of lower-
income residents, thereby disrupting the social diversity and community character of this area 
and prejudicing the City’s ability to prepare an LCP.   
 
 
FINDING 2 
The Director of Planning erred and abused its discretion in approving the Project because there 
was a lack of factual and legal support for the decision. The project description was incomplete 
and thus in error. There is no information in the City’s CDP or PMLA determinations regarding 
sizes of the two single-family dwellings and two ADUs. Thus, there is inadequate evidence 
provided to determine whether the development would 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. 
 
In addition, the Director errs and misleads where it states that the yards are in conformance 
with the LUP policies. This is an error as they are looking at the project assuming no 
subdivision and only disclosing the front yard for one single-family dwelling and the rear yard 
for the other single-family dwelling. The rear yard setback is 0’ for Lot B. In other words, one 
single-family dwelling has a front yard and essentially NO rear yard. This is also not in 
conformance with the LUP, which requires yards to be consistent with the existing scale and 
character of the neighborhood.  These yards are not consistent nor are they compatible with the 
existing pattern of development. 
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FINDING 3 
As indicated in the second paragraph under this Finding, the guidelines are intended to be used 
with consideration of both individual and cumulative impacts on coastal resources. There was 
no analysis of cumulative impacts done by the City for this project and thus this Finding is in 
error. 
 
 
FINDING 4 
None of the decisions of the California Coastal Commission listed are applicable to this case. 
 
 
PRIOR DECISIONS OF THE WLAAPC 
Lastly, at your hearing on March 4, 2020 for the proposed project at 635 San Juan, a project with 
similar issues as the subject project, you upheld the appeal, and made the following findings: 
 

The development does NOT conform with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. “Such 
development would be inconsistent with the predominant multi-family residential character of the 
surrounding area and would also result in a loss of density in an area zoned for multi-family 
development. As such, the proposed project would result in development that is not compatible 
with the surrounding area…. The Venice LUP…includes development policies that serve to 
maintain the character of Venice’s different neighborhoods. In Venice’s multi-family 
neighborhoods, the LUP sets forth that “it is the intent of Venice LUP to maintain existing stable 
multi-family residential neighborhoods.” (p. II – 10.) Policy I.A.5. titled “Preserve and Protect 
Stable Multi-Family Neighborhoods,” requires that new development “Preserve and protect stable 
multi-family residential neighborhoods and allow for growth in areas where there is sufficient 
public infrastructure and services and the residents’ quality of life can be maintained and 
improved.” Additionally, Policy I.A.7. states that in Multi-Family Low-Medium Density areas, 
“[s]uch development shall comply with the density and development standards set forth in this 
LUP.” In particular, the development standards of this particular area call for “Duplexes and 
Multi-Family structures. The project proposes the development of two new single-family 
dwellings, inconsistent with the “duplexes and multi-family structures” outlined in Policy I.A.7. 
as permitted uses. Approval of the proposed development is inconsistent with these policies of the 
LUP designed to maintain the character of stable Multi-Family neighborhoods. And as such, is 
further inconsistent with the mandates of Section 30251 that new development be consistent with 
the character of the surrounding area.” and 
 
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 Coastal Act. “Among the 
various Venice Coastal issues that were identified in the certified LUP were issues such as: the 
preservation of existing housing stock; preservation of community character, scale and 
architectural diversity; and development of appropriate height, density, buffer and setback 
standards…the issues identified in the LUP remain important matters for consideration in the 
City’s efforts to prepare an LCP in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act…The project is 
not consistent with Policy I.A.7. of the Land Use Plan. Furthermore, the loss of existing housing 
stock, failure to preserve the character of the surrounding Multi-Family area, and loss of density 
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are inconsistent with the Coastal issues identified in the certified Venice LUP. As such, approval 
of the project will prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.” 

 
 
E. CEQA 
 
There are errors in the CEQA Categorical Exemption Findings and thus the project does not 
qualify for a categorical exemption from CEQA: 
 
Class 1 
With respect to the existing structures, they are referred to as two existing single-family 
dwellings and a detached accessory structure (storage) in the section discussing a categorical 
exemption from CEQA (page 12), which is an error. It should be noted that only up to three 
single-family residences may be demolished under the Class 1 categorical exemption re 
demolitions and for this project there are four single-family dwellings. Thus, the demolitions do 
not qualify for a categorical exemption. 
 
Class 3 
The decision maker concludes that the proposed project qualifies for a Class 3 categorical 
exemption because it consists of the construction of one single-family residence and attached 
ADU on each of the newly subdivided lots. However, this would be piecemealing as it treats the 
project as two separate projects. This exemption applies only to the (one) project under 
consideration. Four units are being constructed (as noted under the Class 15 and Class 32 
findings). Thus, the new construction does not qualify for a categorical exemption. 
 
Class 15 
This finding discusses a minor net gain in the number of units on the subject site, so it is not 
clear whether this finding was meant for a different project and whether this finding has been 
considered with the subject project in mind. In addition, the project does not conform with 
General Plan and Zoning requirements, including for coastal requirements, specific plan 
ordinance, Multiple Permits Ordinance and the Mello Act, as noted in detail above. Thus, the 
subdivision does not qualify for a Class 15 categorical exemption. 
 
Class 32 
This finding states that the project is for the construction of two new single-family dwellings 
and the ADUs are not considered. However, this finding also indicates that there is a minor net 
gain in the number of residential units, and it is not clear whether this finding was meant for a 
different project and whether this finding has been considered with the subject project in mind. 
In addition, the project does not conform with General Plan and Zoning requirements, 
including for coastal requirements, specific plan ordinance, Multiple Permits Ordinance and the 
Mello Act, as noted in detail above. Thus, the subdivision does not qualify for a Class 32 
categorical exemption. 
 
Piecemealing of the Exemptions: 
Also, these alleged exemptions are being applied piecemeal, for each component of the 
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project—demolition, subdivision and new construction; the project must qualify for an 
exemption that covers the entire project. Thus, the project does not qualify for a categorical 
exemption from CEQA. 
 
Exceptions to the Exemption: 
The project is an exception to the alleged exemptions because Venice has been identified by the 
Coastal Commission as a Coastal Resource, which is an environmental resource that must be 
protected. In addition, the adverse cumulative impact of the project must be considered, as also 
noted above for the CDP, as the development is NOT consistent with the Low Medium II 
residential land use designation, which states that this zone is for duplexes and multi-family 
dwellings, as also noted above.  
 
The above analysis is evidence that the DCP has erred and abused its discretion by finding that 
the project qualifies as a categorical exemption under CEQA. A Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) or EIR must be performed. It should also be noted that originally DCP required Small-
Lot Subdivisions to have a MND as they did not qualify for a CEQA exemption; and at some 
point DCP decided to use a work around this obvious requirement by piecemealing the 
application of the CEQA exemption as they are doing here. 
 
 
F. MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 
DCP’s Letter of Determination (LOD) for 315 South 6th Ave., dated Nov. 9, 2020, contains errors 
and abuses of discretion. The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission must, based on the 
evidence we will present in our appeal, uphold the appeal and deny permit DIR-2019-2610-
CDP-MEL. 
 
DCP’s Mello Act Compliance Review (pg. 15-16) is in error finding that no affordable units are 
required to be replaced at the site, leading to a finding which fails to preserve the required 
number of affordable housing units, constituting a violation of the Interim Administrative 
Procedures (IAP). DCP erred in accepting a feasibility study, as the existing project requires that 
all existing affordable housing units be replaced without consideration of feasibility. DCP abused 
its discretion in finding that no affordable replacement housing is required in the proposed new 
project, based on the feasibility study it considered. 
 
DCP Erred in Accepting a Feasibility Study 
Once again, DCP has erred in accepting a feasibility study in order to determine that 
replacement of existing affordable housing is infeasible when the IAP clearly does not allow this 
requirement to be waived due to infeasibility in this case. 
 
An applicant can only request, and DCP may only grant, a waiver to the requirement to replace 
existing affordable housing when the existing development at a subject property is a single-
family home or a duplex. 315 6th Ave is neither. It is most properly defined as a “group 
dwelling” or “bungalow court.” The existing project consists of a total of four units in detached 
bungalows which are inalienable on a single parcel (APN 4240-010-010). 
 
The existing project also meets the “unified development” definition in the IAP. The project 
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consists of four buildings situated in a row running between 6th Ave. and Alley A. The two 
middle bungalows have no access to any street or public right of way and share a walkway with 
the two outside bungalows. The LA County Assessor describes the property type as 
Multifamily Residential consisting of four buildings with one bedroom and one bathroom each, 
all built in 1923. 
 
Cumulative Impact 
POWER has worked since 1999 to create and preserve affordable housing for lower-income 
families within the Coastal Zone of Los Angeles, especially within Venice. The IAP is a key 
piece of legislation that helps the community advance the goal of creating and preserving 
affordable housing. This case involves the permanent demolition of four Rent-Stabilized (RSO) 
apartments from the Venice Coastal Zone, and it raises a number of issues related to IAP 
enforcement that apply to other cases currently in process, and even more development 
scenarios likely to occur in the future, which will further impact the affordable housing stock 
within the Coastal Zone. 
 
DCP’s determination in this case will affect not only the existing tenants (currently awaiting 
hearings on Ellis Act evictions), but the way the IAP is enforced citywide. It is imperative that 
DCP take action to ensure the proper enforcement of the IAP to preserve affordable housing 
stock within the Coastal Zone. 
 
IAP Question #7 requires Planning staff to consider if the Affordable Existing Residential Units 
are in one-family or two-family dwellings. No reference is made to “group dwelling” nor 
Unified Development, only to the type of existing structures. 
 
This is incorrect. The Coastal Development Permit sought by the applicant includes a 
demolition component. The definition of a demolition contained in the IAP is: 

“Demolition” means the demolition of one or more existing Residential Units. The 
structure or structures which contain these Residential Units are located on either a 
single lot or two or more contiguous or tied lots; or conform to the definition of a Unified 
Development.  

 
The definition of a Unified Development is: 

“Unified Development” means a development of two or more buildings which have 
functional linkages such as pedestrian or vehicular connections, with common 
architectural and landscape features which constitute distinctive design elements of the 
development, and that appears to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining 
streets. Unified Developments may include two or more contiguous parcels or lots of 
record separated only by a street or alley. 

 
315 6th Ave is clearly a Unified Development, and furthermore, the individual buildings exist 
on a single lot and are inalienable. The IAP does not contain any definitions for one-family or 
two-family dwellings. The mischaracterization of the Property as a one-family or two-family 
dwelling has serious implications for the applicant’s proposal. The IAP only allows the 
acceptance of a feasibility study and the finding of infeasibility for a one-family or two-family 
dwelling. In other words, DCP actually had to mischaracterize the Property in order to accept 
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the feasibility study! 
 
What is important is what the subject site is not: a one-family or two-family dwelling. Because 
the Property is rightly categorized as a Unified Development, all Affordable Existing Resident 
Units must be replaced without consideration of feasibility. 
 
DCP Abused its Discretion in Making an Infeasibility Finding 
Once again, DCP has allowed a developer to essentially self-certify that it is economically 
infeasible to replace existing affordable housing based on the developer’s own study. The LOD 
refers to a Howard Robinson & Associates and submitted on September 12, 2019. Once again, 
DCP has failed to interrogate the study or apply any meaningful independent analysis to the 
study. 
 
Conclusion 
DCP has failed to correctly enforce the IAP, resulting in a failure to require the replacement of 
existing affordable units. DCP has also erred and abused its discretion in accepting a feasibility 
study which determined it is infeasible to replace affordable housing at 315 South 6th Ave 
despite the existing structure containing four affordable units, and in accepting that feasibility 
study based on the self-certification of the applicant. 
 
Maintaining Residential Density Within the Coastal Zone 
The proposed project raises concerns about the related issue of maintaining residential density 
within the Coastal Zone. The Mello Act favors residential density by prohibiting the conversion 
of residential to nonresidential uses and requiring the preservation of affordable residential 
units. At a minimum, maintaining residential density helps achieve the Mello Act’s intent at a 
cumulative level, and requiring the preservation of density of all units (affordable and market 
rate) does not contradict the Mello Act. 
 
Additionally, maintaining residential density is required by SB 330, and the Coastal 
Commission has increasingly interpreted that the Coastal Act requires maintaining existing 
residential density as a minimum development standard within the Coastal Zone. 
 
The proposed project will demolish four one-bedroom units, each between 384 and 600 square 
feet, and construct new single-family homes with attached ADUs, each proposed ADU being 
larger than the existing units. However, there is no clear obligation on the part of the developer 
or future owners to operate the ADU as a separate full-time residence. 
 
DCP should use conditions of approval, including affordable housing covenants, to ensure that 
the ADUs be used as long-term residential housing that is available to qualifying low- and 
moderate-income households, offering a first right of refusal for the two remaining tenants who 
are currently facing Ellis Act evictions. 
 
Unwillingness on the part of the applicant to provide a legal framework to ensure that the 
ADUs are used as separate long-term housing opportunities increases our suspicion that the 
ADUs would not, in fact, contribute to maintaining density within the Coastal Zone, as required 
by law. 
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315 6TH AVE 
 

UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT 
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• Preliminary Parcel Map:  
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Decision Date: November 9, 2020 
 
Appeal End Date: November 24, 2020 
 
  
 

 
 
 
The Advisory Agency determines that, based on the whole of the administrative record, the 
Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Sections 15301, 15303, 15315, and 15332, and that there is no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15300.2 applies, and issues ENV-2019-2613-CE as the environmental clearance. In accordance 
with provisions of Section 17.51 and 17.53 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the 
Advisory Agency approves Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL, located at 313 & 315 South 
6th Avenue, for a maximum 2 small lots, pursuant to the LAMC Section 12.22 C.27, as shown on 
a parcel map stamp-dated September 18, 2019, in the Venice Community Plan. This unit density 
is based on the RD1.5-1 Zone. The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit 
this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the Department 
of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the Zoning Code as it applies to this particular 
property. The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the following conditions: 
 
NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider 
should follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider 
shall maintain record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be 
prepared to present copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its 
staff at the time of its review. 
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BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS  
Bureau of Engineering approvals are conducted at the Land Development Group, located 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Suite 200. Any questions regarding these conditions should be directed to Julia 
Li (213) 202-3481 or Michael Soto (213) 202-3498. 
 
1. That if this parcel map is approved as “Small Lot Subdivision” then, if necessary for street 

address purposes, all the common access to this subdivision be named on the final map 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

 
2. That if this parcel map is approved as “Small Lot Subdivision” then the final map be labeled 

as “Small Lot Subdivision per Ordinance 185462” satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 

3. That all common access easements, including the vehicular access and pedestrian 
access easement, be part of the adjoining lots. 
 

4. That, if necessary, public sanitary sewer easement be dedicated on the final map based 
on an alignment approved by the West Los Angeles Engineering District Office. 
 

5. That, if necessary, the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer that they will provide name signs for the common access driveways. 

 
6. That the subdivider make a request to the West Los Angeles District Office of the Bureau 

of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in the area. 
 

7. That all pedestrian common access easements be shown on the final map. 
     
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION     
Grading Division approvals are conducted at 221 North Figueroa Street, 12th Floor suite 1200. 
The approval of this Parcel Map shall not be construed as having been based upon a geological 
investigation such as will authorize the issuance of the building permit of the subject property. 
Such permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of Building and Safety has 
received such topographic maps and geological reports as it deems necessary to justify the 
issuance of such building permits. 
 
8. That prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, or prior to recordation of the final 

map, the subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance, satisfactory 
to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all the requirements and 
conditions contained in Geology and Soils Report Approval dated February 25, 2019, Log 
No. 107212, and attached to the case file for Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL.  

 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION  
An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of Building 
and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-6876 to schedule an 
appointment. Any proposed structures or uses on the site have not been checked for Building or 
Zoning Code requirements. Plan check may be required before any construction, occupancy, or 
change of use. Unless filed concurrently and included as part of the hearing notice with this 
subdivision, any additional deviations from the Los Angeles Municipal Code required by the 
Department of Building and Safety Office of the Zoning Engineer preliminary to the Zoning 
Engineer clearing the items on the report to the Advisory Agency, shall be separately filed through 
the City Planning Department Office of the Zoning Administrator. 
 
9. That prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning 

Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In 
addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 
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a. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 

Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

  
b. Show all street/alley dedication(s) as required by Bureau of Engineering and 

provide net lot area after all dedication. “Area” requirements shall be re-checked 
as per net lot area after street/alley dedication. Front and rear yard requirements 
shall be required to comply with current code as measured from new property lines 
after dedication(s). 

 
c. Provide and dimension the reciprocal private easement for pedestrian and 

driveway egress and ingress in the final map.  
 
 Notes:  
      
 This property is located in a Liquefaction Zone. 
 
 The submitted Map may not comply with the number of guest parking spaces required by 

the Advisory Agency. 
   
 The proposed building plans have not been checked for and shall comply with Building 

and Zoning Code requirements. With the exception of revised health or safety standards, 
the subdivider shall have a vested right to proceed with the proposed development in 
substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time 
the subdivision application was deemed complete. Plan check will be required before any 
construction, occupancy or change of use. 

  
 The proposed buildings may not comply with City of Los Angeles Building Code 

requirements concerning exterior wall, protection of openings and exit requirements with 
respect to the proposed and existing property lines. Compliance shall be to the satisfactory 
of LADBS at the time of plan check. 

  
 If the proposed development does not comply with the current Zoning Code, all zoning 

violations shall be indicated on the Map. 
     

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 500 Station 3. Please 
call (213) 482-7024 for any questions. 
 
10. That the project be subject to any recommendations from the Department of 

Transportation. 
 
FIRE DEPARTMENT  
The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions must be 
with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include clarification, verification of condition 
compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY 
APPOINTMENT ONLY. In order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of 
waiting please call (213) 482-6509. You should advise any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well. 
 
11. That prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made 

satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the 
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following: 
 

a. Submittal of plot plans for Fire Department review and approval prior to recordation 
of Tract Map Action. 
 

b. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

 
c. Address identification. New and existing buildings shall have approved building 

identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the street 
or road fronting the property. 

 
d. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 

from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire 
lane. 

 
e. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from 

the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 
 
f. Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to site. 
 
g. Any roof elevation changes in excess of 3 feet may require the installation of ships 

ladders. 
 
h. Smoke Vents may be required when roof access is not possible; location and 

number of vents to be determined at Plan Review. 
 
i. The Fire Department may require additional roof access via parapet access roof 

ladders where buildings exceed 28 feet in height, and when overhead wires or 
other obstructions block aerial ladder access. 

 
j. Adequate offsite public and onsite private fire hydrants may be required. Their 

number and location to be determined after the Fire Department’s review of the 
plot plan. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
Questions regarding Water Services Organization (WSO) clearance should be directed to the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power, Water Distribution Engineering, P.O. Box 51111, Room 
1425, Los Angeles, CA 90051-5700 or (213) 367-1218. 
 
12. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Water System Rules and requirements. 
Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, LADWP’s Water Services 
Organization will forward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This 
condition shall be deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-
1.(c).) 

 
BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING: Street Lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance 
Assessment District condition is conducted at 1149 S. Broadway Suite 200. Street Lighting 
improvement condition clearance will be conducted at the Bureau of Engineering District office, 
see condition S-3. (c). 

 
13. Prior to the recordation of the final map or issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (C of 

O), street lighting improvement plans shall be submitted for review and the owner shall 
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provide a good faith effort via a ballot process for the formation or annexation of the 
property within the boundary of the development into a Street Lighting Maintenance 
Assessment District.  

 
BUREAU OF SANITATION 
 
14. Wastewater Collection Systems Division of the Bureau of Sanitation has inspected the 

sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found no potential problems to their 
structure or potential maintenance problem, as stated in the memo dated October 16, 
2019. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of Sanitation, 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time the City 
Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).) 

  
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 
 
15. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as other 

required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacity.org that provides an automated 
response with the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV clearance. The automated 
response also provides the email address of three people in case the applicant/owner has 
any additional questions. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 
Park fees are paid at 221 North Figueroa Street. Suite 400, Los Angeles. Please contact Park 
Fees staff at (213) 202-2682 or at rap.parkfees@lacity.org. 
 
16. That the Park Fee paid to the Department of Recreation and Parks be calculated as a 

Subdivision (Quimby in-lieu) fee. 
 
URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
Removal or planting of any tree in the public right-of-way requires approval of the Board of Public 
Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 847-3077 for permit information. CEQA 
document must address parkway tree removals. 
 
17. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or proposed 

dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street 
Services. Parkway tree removals shall be replanted at a 2:1 ratio. All street tree plantings 
shall be brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree 
plantings, the sub divider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division at (213) 
847-3077 upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting.  

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
Clearances may be conducted at the Figueroa, Valley, or West Los Angeles Development 
Services Centers. To clear conditions, an appointment is required, which can be requested at 
http://planning.lacity.org. 
 
18. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner 
satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the 
following: 

 
a. Per the Director of Planning’s Interpretation of Small Lot Subdivisions within the 

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the existing lot may be subdivided into two (2) 
small lots. 
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b. A Certificate of Occupancy (temporary or final) for the building(s) in Parcel Map 
No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL shall not be issued until after the final map has been 
recorded. 

 
c. That the subdivider shall comply with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 

prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. The subdivider shall obtain a 
Venice Sign Off (VSO) for each newly subdivided small lot, to be issued by a 
Venice Project Planner at the time of plan check. 

 
d. Provide a minimum of two (2) off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit.  
 

In addition to the above, provide a minimum of one-quarter (¼) guest parking 
spaces per dwelling. All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently 
located, specifically reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory 
to the Department of Building and Safety. 

 
If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking. 

 
In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street 
parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. 

 
e. Note to City Zoning Engineer and Plan Check. The Advisory Agency has 

considered the following setbacks in conjunction with the approved map. Minor 
deviations to the map’s setbacks are allowed in the event that such deviations are 
necessary in order to accommodate other conditions of approval as required by 
other City agencies. In no event shall the setback from the perimeter boundary of 
the subdivision measure less than required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 C,27 
effective on April 18, 2018 (Ordinance No. 185,462):  
 

i. Setbacks shall be permitted as follows: 
 

Setback Matrix 
Lot Front  Rear  Side (E) Side (W) 

A (Rear) 17’-4” 5’-0” 5’-0” 5’-0” 
B (Front) 15’-0” 0’-0” 5’-0” 5’-0” 

 
 

g. A five-foot-wide common access easement shall be provided from Parcel A to 6th 
Avenue. 
 

h. The Subdivider shall comply with the Small Lot Design Standards, as reviewed 
under Case No. ADM-2019-2611-SLD and shall conform to the plans approved in 
Case No. ADM-2019-2611-SLD. 
 

i. That prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, a minimum 6-foot-high 
slumpstone or decorative masonry wall shall be constructed adjacent to 
neighboring residences, if no such wall already exists, except in required front 
yard.  
 

j. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory 
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Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit. 
 

k. That the subdivider consider the use of natural gas and/or solar energy and consult 
with the Department of Water and Power and Southern California Gas Company 
regarding feasible energy conservation measures. 

 
l. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights 
of the City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 

k. A Community Maintenance Agreement shall be prepared, composed of all property 
owners, to maintain all common areas such as trees, landscaping, trash, parking, 
community driveway, walkways, monthly service for private fire hydrant (if 
required), etc. Each owner and future property owners shall automatically become 
party to the agreement and shall be subject to a proportionate share of the 
maintenance. The Community Maintenance Agreement shall be recorded as a 
Covenant and Agreement to run with the land. The subdivider shall submit a copy 
of this Agreement, once recorded, to the Planning Department for placement in the 
tract file. 

 
l. That copies of all recorded Covenant and Agreement(s) for all reciprocal private 

easements shall be submitted to the Planning Department for placement in the 
tract file. 
 

m. That prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, 
a copy of the Case No. DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL shall be submitted to the 
satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event that Case No. DIR-2019-2610-
CDP-MEL is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a parcel map modification. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD SMALL LOT CONDITIONS 
 
SL-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a sales 

office and off-street parking. If models are constructed under this map approval, the 
following conditions shall apply: 

 
a. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan for 

approval by the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning 
showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-street parking. 
The sales office must be within one of the model buildings. 
 

b. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22A, 10 and 11 
and Section 17.05 O of the Code shall be fully complied with satisfactory to the 
Department of Building and Safety. 
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SL-2. That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted to and 

approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730 prior to obtaining any 
grading or building permits before the recordation of the final map. The landscape plan 
shall identify tree replacement on a 1:1 basis by a minimum of 24-inch box trees for the 
unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site. Desirable trees are those 8 inches or 
greater in diameter. 

 
In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation of the 
final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency guaranteeing 
the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be recorded. 

 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
S-1.   

a. That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the final 
map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 
 

b. That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California Coordinate 
System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative measure approved by 
the City Engineer would require prior submission of complete field notes in support 
of the boundary survey. 

 
c. That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and the 

Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to water mains, 
fire hydrants, service connections and public utility easements. 

 
d. That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting easements be 

dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site easements by separate 
instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of-Way and Land shall verify that such 
easements have been obtained. The above requirements do not apply to 
easements of off-site sewers to be provided by the City. 

 
e. That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 
f. That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required, 

together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography of 
adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

 
g. That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 
 
h. That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 
i. That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of incomplete 

public dedications and across the termini of all dedications abutting unsubdivided 
property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall include a restriction against their 
use of access purposes until such time as they are accepted for public use. 

 
j. That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for public 

use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be transmitted to the 
City Council with the final map. 
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k. That no public street grade exceeds 15%. 
 
l. That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 
 
S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 

constructed herein: 
 

a. Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be furnished, or such work 
shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the setting of boundary monuments 
requires that other procedures be followed. 
 

b. Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Traffic with respect to 
street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 

 
c. All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in connection with 

public improvements shall be performed within dedicated slope easements or by 
grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected property owners. 

 
d. All improvements within public streets, private streets, alleys and easements shall 

be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and specifications approved 
by the Bureau of Engineering. 

 
e. Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the final map. 

 
S-3. That the following improvements are either constructed prior to recordation of the final 

map or that the construction is suitably guaranteed: 
 

a. Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City Engineer. 
 

b. Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 
 

c. Install street lighting facilities to serve the tract as required by the Bureau of Street 
Lighting. 
 
Notes:  
 
The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the plan 
check process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection. 

 
Conditions set: 1) in compliance with a Specific Plan, 2) by LADOT, or 3) by other 
legal instrument excluding the Bureau of Engineering condition S-3 (i), requiring 
an improvement that will change the geometrics of the public roadway or driveway 
apron may require additional or the reconstruction of street lighting improvements 
as part of that condition. 
 

d. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 
proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the Bureau 
of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current 
standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree planting, the subdivider 
or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry Division (213) 847-3077) upon 
completion of construction to expedite tree planting. 
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e. Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk satisfactory to 
the City Engineer. 

 
f. Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City Engineer. 
 
g. Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 
 
h. Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 2010 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design. 
 
i. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 

final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:   
 

(1) Improve 6th Avenue adjoining the subdivision by the construction of the 
following: 
 
A. An integral concrete curb and gutter, and a minimum 5-foot wide 

concrete sidewalk and landscaping of the remainder sidewalk 
areas. 
 

B. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete an 
18-foot wide half roadway. 

 
C. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 

improvements. 
 

D. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvements. 
 

(2) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision to the intersection with the 
northwesterly alley by the removal and reconstruction of the existing 
improvements to provide a new 20-foot wide alley with 2-foot wide 
longitudinal concrete gutter including the alley intersection with the 
northwesterly alley, all satisfactory to the West Los Angeles District 
Engineering Office. 

 
(3) Construct the necessary onsite mainline and house connection sewers 

satisfactory to the City Engineer.  
 
NOTES: 
 
The Advisory Agency approval is the maximum number of units permitted under the parcel map 
action. However, the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of units.  
 
Any removal of the existing street trees shall require Board of Public Works approval. 
 
Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power facilities due 
to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground installation of 
all new utility lines in conformance with Section 17.05-N of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC). 
 
The final map must be recorded within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period. 
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The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, as 
required by the Subdivision Map Act. 
 
The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy saving design 
features that can be incorporated into the final building plans for the subject development. As part 
of the Total Energy Management Program of the Department of Water and Power, this no-cost 
consultation service will be provided to the subdivider upon his request. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 
 
The Advisory Agency determined based on the whole of the administrative record, the Project is 
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15301 (Class 1), 15303 (Class 3), Section 15315 (Class 15), and Section 15332 (Class 
32) and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies, under Case No. ENV-2019-
2613-CE. 
 
The Class 1 categorical exemption allows for the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, 
leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical 
equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use. 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 the demolition of two existing single-family 
dwellings and a detached accessory structure (storage).   
 
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. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family 
dwellings may be constructed under this exemption. The proposed project qualifies for a Class 3, 
categorical exemption because it consists of the construction of one single-family residence and 
attached ADU on each of the newly subdivided lots. 
 
The Class 15 categorical exemption allows for minor subdivisions in urban areas. A project 
qualifies for a Class 15 Categorical Exemption if it is a division of property in an urbanized area 
and meets the six (6) conditions as described in this section. Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-
2019-2609-PMLA-SL satisfies all six conditions and therefore qualifies for the Class 15 
Categorical Exemption. 

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

 
b. The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-

1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. The project 
proposes the construction of two single-family dwellings on two new lots and is in 
conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation. 
 

c. No variances or exceptions are requested or required as part of this project. 
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d. The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the 

property is located in an urban tract with water supply, sewage and waste disposal 
infrastructure, and power lines installed. 6th Avenue and the abutting alley are improved 
streets with existing utilities and infrastructure to serve residences in the area. The street 
and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the 
number of units on the subject site, no significant increase in population or density is 
anticipated. There will be no significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and 
services.  
 

e. There is no record of any previous subdivisions in the last two years on record for the 
subject site. 
 

f. No slope greater than 20% is indicated on the parcel map or topographic survey. 
 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the following five (5) criteria:  

 
a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable 

general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations. 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-
1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. Since the 
project is for the construction of two new single-family dwellings, the project is in 
conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation.  
 

b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. The site has a gross lot area of 6,358 
square feet, approximately 0.14 acres, located at 313 South 6th Avenue and 315 South 6th 
Avenue, and is wholly within the City of Los Angeles. Lots surrounding the subject site are 
developed with single-family and multi-family dwellings. 
 

c. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. The 
site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened species. 
The area around the site is urbanized and surrounded by residential use. NavigateLA 
shows that the subject site is not located in a Significant Ecological Area. 
 

d. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, 
air quality, or water quality. The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures 
(RCMs), which require compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant 
discharge, dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for 
stormwater runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water 
quality to less than significant. The creation of noise is limited to certain decibels, restricted 
to specific hours. The proposed project is not adjacent to any water sources and does not 
involve excavations that may have an impact on the water table. Because the project 
results in a minor net gain in the number of residential units, impacts to public services 
and air quality are deemed insignificant. Traffic congestion will not be impacted by the 
project; the number of trips generated by the development will not result in a net increase 
because the area's density and population will not change significantly. Likewise, air 
quality will not worsen as a result of the proposed project. 
 

e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. The project 
site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the property is 
located in an urban tract with water supply, water treatment, sewage and waste disposal 
infrastructure, and power lines. 6th Avenue and the abutting alley are improved streets with 
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existing utilities that service the various other dwellings in the area. The street and alley 
are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the number of 
units on the subject site, no significant increase in population or density is anticipated. As 
such, no significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and services is anticipated. 

 
Further, 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. The subject property and 

its surrounding residential neighborhood are not identified as an environmental resource. 
The proposed project is consistent with the scale and uses proximate to the area. The 
subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone, nor is it within a landslide area. Although 
the project is located within a Liquefaction Area, 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 
lots zoned RD1.5-1 and Low Medium II Residential land use designation. The proposed 
construction of four dwelling units 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 project site is not located on or near a designated state scenic 

highway. 
 
e. Hazardous Waste Sites. The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is 

on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.  
 
f. Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been identified as 

a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the project is not listed on 
the National or California Register of Historic Places, or identified as a Historic Cultural 
Monument (HCM) 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 
 
In connection with the approval of Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL the Advisory Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the State of 
California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the prescribed findings as follows: 
 
(a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND 

SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the 35 Community Plans within the 
City of Los Angeles. The Community Plans establish goals, objectives, and policies for 
future developments at a neighborhood level. Additionally, through the Land Use Map, the 
Community Plan designates parcels with a land use designation and zone. The Land Use 
Element is further implemented through the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The 
zoning regulations contained within the LAMC regulates, but is not limited to, the maximum 
permitted density, height, parking, and the subdivision of land. The subject site is located 
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within the Oakwood Subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan area. 
 
The subdivision of land is regulated pursuant to Article 7 of the LAMC. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 17.50, parcel maps are to be designed in conformance with the parcel map 
regulations to ensure compliance with the various elements of the General Plan, including 
the Zoning Code. Additionally, the maps are to be designed in conformance with the Street 
Standards established pursuant to LAMC Section 17.05 B. The project site is located 
within the Venice Community Plan, which designates the site with a Low Medium II 
Residential land use designation. The land use designation lists the RD1.5, RD2, RW2, 
and RZ2.5 Zones as the corresponding zones. The project site is zoned RD1.5-1, which 
is consistent with the land use designation.  

 
The project site has approximately 6,380 square feet of lot area. The Venice Specific Plan 
allows a maximum density of two dwelling units per lot (one unit per 1,500 square feet of 
lot area). As shown on the parcel map, the Project proposes to subdivide the project site 
into two (2) small lots, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 C.27, which is consistent with the 
density permitted by the zone. Parcel A (rear) will have a lot area of 3,800 square feet and 
Parcel B (front) will have a lot area of 2,580 square feet, meeting the minimum lot area 
requirement of 1,500 square feet. 
 
Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.51 A, a preliminary parcel map is not required to be 
prepared by a licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer, but is required to contain 
information regarding the boundaries of the project site, as well as the abutting public 
rights-of-way, hillside contours for hillside properties, location of existing buildings, existing 
and proposed dedication, and improvements of the tract map. The parcel map indicates 
the parcel map number, notes, legal description, contact information for the owner, 
applicant, and engineer, as well as other pertinent information as required by LAMC 
Section 17.51 A. Additionally, as a small lot subdivision, the map indicates the common 
access easement for vehicular and pedestrian access to the proposed small lots, 
consistent with LAMC Section 12.22 C.27. Therefore, the proposed map demonstrates 
compliance with LAMC Sections 17.05 C, 17.06 B, and 12.22 C.27 and is consistent with 
the General Plan, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and Ordinance 176,345. 

 
(b) THE DESIGN OR IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS 

CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 
 

For purposes of a subdivision, the terms design and improvement are defined by Section 
66418 and 66419 of the Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.02. Design refers to 
the configuration and layout of the proposed lots in addition to the proposed site plan 
layout. Pursuant to Section 66427(a) of the Subdivision Map Act, the location of the 
buildings is not considered as part of the approval or disapproval of the map by the 
Advisory Agency. Easements and/or access and improvements refers to the infrastructure 
facilities serving the subdivision. LAMC Section 17.50 and 17.05 enumerates the design 
standards for a parcel map and requires that each map be designed in conformance with 
the Street Design Standards and in conformance with the General Plan. As indicated in 
Finding (a), LAMC Section 17.05 C requires that the parcel map be designed in 
conformance with the zoning regulations of the project site. As the project site is zoned 
RD1.5-1 and located within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan area, the Specific Plan 
would permit a maximum of two (2) dwelling units on the 6,380 square-foot site. As the 
map is proposed for a two-lot small lot subdivision, it is consistent with the density 
permitted by the zone. As a small lot subdivision, the map indicates the common access 
easements from the public right-of-ways for vehicular access. 
 
The parcel map was distributed to and reviewed by the various city agencies of the 
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Subdivision Committee that have the authority to make dedication, and/or improvement 
recommendations. The Bureau of Engineering reviewed the parcel map for compliance 
with the Street Design Standards. The Bureau of Engineering has recommended 
dedication and/or improvements to the public right-of-way along 6th Avenue and the 
adjoining alleyway, consistent with the standards of the Mobility Element. In addition, the 
Bureau of Engineering has recommended the construction of the necessary onsite 
mainline sewers and all necessary street improvements will be made to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 2010. As conditioned, the design and 
improvements of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the applicable General 
Plan. 

 
(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT. 
 

The project site is 6,380 square feet in area. The proposed subdivision creates two new 
40-foot wide small lots with lot areas of 3,800 (Parcel A) and 2,580 (Parcel B) square feet. 
The site is developed with four single-family residences, all to be demolished; the project 
proposes a single-family residence with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit on each 
newly created lot.  
 
The project site is located within the 4.05 km (2.52 miles) from the Santa Monica Fault, 
but is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. The site is not located within a 
designated hillside area or within the BOE Special Grading Area. The site is not located 
within a high fire hazard severity zone, flood zone, landslide zone, methane hazard site, 
or tsunami inundation zone. The site is located within a liquefaction zone and, as such, 
will be required to comply with all applicable regulations. Prior to the issuance of any 
permits, the project would be required to be reviewed and approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety and the Fire Department. The site is not identified as having 
hazardous waste or past remediation. The site is within Flood Zone X, which denotes 
areas outside of a flood zone. The site is subject to the Specific Plan for the Management 
of Flood Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud prone areas, coastal high-hazard and 
flood-related erosion hazard areas). The project conforms to both the specific provisions 
and the intent of the Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (Section 5 of 
Ordinance 172,081). 
 
The parcel map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of 
any permits. The subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance, 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all the 
requirements and conditions contained in Geology and Soils Report Approval dated 
February 25, 2019, Log No. 107212, and attached to the case file for Parcel Map No. AA-
2019-2609-PMLA-SL. Therefore, the site will be physically suitable for the proposed type 
of development. 

 
(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 

DEVELOPMENT. 
 

The proposed density of two single-family residences, each with an attached Accessory 
Dwelling Unit (ADU) over two lots is consistent with the density of the development in the 
immediate area. The properties surrounding the subject site have a land use designation 
of Low Medium II Residential and are zoned RD1.5-1. The adjoining property to the 
southeast is improved with a two-story triplex, and the adjoining lot to the northwest is a 
parking lot. Across the street from the property is a three-story condominium containing 
one residential unit. The property across the alley consists of a multi-story small lot 
subdivision under construction. 
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The project site is a 6,380 square-foot lot developed with a four single-family dwellings. 
The project proposes to construct two small lot homes; each would be three stories with 
a maximum height of 30 feet. As proposed, the density and height is consistent with the 
zone and land use designation. The density is also consistent with the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan, permitting a maximum of two dwelling units and a height of 30 feet. 
The parcel map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of 
any permits. The subdivider shall make suitable arrangements to assure compliance, 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, with all the 
requirements and conditions contained in Geology and Soils Report Approval dated 
February 25, 2019, Log No. 107212, and attached to the case file for Parcel Map No. AA-
2019-2609-PMLA-SL. Therefore, the site will be physically suitable for the proposed type 
of development. Additionally, prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading, or building 
permit, the project would be required to comply with conditions herein and applicable 
requirements of the LAMC. As conditioned, the proposed tract map is physically suitable 
for the proposed density of the development. 

 
(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE NOT 

LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR SUBSTANTIALLY 
AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR HABITAT. 

 
 The project site is currently developed with four single-family dwellings. There are no 

protected trees on the project site or within the public right-of-way adjacent to the project 
site. The surrounding area is presently developed with residential structures. Neither the 
project site nor the surrounding area provides a natural habitat for fish or wildlife. It has 
been determined that the project and the design of the subdivision and proposed 
improvements will not cause substantial environmental damage or injury to wildlife or their 
habitat. 
 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS IS NOT LIKELY 
TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS. 

 
There appears to be no potential public health problems caused by the design or 
improvement of the proposed subdivision. 

 
The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, where 
the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been upgraded 
to meet statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of Engineering has reported 
that the proposed subdivision does not violate the existing California Water Code because 
the subdivision will be connected to the public sewer system and will have only a minor 
incremental impact on the quality of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

 
(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION OR THE TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS WILL NOT 

CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS, ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT LARGE, FOR 
ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE PROPOSED 
SUBDIVISION. 

 
As required by LAMC Section 12.03, the project site has a minimum of 20 feet of frontage 
along 6th Avenue, which is a public street. The project site consists of a parcel identified 
as Lot No. 10 in Block G of Carnation Park Tract and is identified by the Assessor Parcel 
Map No. 4240-010-010. While the project will provide a private easement for 
common/vehicular access purposes within the subdivision, there are no known easements 
acquired by the public at-large for access through or use of the property within the 
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proposed subdivision, as identified on the tract map. Necessary easements for utilities will 
be acquired by the City prior to the recordation of the proposed parcel map.  
 
Therefore, the design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements would not conflict 
with easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of the property 
within the proposed subdivision. 
 

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION SHALL PROVIDE, TO THE EXTENT 
FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR COOLING 
OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1) 

 
In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the 
proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted materials which 
consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcel(s) to be subdivided and 
other design and improvement requirements. 
 
Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in reducing 
allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or 
structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time the tentative map was 
filed. 
 
The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of the 
north/south orientation. 
 
The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or natural 
heating and cooling opportunities. 
 
In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider building 
construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows, insulation, 
exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the buildings on the 
site in relation to adjacent development.  

 
 
These findings shall apply to both the preliminary and final maps for Parcel Map No. AA-2019-
2609-PMLA-SL. 
 
 
THE FOLLOWING NOTES ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES AND ARE NOT 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL OF THIS PARCEL MAP: 
 
Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power facilities due 
to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground installation of 
all new utility lines in conformance with Section 17.05-N of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC). 
 
Note: The above action shall become effective upon the decision date noted at the top of this 
letter unless an appeal has been submitted to the Central Area Planning Commission within 15 
calendar days of the decision date. If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 15 calendar 
days from the decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City Planning 
Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning Department and appeal fees 
paid, prior to expiration of the above 15-day time limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master 
Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at the Department’s Public Offices, located at: 
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Figueroa Plaza    Marvin Braude San Fernando 
201 North Figueroa Street    Valley Constituent Service Center  
4th Floor     6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251 
Los Angeles, CA 90012   Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(213) 482-7077    (818) 374-5050 
 
West Los Angeles 
Development Service Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2901 

 
Appeal forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org.  
 
Pursuant to Ordinance 176,321, effective January 15, 2005, Parcel Map determinations are only 
appealable to the Area Planning Commission. There is no longer a second level of appeal to the 
City Council for Parcel Map actions of the Advisory Agency. 
 
The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City’s decision becomes final, including all appeals, if any.  
 
No sale of separate parcels is permitted prior to recordation of the final parcel map. The owner is 
advised that the above action must record within 36 months of this approval, unless an extension 
of time is granted before the end of such period. No requests for time extensions or appeals 
received by mail shall be accepted. 
  
 
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Advisory Agency 
 
 
 
___________________       
Juliet Oh          
Deputy Advisory Agency 
 
JO:JK:SK 
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EXHIBIT C: DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL 
• Letter of Determination 
• Stamped Plans “Exhibit A” 
• Updated Floor Plan   



 
DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION  

 
 November 9, 2020 
 
 
Owner/Applicant 
Brock Wylan 
315 6th Avenue LLC 
c/o 111 E. 14th Street 
 
Representative 
Steve Kaplan 
16133 Ventura Blvd., Ste. 700 
Encino, CA, 91436 

Case No.: DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL 
Related Cases: 

CEQA: 
AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL 
ENV-2019-2613-CE 

                                  Location: 315 South 6th Avenue 
Council District: 11 – Bonin   

Neighborhood Council: Venice  
Community Plan Area: 

Specific Plan: 
Venice 
Venice Coastal Zone -  
Oakwood Subarea 

Land Use Designation: Low Medium II Residential  
Zone: RD1.5-1 

 
Last Day to File an Appeal: November 24, 2020 

   
 
DETERMINE that based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15301, 15303, 15315, and 15332, and determine that there is no 
substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to the Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies;  
 
Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.20.2, I have reviewed the proposed 
project and as the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby: 
 

APPROVE A Coastal Development Permit to allow the demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling 
units, subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-
story, single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof deck on 
each newly subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite, located in the Single Permit 
Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone; and  
 

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

APPROVE a Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of four Residential Units and 
construction of four Residential Units in the California Coastal Zone.  

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

DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

 

COMMISSION OFFICE 
(213) 978-1300 

 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
SAMANTHA MILLMAN 

PRESIDENT 
 

VAHID KHORSAND 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

 

DAVID H. J. AMBROZ 
CAROLINE CHOE 

HELEN LEUNG 
KAREN MACK 

MARC MITCHELL 
VERONICA PADILLA-CAMPOS 

DANA M. PERLMAN 

 City of Los Angeles 
CALIFORNIA 

 

 
 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

 

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

(213) 978-1271 
 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 

 
KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 

SHANA M.M. BONSTIN 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

TRICIA KEANE 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

ARTHI L. VARMA, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
1. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and 

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

 
2. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other applicable 

government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the development and use of the 
property, except as such regulations are herein specifically varied or required. 

 
3. Density. Four Residential Units shall be constructed. One single-family dwelling and attached 

ADU shall be permitted on each new small lot created pursuant to Parcel Map No. AA-2019-2609-
PMLA-SL and Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance 185,462; the small lot subdivision will result in two 
Small Lots.  

 
4. Setback. The proposed project shall provide a front yard setback of 15 feet, fronting 6th Avenue. 
 

5. Height. The project features both flat and varied rooflines; portions of the structure with flat 
rooflines shall be limited to a height of 25 feet and portions with varied rooflines (slope greater than 
2:12) shall be limited to a height of 30 feet; the portions exceeding 25 feet shall be stepped back 
from the required front yard one foot in depth for every foot in height above 25 feet. Height shall 
be measured from the midpoint of the centerline of 6th Avenue.  

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

Safety, the subject project shall provide five (5) parking spaces onsite; each single-family dwelling 
will be designated two spaces and one guest parking space is provided. All vehicle access shall 
be from the rear alley. 

 
7. Roof Structures. Chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential 

for building function may exceed the height limit by a maximum of five feet.  
 

8. Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. The project is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction Area 
of the California Coastal Zone. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the applicant shall provide a 
copy of the Coastal Commission’s Notification that the City’s coastal development permit is 
effective. 

 
9. This approval is tied to Case No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL. The applicant shall comply with the 

conditions of approval listed in Case No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL, which are incorporated herein 
by reference ) 

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

adjacent residential properties. 
 
11. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface to which it 

is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 
 

12. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant 
and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and Safety for 
purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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13. Prior to the sign-off of plans by the Development Services Center, the applicant shall submit the 
plans for review and approval to the Fire Department. Said Department's approval shall be 
included in the plans submitted to the Development Services Center. 

 
14. Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities a Construction Site Notice 

shall be posted on the site in a manner, which is readily visible to any interested party. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 
 
22. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. 

 
Applicant shall do all of the following: 
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i. Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City relating 
to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of this entitlement, 
including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify 
or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the 
approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including 
from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City or 
the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.  



  
DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL Page 5 of 18 

BACKGROUND 
 
The subject site, 315 South 6th Avenue, is a relatively flat, rectangular, residential vacant lot with a width 
of 30 feet and a depth of 161 feet, with a total lot area of approximately 6,380 square feet. The property 
fronts 6th Avenue to the northeast and abuts an alley to the southwest. The subject lot is zoned RD1.5-1 
with a General Plan land use designation of Low Medium II Residential. The project site is located in the 
single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, within the Oakwood Subarea of the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
 
The RD1.5-1-zoned neighborhood immediately surrounding the property is developed with one to three-
story single-family dwellings and two-story, multiple-family dwellings. The property is located within the 
Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, Venice Community Plan, Urban Agriculture 
Incentive Zone, a Calvo Exclusion Area, and Liquefaction Zone.  
 
The applicant is requesting a Coastal Development Permit to authorize the demolition of four (4) single-
family dwelling units, subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of 
a three-story, single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof deck on 
each newly subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite. 
 
Sixth Avenue is a designated Local Street with a designated right-of-way width of 60 feet and developed 
to a roadway width of 26 feet. Sixth Avenue is improved with an asphalt roadway, gutter, curb, and 
sidewalk.  
 
Court A is an alley adjoining the subject site to the south with a right of way width of 23 feet and roadway 
width of 20 feet; the actual right of way width is approximately 20 feet in width. 
 
Previous zoning related actions in the area include: 

 
DIR-2017-2944-CDP-MEL – On May 1, 2018, the Director of Planning approved a Coastal 
Development Permit and Mello Act compliance review authorizing the demolition of an existing 
one-story, single-family residence and detached garage and the construction of a new two-story, 
3,616 square-foot single-family home with a roof deck, an attached two-car garage, and a 
swimming pool, within the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone, located at 640 E. 
Milwood Avenue. 
 
DIR-2017-4862-CDP-MEL – On April 13, 2018, the Director of Planning approved a coastal 
development permit and Mello Act Compliance Review authorizing the demolition of an existing 
one-story single-family dwelling and construction of a new 2,411 square-foot two-story single-
family dwelling, within the single permit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone, located at 2334 S. 
Cloy Avenue.  
 
DIR-2017-1608-CDP-MEL – On October 23, 2017, the Director of Planning approved a coastal 
development permit and Mello Act Compliance Review authorizing the construction of a new two-
story single-family dwelling, within the single permit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone, located 
at 2405 S. Boone Avenue.  
 
DIR-2016-2992-CDP-MEL – On April 7, 2017, the Director of Planning approved a coastal 
development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of an existing single-
family dwelling and the construction of a new, three-story, 2,706 square-foot single-family dwelling 
and a two-story accessory structure, located at 622 East Brooks Avenue. 

 
ZA-2015-2749-CDP-MEL – On December 7, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved a coastal 
development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of an existing single-
family dwelling and the construction of a new, two-story, 2,996 square-foot single-family dwelling 
with an attached garage, located at 638 East Sunset Avenue. 
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ZA-2015-913-CDP-MEL – On January 29, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved a coastal 
development permit and Mello Act compliance review for the demolition of a single-family dwelling 
and construction of a two-story, 3,503 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car 
garage within the single jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, located at 644 East Sunset Boulevard. 
 

Public Hearing 
 
A joint public hearing was held by the Deputy Advisory Agency (Juliet Oh) and Hearing Officer (Jeff Khau) 
on March 11, 2020 at 10:20 a.m. at the Los Angeles City Hall, Room 1070. The project representative, 
Steve Kaplan, provided comments regarding the scope of work. No members of the public were present.  
 
Correspondence 
 
No correspondence was received as of the date of writing this report.   
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FINDINGS 
 
Coastal Development Permit 
In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings maintained in Section 
12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the affirmative. 
 
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
 

Chapter 3 of the 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 proposed project 
consists of the demolition and construction of four dwelling units. The subject site is not located 
within an area with known Archaeological or Paleontological Resources. However, if such 
resources are later discovered during excavation or grading activities, the project is subject to 
compliance with Federal, State and Local regulations already in place.  

 
Section 30250 Location; Existing Developed Area. (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial 
development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such 
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it 
will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding 
parcels. The project site is located in a developed residential neighborhood improved with single 
and multi-family dwellings. The proposed project can be accommodated by the existing 
infrastructure and by existing public services. The area surrounding the project is developed with 
other residential dwellings thereby making the project site contiguous with, and in close proximity 
to, existing developed areas that are able to accommodate it. 

 
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 proposed project 
includes the demolition of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision resulting in two Small Lots, 
construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling unit with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) on each new Small Lot, and five parking spaces onsite. The project is located within a 
residential neighborhood zoned RD1.5-1 and is developed with single and multi-family residential 
structures that are one to three stories in height. There are 38 residential structures in the 
neighborhood block bound by Rose Court to the north and Flower Court to the south. Of the 38 
structures, 2 are three stories, 19 are two stories, and 17 are one-story structures. The proposed 
development provides a 15-foot front yard setback, consistent with the requirements of the RD1.5 
zone and further steps the third-story back five feet from the front yard, reducing the massing of 
the structure at the facade. The site is located within an area adjacent to a commercial corridor 
zoned C4-1 that is designated for Community Commercial use and developed with commercial 
buildings one to three stories in height. The subject site and surrounding area are relatively flat 
with no direct views to the Pacific Ocean; no natural landforms will be altered as part of the project. 
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As such, the proposed project will be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area.  

 
Section 30252 Maintenance and Enhancement of Public Access. The location and amount of new 
development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the 
provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining 
residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) 
providing 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 project proposes the demolition of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision 
of a lot to two small lots, construction of a three-story single-family dwelling unit with attached 
Accessory Dwelling Units and roof deck on each newly subdivided lot, with five parking spaces 
provided onsite; two spaces will be provided for each single-family dwelling and one guest parking 
space will be shared. As conditioned by Case No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL, the project is 
required to construct a 5-foot wide sidewalk and landscaping on 6th Avenue and reconstruct 
portions of the rear alley. The project provides sufficient parking for the single-family dwellings 
and ADUs and the required improvements to the adjacent right-of-way will enhance maintain and 
enhance public access for both vehicles and pedestrians. No permanent structures will be placed 
within the public-right-of way and public access to the coast will 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 
property is located within the Calvo Exclusion Area, Liquefaction Zone, and within 4.06 kilometers 
from the Santa Monica Fault. As such, the project is subject to compliance with Zoning, Building, 
and Fire Safety Code requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in geologic and 
methane hazard areas. 
 
The project proposes the demolition of four single-family dwelling units, subdivision of a 6,380 
square-foot lot to two small lots, and the construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling with 
an attached ADU and roof deck for each lot, and five parking spaces located onsite. The project 
would have no adverse impacts on public access, recreation, public views, or the marine 
environment, as the property is located within a developed residential area adjacent to 6th Avenue. 
The project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline or beach. There will be no 
dredging, filing, or diking of coastal waters or wetlands associated with the request, and there are 
no sensitive habitat areas, archaeological or designate public access views. The proposed project 
is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.  

 
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 
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Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) was certified by the California Coastal Commission on June 14, 
2001; however, the necessary implementation ordinances were not adopted. The City is in the 
initial stages of preparing the LCP; prior to its adoption the guidelines contained in the certified 
LUP are advisory. The following are applicable policies from the Venice Local Coastal Land Use 
Plan: 

  
Policy I.A.1 identifies general residential development standards regarding roof access structures 
and lot consolidation restrictions. No roof access structure is proposed. The project is limited to 
the development of one lot. 

 
Policy I.A.7 outlines density and development standards for areas designated for multi-family 
dwellings.  
  

Use: Duplexes and multi-family structures. The project consists of the construction of two 
three-story single-family dwelling unit with ADU and roof deck, one on each newly created 
lot. Each new residential structure will contain two dwellings. 
 
Density:  One unit per 1,500-2,000 square feet of lot area. Lots smaller than 4,000 square 
feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. The project proposes a density of one 
parcel on each newly subdivided lot. Parcel A has a lot size of 3,800 square-feet and Parcel 
B has a lot size of 2,580 square-feet. 
 
Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommodate the need for fire safety, open 
space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of stormwater, and on-site recreation 
consistent with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood. The proposed yards 
are consistent with existing pattern of development along 6th Avenue and comply with the 
requirements of Ordinance No. 176,354 (Small Lot Ordinance).  
 
Height: Building height shall not exceed 25 feet for buildings with roofs or 30 feet for 
buildings with a varied roofline (slope greater than 2:12). Any portion that exceeds 25 feet 
in height shall be setback from the required front yard one foot for every foot in height above 
25 feet. The proposed single-family dwellings will have a flat roof height of 30 feet.  

 
Policy II.A.3 outlines the Parking Requirements for the project. Pursuant to Z.I. No. 2406, required 
parking for subdivision projects shall be the parking requirements for multiple dwelling uses, 
based on the width of the pre-subdivided lot, under Section 13.D of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. Multiple dwelling projects on lots 35 feet or more in width (if adjacent to an alley) 
are required to provide two spaces for each dwelling unit and one guest parking space for each 
four or fewer units. The proposed project provides five (5) parking spaces total, two standard 
parking spaces, two compact parking spaces, and one guest parking space. The provisions of 
ADU State Law and the City’s ADU Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.22-A.33(c)(12)) require one 
parking space for an ADU unless 1) located within ½ mile walking distance from a bus or rail stop, 
2) one block from a designated car share pickup or drop off location, 3) within an applicable 
historic district, or 4) part of a proposed or existing residence. Furthermore, no parking is required 
for Junior ADUs. The project includes the development of attached Junior ADUs, on each new 
lot. All parking spaces are accessible via the alley.  
 
The proposed project is consistent with the policies of the Land Use Plan and the standards of 
the Specific Plan and will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 
 

3. The Interpretive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent amendments 
thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and considered in light of the individual project in 
making this determination. 
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 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 proposed project consists of the demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, subdivision 

of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-story, single-family 
dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof deck on each newly 
subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite, located in the Single Permit 
Jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone. The Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed, 
analyzed, and considered and the proposed project is found to be in substantial conformance with 
the guidelines. In addition to the Regional Interpretative Guidelines, the policies and development 
standards of the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan have also been reviewed, analyzed, and considered. The proposed project will also be in 
substantial conformance with the policies and development standards of the Certified Venice 
Land Use Plan and Specific Plan. 

 
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 new residential structure does not conflict with prior decisions of the Coastal Commission. 

The Coastal Commission recently approved the following projects in the Venice Coastal Zone: 
 

- In August 2019, the Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit authorizing the 
demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a new three-story 3,631 
square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and a roof deck, in the 
Dual Permit Jurisdiction, located at 237 Linnie Canal (5-19-0233). 
 

- In December 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a Coastal 
Development Permit for the construction of a two-story addition to a 961 square-foot one-story 
single-family residence, resulting in a two-story, 3,083 square-foot single-family residence 
with an attached two-car garage, located at 2334 Frey Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-
0066). 

 
- In October 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a Coastal 

Development Permit for the demotion of a one-story single-family residence and the 
construction of a three-story 3,753 square-foot mixed-use development consisting of 759 
square feet of ground floor retail use, a 2,092 square foot residential unit on the second floor, 
and a roof deck, with an attached 4-car garage, located at 706 S. Hampton Drive (Appeal No. 
A-5-VEN-18-0054). 

 
- In August 2018, the Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit for the demolition 
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of a one-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a two-story, 2,787 square-foot 
single-family dwelling with a roof deck and attached garage, located at 2412 Clement Avenue 
(Application No. A-5-VEN-17-0072). 

 
- In August 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a Coastal 

Development Permit for the demolition of a 939 square-foot one-story single-family home and 
the construction of a 3,027 square-foot two-story, single-family home with an attached two-
car garage and roof deck, located at 2416 Frey Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-0037). 

 
- In August 2018, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a Coastal 

Development Permit for the demolition of a 1,099 square-foot one-story single-family dwelling 
and the construction of a 2,811 square-foot twos0story single-family dwelling with an attached 
two-car garage and a roof deck, located at 2433 Wilson Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-18-
0038). 

 
- In June 2018, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a 750 square-foot single-

family dwelling on two lots and the construction of a three-story, 1,560 square-foot single-
family dwelling and a three-story, 2,060 square-foot single-family dwelling, both with a roof 
deck and attached garage, located at 676 and 678 Marr Street (Application No. A-5-VEN-
0042 & A-5-VEN-0044). 

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

Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding the City’s approval for the 
demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and construction of a new two-story, 3,004 
square foot single-family dwelling, in the single permit jurisdiction, located at 2318 Clement 
Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0036). 

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

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

 
- In December 2016, the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of a duplex and triplex, 

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

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

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

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

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

 
This decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by applicable decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, 
which provides that prior applicable decisions of the Coastal Commission shall guide local 
governments in their actions in carrying out their responsibility and authority under the California 
Coastal Act of 1976. 
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5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline 

of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the development is in conformity 
with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 
 

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

  In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall 
be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect 
public rights, right of private property owners, and natural resources from overuse. 

 
 Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public recreation policies: 
 

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

 
The proposed project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline as the site is not 
located near any shoreline. The property has no direct access to any water or beach and there 
will be no dredging, filling, or diking of coastal waters or wetlands. In addition, there are no 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas or known archaeological or paleontological resources on 
the site. 
 

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

 
A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2019-2613-CE, has been prepared for the proposed project 
consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act and the City CEQA 
Guidelines. The project proposes the demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, the 
subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-story, 
single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), a roof deck on each newly 
subdivided lot, and  five (5) parking spaces provided onsite in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the 
Coastal Zone. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class 1), 15303 (Class 3), 15315 (Class 15), and 
15332 (Class 32). 
 
The Class 1 categorical exemption allows for the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, 
leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical 
equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use. 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 the demolition of two existing single-family 
dwellings and a detached accessory structure (storage).   
 
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 
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modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. This includes one single-family residence, 
or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family 
dwellings may be constructed under this exemption. The proposed project qualifies for a Class 3, 
categorical exemption because it consists of the construction of one single-family residence and 
attached ADU on each of the newly subdivided lots. 

 
The Class 15 categorical exemption allows for minor subdivisions in urban areas. A project 
qualifies for a Class 15 Categorical Exemption if it is a division of property in an urbanized area 
and meets the six (6) conditions as described in this section. Preliminary Parcel Map No. AA-
2019-2609-PMLA-SL satisfies all six conditions and therefore qualifies for the Class 15 
Categorical Exemption. 
 
a. A subdivision of four or fewer parcels.  

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

 
b. Conform with the General Plan and Zoning.  

 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-
1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. The project 
proposes the construction of two single-family dwellings on two new lots and is in 
conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation. 

 
c. Require no variances or exceptions.  

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

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

 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the 
property is located in an urban tract with water supply, sewage and waste disposal 
infrastructure, and power lines installed. 6th Avenue and the abutting alley are improved 
streets with existing utilities and infrastructure to serve residences in the area. The street 
and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the 
number of units on the subject site, no significant increase in population or density is 
anticipated. There will be no significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and 
services.  

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

 
There is no record of any previous subdivisions in the last two years on record for the 
subject site. 

 
f. Must not have a slope greater than 20 percent.  

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

 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the following five (5) criteria:  
 
a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 

applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation 
and regulations.  
 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-
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1 and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. Since the 
project is for the construction of two new single-family dwellings, the project is in 
conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation.  

 
b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more 

than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
 
The site has a gross lot area of 6,358 square feet, approximately 0.14 acres, located at 
313 South 6th Avenue and 315 South 6th Avenue, and is wholly within the City of Los 
Angeles. Lots surrounding the subject site are developed with single-family and multi-
family dwellings. 

 
c. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 

 
The site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened 
species. The area around the site is urbanized and surrounded by residential use. 
NavigateLA shows that the subject site is not located in a Significant Ecological Area. 

 
d. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 

noise, air quality, or water quality.  
 
The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require 
compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant discharge, 
dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for stormwater 
runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water quality to less 
than significant. The creation of noise is limited to certain decibels, restricted to specific 
hours. The proposed project is not adjacent to any water sources and does not involve 
excavations that may have an impact on the water table. Because the project results in a 
minor net gain in the number of residential units, impacts to public services and air quality 
are deemed insignificant. Traffic congestion will not be impacted by the project; the 
number of trips generated by the development will not result in a net increase because 
the area's density and population will not change significantly. Likewise, air quality will not 
worsen as a result of the proposed project. 

 
e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.  

 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the 
property is located in an urban tract with water supply, water treatment, sewage and waste 
disposal infrastructure, and power lines. 6th Avenue and the abutting alley are improved 
streets with existing utilities that service the various other dwellings in the area. The street 
and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the 
number of units on the subject site, no significant increase in population or density is 
anticipated. As such, no significant impact on the capacity of existing utilities and services 
is anticipated. 

 
Further, 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. The subject property and 

its surrounding residential neighborhood are not identified as an environmental resource. 
The proposed project is consistent with the scale and uses proximate to the area. The 
subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone, nor is it within a landslide area. Although 
the project is located within a Liquefaction Area, the project is subject to compliance with 
the requirements of the Building and Zoning Code that outline standards for residential 
construction. 
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b. Cumulative Impact. The project is consistent with the type of development permitted for 

lots zoned RD1.5-1 and Low Medium II Residential land use designation. The proposed 
construction of four dwelling units 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 project site is not located on or near a designated state scenic 

highway. 
 
e. Hazardous Waste Sites. The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is 

on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.  
 
f. Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been identified as 

a historic resource or within a historic district (SurveyLA, 2015), the project is not listed on 
the National or California Register of Historic Places, or identified as a Historic Cultural 
Monument (HCM) 

 
The project is determined to be categorically exempt and does not require mitigation or monitoring 
measures; no alternatives of the project were evaluated. An appropriate environmental clearance 
has been granted. 
 

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

7. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0). 
 
The project includes the demolition of a single-family dwelling located on a 6,380 square-foot lot 
in the Venice Coastal Zone. A Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing and Community 
Investment Department (HCIDLA) dated July 17, 2019 states that the property currently maintains  
Four (4) residential units with one (1) bedroom each. HCIDLA determined the units were 
affordable based on current monthly housing cost provided by the current tenants. Due to the 
absence of documentation for 315 6th Avenue, Unit C, the Owner has agreed and accepted that 
this unit is presumed to be occupied by an affordable household. The current owner purchased 
the property on September 14, 2018 and claims that the property was owner-occupied beforehand 
by Stephen Doniger, a married man as his sole and separate property. Four (4) units were found 
to be affordable from the provided documentation exist. Therefore, four (4) Affordable Existing 
Residential Units are proposed for demolition.  
 
It is infeasible for the applicant to replace any of the Affordable Existing Residential Units 
(Part 4.8) 
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The Affordable Existing Residential Units are located in four separate residential structures, 
single-family dwellings. Affordable Existing Residential Units within triplexes and other structures 
containing three or more Residential Units must be replaced. However, affordable units identified 
within one-family and/or two-family dwellings are subject to the provisions of Part 4.8, which asks: 
Is it infeasible for the Applicant to replace any of the Affordable Existing Residential Units? 
Feasible is defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technical factors.  
 
A feasibility study was prepared by Howard Robinson & Associates and submitted on September 
12, 2019 for project staff review. The study provided an analysis of the estimated costs and 
revenues of the proposed project, the demolition of four existing residential structures and the 
construction of two single-family dwellings, each with an Attached ADU, but also provided an 
analysis of providing the Affordable Replacement Unit(s) onsite and within the Coastal Zone and 
can be provided through new construction or adaptive reuse (conversion of existing non-
residential structures). 
 
The supplemental information provided by the Applicant included the actual and estimated cost 
of land, improvements/ construction, fees, loans, and expected revenue. In reviewing the pro 
forma prepared as part of the feasibility study, the cost of the subject property as well as the cost 
of acquiring property elsewhere in the Coastal Zone was a significant factor that increased the 
cost of development. Providing two Affordable Replacement Unit onsite reduced the size of the 
proposed project and reduced the estimated revenue expected from the market rate dwelling unit. 
The cost of development also significantly increased when accounting for the cost of acquiring 
additional property to provide the Affordable Replacement Unit offsite.  
 
Upon review of the feasibility study and supplemental documents submitted by the Applicant, it 
would not be feasible to replace all of the Affordable Existing Residential Units. As such, no 
Affordable Units are required for this project.  

 
8. Categorical Exemptions (Part 2.4) Small New Housing Developments 
 

The project proposes the construction of four (4) Residential Units. Developments which consist 
of nine or fewer Residential Units are Small New Housing Developments and are categorically 
exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement. Therefore, the proposed development 
of four (4) new Residential Units is found to be categorically exempt from the Inclusionary 
Residential Unit requirement for New Housing Developments.  
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TIME LIMIT – OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS 
 
All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be established. 
Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges 
being utilized within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if such privileges are not 
utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun within said 
time and carried on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and 
become void. 
 
The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any permits 
and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. Furthermore, if any condition 
of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or his successor in interest may be 
prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in the 
Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked. 
 
Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are done at the 
Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa Plaza in Downtown 
Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Constituent Service Center in the Valley. In order to assure that you 
receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to schedule an 
appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling 213 482-7077 (Downtown Los 
Angeles), 818 374-5050 (Valley), 310 231-2912 (West Los Angeles) or through the Department of City 
Planning website at http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant 
representing you of this requirement as well. 
 
Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any provision 
or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of the provisions or 
failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an infraction.  An infraction shall be tried and 
be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation 
of this Code that is designated as a misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a 
misdemeanor or an infraction. 
 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise made, 
and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by imprisonment in the County Jail for a period 
of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.” 
 
TRANSFERABILITY 
 
This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or occupied 
by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them regarding the 
conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other conditions and requirements 
set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly observed 
 
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
The Director's determination in this matter will become effective after 15 days, unless an appeal therefrom 
is filed with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal 
period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period 
expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy of the 
Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before 
the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are available on-line at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org.  
 
 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
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Public offices are located at: 
 

Metro Public Counter 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Valley Public Counter 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 

(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles  
Public Counter 

1828 Sawtelle Blvd., 
2nd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2901 

 
Furthermore, this coastal development permit shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 
12.20.2-J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by Section 30333 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 13105 of the California Administrative Code. Provided no appeal has been 
filed by the above-noted date, a copy of the permit will be sent to the California Coastal Commission. 
Unless an appeal is filed with the California Coastal Commission before 20 working days have expired 
from the date the City's determination is deemed received by such Commission, the City's action shall 
be deemed final. 
 
The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California Code 
of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial review of any 
decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for 
writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the 
City's decision becomes final. 
 
 
VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 
 
 
 
Approved by:  Reviewed by: 
   
 
 

  

   
Faisal Roble, Principal City Planner  Juliet Oh, Senior City Planner 
   
 
 

  

Prepared by:   
   
 
 

  

   
Sienna Kuo, Planning Assistant 
sienna.kuo@lacity.org 
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EXHIBIT D: Environmental Clearance 

• Notice of Exemption 
  



COUNTY CLERK’S USE CITY OF LOS ANGELES  
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 395 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
(PRC Section 21152; CEQA Guidelines Section 15062) 

 
Filing of this form is optional. If filed, the form shall be filed with the County Clerk, 12400 E. Imperial Highway, Norwalk, CA 90650, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15062. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21167 (d), the posting of this notice starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to reliance on an exemption for the project. 
Failure to file this notice as provided above, results in the statute of limitations being extended to 180 days. 
PARENT CASE NUMBER(S) / REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 
AA-2020-2609-PMLA-SL & DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL 
LEAD CITY AGENCY 
City of Los Angeles (Department of City Planning) 

CASE NUMBER 
ENV-2019-2613-CE 

PROJECT TITLE 
315 South 6th Avenue 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 
11-Bonin 

PROJECT LOCATION   (Street Address and Cross Streets and/or Attached Map)                           ☐   Map attached. 
315 South 6th Avenue 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:                                                                                                                 ☐   Additional page(s) attached. 
The demolition of a demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the 
construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling with an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), with a roof deck on each newly 
subdivided lot, five (5) parking spaces are provided 
NAME OF APPLICANT / OWNER: 
Brock Wylan 
CONTACT PERSON (If different from Applicant/Owner above) 
Sienna Kuo 

(AREA CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER |        EXT. 
 (213) 978-1376  

EXEMPT STATUS:  (Check all boxes, and include all exemptions, that apply and provide relevant citations.) 
 STATE CEQA STATUTE & GUIDELINES  
   

☐ STATUTORY EXEMPTION(S)     
               Public Resources Code Section(s) _______________________________________________________________________  

  
☒ CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION(S) (State CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15301-15333 / Class 1-Class 33) 

 
        CEQA Guideline Section(s) / Class(es) _15301 (Class 1), 15303 (Class 3), 15315 (Class 15), and 15332 (Class 32) ___ 

 
☐ OTHER BASIS FOR EXEMPTION (E.g., CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) or (b)(4) or Section 15378(b) ) 
 
         __________________________________          ____________________________________________________________ 
 

JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION:                                                                            ☐ Additional page(s) attached 
 
Categorical Exemption, ENV-2019-2613-CE, has been prepared for the proposed project consistent, with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the City CEQA Guidelines. The project proposes the demolition of four (4) single-family dwelling units, 
the subdivision of a 6,380 square-foot lot to two (2) small lots, and the construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling with an 
attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), a roof deck on each newly subdivided lot, and  five (5) parking spaces provided onsite in the 
Single Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class 1), 15303 (Class 3), 15315 (Class 15), and 15332 (Class 32). 

 
The Class 1 categorical exemption allows for the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of 
existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of 
use. 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 the demolition of two existing single-family dwellings and a detached accessory structure (storage).   

 
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. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family dwellings may be constructed under this exemption. The proposed 
project qualifies for a Class 3, categorical exemption because it consists of the construction of one single-family residence and attached 



ADU on each of the newly subdivided lots. 
 
The Class 15 categorical exemption allows for minor subdivisions in urban areas. A project qualifies for a Class 15 Categorical Exemption 
if it is a division of property in an urbanized area and meets the six (6) conditions as described in this section. Preliminary Parcel Map 
No. AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL satisfies all six conditions and therefore qualifies for the Class 15 Categorical Exemption. 

 
a. A subdivision of four or fewer parcels.  

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

 
b. Conform with the General Plan and Zoning.  

 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan 
Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. The project proposes the construction of two single-family 
dwellings on two new lots and is in conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation. 

 
c. Require no variances or exceptions.  

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

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

 
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the property is located in an 
urban tract with water supply, sewage and waste disposal infrastructure, and power lines installed. 6th Avenue and 
the abutting alley are improved streets with existing utilities and infrastructure to serve residences in the area. The 
street and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the number of units on the 
subject site, no significant increase in population or density is anticipated. There will be no significant impact on the 
capacity of existing utilities and services.  

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

 
There is no record of any previous subdivisions in the last two years on record for the subject site. 

 
f. Must not have a slope greater than 20 percent.  

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

 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and meets the following five (5) criteria:  

 
a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well 

as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations.  
 
The site currently is developed with four single-family dwellings. The site is zoned RD1.5-1 and has a General Plan 
Land Use Designation of Low Medium II Residential. Since the project is for the construction of two new single-family 
dwellings, the project is in conformance with the General Plan and Zoning designation.  

 
b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially 

surrounded by urban uses. 
 
The site has a gross lot area of 6,358 square feet, approximately 0.14 acres, located at 313 South 6th Avenue and 
315 South 6th Avenue, and is wholly within the City of Los Angeles. Lots surrounding the subject site are developed 
with single-family and multi-family dwellings. 

 
c. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 

 
The site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened species. The area around the 
site is urbanized and surrounded by residential use. NavigateLA shows that the subject site is not located in a 
Significant Ecological Area. 

 
d. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.  

 
The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require compliance with the City of 
Los Angeles Noise Ordinance; pollutant discharge, dewatering, stormwater mitigations; and Best Management 
Practices for stormwater runoff. These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water quality to less than 
significant. The creation of noise is limited to certain decibels, restricted to specific hours. The proposed project is not 
adjacent to any water sources and does not involve excavations that may have an impact on the water table. Because 
the project results in a minor net gain in the number of residential units, impacts to public services and air quality are 
deemed insignificant. Traffic congestion will not be impacted by the project; the number of trips generated by the 
development will not result in a net increase because the area's density and population will not change significantly. 
Likewise, air quality will not worsen as a result of the proposed project. 

 
e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.  

 



The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the property is located in an 
urban tract with water supply, water treatment, sewage and waste disposal infrastructure, and power lines. 6th Avenue 
and the abutting alley are improved streets with existing utilities that service the various other dwellings in the area. 
The street and alley are accessible to emergency vehicles. Since there is a minor net gain in the number of units on 
the subject site, no significant increase in population or density is anticipated. As such, no significant impact on the 
capacity of existing utilities and services is anticipated. 

 
Further, 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. The subject property and its surrounding residential 

neighborhood are not identified as an environmental resource. The proposed project is consistent with the scale and uses 
proximate to the area. The subject site is not located in a fault or flood zone, nor is it within a landslide area. Although the 
project is located within a Liquefaction Area, 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 lots zoned RD1.5-1 and Low Medium 
II Residential land use designation. The proposed construction of four dwelling units 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 project site is not located on or near a designated state scenic highway. 
 

e. Hazardous Waste Sites. The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is on any list compiled pursuant to 
Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.  
 

f. Historical Resources. The subject site and existing structure have not been identified as a historic resource or within a historic 
district (SurveyLA, 2015), the project is not listed on the National or California Register of Historic Places, or identified as a 
Historic Cultural Monument (HCM) 

 
☒  None of the exceptions in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 to the categorical exemption(s) apply to the Project.  
☐  The project is identified in one or more of the list of activities in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines as cited in the justification. 
IF FILED BY APPLICANT, ATTACH CERTIFIED DOCUMENT ISSUED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STATING THAT 
THE DEPARTMENT HAS FOUND THE PROJECT TO BE EXEMPT.  
If different from the applicant, the identity of the person undertaking the project. 
CITY STAFF USE ONLY: 
CITY STAFF NAME AND SIGNATURE 
Sienna Kuo 

STAFF TITLE 
Planning Assistant 

ENTITLEMENTS APPROVED 
Parcel Map (PMLA), Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and Mello Act Compliance Review (MEL) 

FEE: 
$373.00 

RECEIPT NO. 
0202628205 

REC’D. BY (DCP DSC STAFF NAME) 
Daisy Benicia 

DISTRIBUTION:  County Clerk, Agency Record 
Rev. 3-27-2019 
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EXHIBIT E: Feasibility Study 
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EXHIBIT F: Height/ Setback  
Context Study   
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EXHIBIT G: Zoning Information Files 
• Z.I. 2406 Director’s Interpretation DIR-

2014-2824-DI-1A 
• Revised Z.I. 2406 Directors 

Interpretation  



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

Determination Mailing Date: DEC 12 2014 

CASE NO. DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2004-2691-CE 

Applicant: City of Los Angeles 

Appellant #1: 1716 Main Street, LLC, 
Rep.: Epport, Richman, Robbins, LLP 

Appellant #2: Kalnel Gardens, LL (Len Judakin) 
Rep.: Alan Abshez 

Location: Venice Coastal Specific Plan Boundary 
Area 
Council District: 11 -Bonin 
Plan Area: Venice 
Zone: Various 

At its meeting of October 23, 2014, the City Planning Commission took the following 
action: 
1. Denied the appeals. 
2. Sustained the Director of Planning's revised Specific Plan Interpretation for the Venice 

Coastal Zone Specific Plan clarifying the relationship between Section 12.22 C. 27 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code, established by the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 176,354), and the Venice Coastal Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 172,897). 

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

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Perlman 
Dake-Wilson 
Ahn, Ambroz, Cabildo, Choe, Katz, Segura 
Mack 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be 
filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final 
pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits 
which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Revised Specific Plan Interpretation dated August 14, 2014 
City Planners: Michelle Levy, Conni Pallini 
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CASE NO: DIR-2014-2824-DI 
SPECIFIC PLAN INTERPRETATION 
CEQA: ENV-2004-2691-CE 
Location: Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 
Council District: 11 
Community Plan Area: Venice 
Land Use: Various 
Zone: Various 
Appeal Period Ends: August 29, 2014 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.7.H and the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 175,693), I hereby approve: 

A Specific Plan Director's Interpretation that clarifies the relationship between Section 
12.22.C.27 of the LAMC, established by the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (No. 
176,354), and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The revised Director's 
Interpretation is intended to: (1} prevent small lot projects from exceeding densities 
otherwise allowed in the Specific Plan on individual lots; (2) highlight where conflicts 
between the LAMC and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan exist and uphold the 
Specific Plan regulations where· applicable; and (3} outline a review process for new 
small lot projects in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area which takes into 
account the density, parking, and setback regulations of the Specific Plan. As set forth 
herein, this Director's Interpretation shall supersede the previous interpretation issued by 
the City Planning Commission (on appeal) on February 12, 2010 as Case Number DIR-
2008-4703-DI-1A, and shall be applicable only within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan Area. 
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Pursuant to LAMC Section 11.5. 7.H, Interpretations of Specific Plans, the Director of Planning 
has the authority to interpret specific plans where there is a lack of clarity in the meaning of the 
regulations. Insofar as the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance was adopted after the Specific Plan, 
an interpretation is necessary to identify areas of potentially conflicting provisions in the two 
ordinances and to allow for small lot subdivisions in Venice in a manner that is consistent with 
the intent and provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan contains provisions which are unique to each of ten subareas and each type of 
underlying zone within. 

BACKGROUND 

The Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (No. 176,354) became effective on January 31, 2005 as 
Section 12.22.C.27 of the LAMC in order to permit lots in multi-family zones (including RD, R3, 
R4, R5, RAS, P and C) to be subdivided into smaller parcel sizes than would normally be 
permitted, as long as they comply with the density provisions established by both the zoning 
and the Los Angeles General Plan. Small Lot projects are not permitted in single-family zones. 
The ordinance is a smart-growth strategy to promote infill development of underutilized land in 
multi-family and commercial zones. By reducing minimum lot size requirements, the ordinance 
enables fee-simple ownership of single-family homes on smaller lot areas, resulting in buildings 
with compact building footprints. The ordinance stipulates that subdivisions resulting from the 
Small Lot Ordinance cannot increase the density of the underlying zone or the allowable height 
of structures within the zone. On January 29, 2014, an Advisory Agency Policy was issued 
along with Small Lot Design Guidelines. All projects filed after February 1, 2014 (see 
Attachment D) are required to comply with or meet the intent of the 2014 Small Lot Design 
Guidelines. The Policy states that the Guidelines are to be used in conjunction with any adopted 
Specific Plan, but shall not supersede adopted Specific Plan procedures or standards. 

The Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan was established in 1999 (Ordinance No. 172,897) and 
substantially revised in 2004 (Ordinance 175,693). The primary objective of the Specific Plan is 
to protect, maintain, enhance and, where feasible, restore the overall quality of the Coastal 
Zone environment and its natural and man-made resources. The Specific Plan regulates all 
development, including: uses, height, density, setbacks, buffer zones, parking, and other 
development standards in order for new construction and modifications to existing buildings to 
be compatible in character with the community and provide for the consideration of aesthetics, 
scenic preservation and enhancement, and to protect environmentally sensitive areas. 

As with all development regulations of Chapter 1 of the LAMC that are generally applicable to all 
zones, the application of the Small Lot Ordinance can be made more or less restrictive within 
Specific Plans and other types of zoning overlay districts, particularly where Specific Plans tailor 
zoning densities and other development regulations to unique geographic areas and 
circumstances. Because the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan was written prior to the 
adoption of the Small Lot Subdivision ordinance, and the Citywide ordinance did not specifically 
exempt the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan area, the way the ordinance would relate to the 
Specific Plan could not be anticipated at the time the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance was 
adopted and consequently a Director's Interpretation was necessary to clarify their relationship. 

A Director's Interpretation for the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan was previously issued on 
January 26, 2009. That decision was appealed. The appeal cited concerns over parking 
requirement calculations and affordable housing provisions in the Specific Plan and was heard 
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by the City Planning Commission on June 11, 2009. On February 12, 2010, the City Planning 
Commission's determination became final, in which the Commission granted the appeal in part 
and sustained the January 26, 2009 determination of the Director of Planning with modifications, 
adding clarifying language regarding Beach Impact Zone parking requirements and requiring 
Replacement Affordable Units to be located onsite within a development. The City Planning 
Commission also adopted a Categorical Exemption (ENV-2004-2691-CE) as the environmental 
clearance for the action. 

The 20 1 0 interpretation stemmed from a policy to encourage the development of small lot 
projects citywide, including the Venice community. The purpose of the interpretation was to 
provide a framework for small lot subdivisions in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area 
and to allow small lot projects in Venice to utilize similar incentives to those built into the 
Citywide Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. At the time the interpretation was written, small lot 
development was seen as a way of introducing more affordable, fee-simple single-family homes 
into the Venice community - an area where housing prices have outpaced most of the City and 
where affordable housing is scarce. 

ANALYSIS 

The February 12, 2010 Director's Interpretation favored the Citywide Small Lot Ordinance over 
the local Specific Plan. Small lot subdivision projects in Venice were interpreted to be individual 
single-family lots resulting from a small lot subdivision. To this end, the interpretation held small 
lot projects in Venice to the single-family parking standards of the Specific Plan and applied the 
relevant Specific Plan procedures relative to density, parking, yards, access and setbacks to the 
lots resulting from the subdivision rather than the original lot in its pre-subdivision state. The 
rationale for this approach is that after a subdivision, each resulting lot becomes a single-family 
property, and should be subject to single-family property requirements and restrictions. In 
actuality, though small lot projects cannot increase the allowable density of a subdivision as a 
whole, they can result in increases in building massing beyond what was anticipated or 
contemplated in the Specific Plan for individual lots 

Upon further examination of the purposes and intent of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, 
namely Section 4 wh_ich discussed the relationship of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan to 
other provisions of the Municipal Code, the plan states that "Wherever provisions in [the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan] differ from provisions contained in Chapter 1 of the LAMC, (with 
regard to use, density, lot area, floor area ratio, height of buildings or structures, setbacks, 
yards, buffers, parking, drainage, fences, landscaping, design standards, light, trash and 
signage) this Specific Plan shall supersede those other regulations. Whenever [the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan] is silent, the regulations of the LAMC shall apply.· The Specific Plan 
anticipated that there may be provisions of the Code which conflict with its policies, and 
expressly overrides other zoning provisions where there are conflicts. LAMC Section 12.22.C.27 
is one such provision of the LAMC that contains different regulations. 

The new interpretation more closely aligns with the spirit and intent of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan development standards by applying the Specific Plan regulations to each 
individual lot within a small lot project, which will result in small lot developments that adhere to 
the density, setback and parking regulations of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan where 
they are applicable. Together with the Small Lot Design Guidelines issued by the Advisory 
Agency in January 2014 (Attachment D), the revised Director's Interpretation is expected to 
yield small lot projects of a more compatible and proportional building footprint than is currently 
allowed under the 2010 Director's Interpretation, consistent with the purposes of the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
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The original Director's Interpretation attempted to reconcile Small Lot provisions in the Code 
with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan by granting some flexibility for the Director to apply 
both the Citywide Small Lot Ordinance incentives and the Venice subarea zoning provisions. 
The previous Director's Interpretation applied single-family standards in the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan to individual lots resulting from a small lot subdivision, whereas the new 
interpretation applies multi-family standards in the Specific Plan to the small lot development as 
a whole (i.e. the pre-subdivision parcel). 

The overall allowable density has not changed as a result of the revised interpretation as both 
the current and former interpretations emphasize that Small Lot projects may not increase the 
density allowed in the Subarea, or underlying zone, if applicable. However, the new 
interpretation strictly interprets the lot area, density, parking, and setback provisions of the 
Specific Plan to apply to newly created lots in Venice and applies these development standards 
to individual lots as well as the small lot development as a whole. 

The new interpretation also provides greater clarity regarding Small Lot application procedures 
in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan - Small lot subdivision applications and Director of 
Planning approvals for Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan cases must be reviewed 
simultaneously to ensure that density regulations governed by the Specific Plan are adhered to 
in small lot approvals. 

Below is a summary of the revised interpretation. All other provisions of the 2010 Director's 
Interpretation shall be unchanged: 

• General Provisions: The new interpretation underscores the fact that the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan's provisions override other LAMC provisions where 
differences exist, for example, with respect to density, parking, and yard provisions in 
certain Subareas. 

• Parking: The 2010 Director's Interpretation allowed small lot projects with resulting lots 
containing only a single dwelling unit to utilize the single-family_ dwelling parking 
provisions in Section 13 of the Specific Plan. The new interpretation requires the small 
lot project, as a whole, to provide parking pursuant to the multiple dwelling provisions in 
Section 13 which require either two or two and one-quarter parking spaces per dwelling 
unit depending on the width of the lot. 

As an example, using single-family development standards in the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan, projects are required to provide two parking spaces as a baseline, or three 
spaces in the Silver Strand and Venice Canals Subareas. In contrast, multi-family 
projects on lots greater than 40 feet wide are required to provide two spaces per 
dwelling unit plus additional guest parking at a rate of one space for each four or fewer 
dwelling units. Under the previous Director's Interpretation, small lot projects could utilize 
single-family parking standards, which would result in reduced parking requirements 
relative to other multi-family project types, such as condominiums and apartments, within 
multi-family zones. The new interpretation brings parking standards for Small lot 
projects in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan into conformance with parking 
requirements for other types of multi-family projects such as apartments and 
condominiums. 

i 
I 

I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
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• Setbacks: The new Director's Interpretation requires that, notwithstanding setback 
provisions in the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance and the underlying zone, each 
individual resulting lot within a new small lot subdivision must be consistent with Specific 
Plan setback requirements for individual lots, where limitations are set. If a small lot 
project is proposed in Subareas where provisions are silent with regard to setback 
limitations, the requirements of the Small Lot Subdivision ordinance and the underlying 
zone shall apply. For example, the Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East Bank Subarea of 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan requires a 15-foot average setback along any lot 
line which separates the lot from the east bank of the Grand Canal. The Subarea also 
requires side yard setbacks measuring 3.5 feet in width between all resulting Small Lots. 
This is in addition to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance which requires a 5-foot 
setback between the Small Lot project boundary and non-Small Lot neighboring lots. 

• Lot Area and Density: The revised Director's Interpretation states that the number of 
dwelling units permitted in the Small Lot project may not exceed the density permitted by 
zoning of the original, pre-subdivided lot. The interpretation further elaborates that in 
Subareas of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan containing density regulations which 
are more restrictive than the LAMC, the project as a whole and each newly resulting lot 
must meet the density standards of the Subareas. It is anticipated that with this change, 
the number of units allowed per lot in certain subareas may be reduced from that 
allowed under the Municipal Code due to the restrictive nature of the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan. 
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1. Where provisions in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan differ from provisions 
contained in Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan shall supersede those other regulations. Where provisions are silent 
in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) apply, including Section 12.22 C.27. 

2. APPLICABILITY OF SMALL LOT ORDINANCE IN THE VENICE COASTAL ZONE 
SPECIFIC PLAN: Notwithstanding LAMC Section 12.22.C.27 (Small Lot Ordinance), 
small lot projects within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan shall adhere to multi­
family development procedures and standards established within the Specific Plan. 
Additionally, any standards which further restrict lot area, density, setbacks, stepbacks, 
lot coverage, open space, driveway access and/or parking shall apply to the entire 
subdivided area, including individual resulting small lots. 

Applications for small lot developments within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 
shall be subject to Director of Planning review pursuant to Section 8 of the Specific Plan, 
either "Director of Planning Sign-Off" or "Project Permit Compliance Review", depending 
on the location of the project and number of dwelling units proposed. Project Permit 
Compliance review shall be completed concurrent with any application for a subdivision. 

3. PARKING: Required parking for subdivision projects shall be based on the parking 
requirements for multiple dwelling uses, based on the width of the pre-subdivided lot, 
pursuant to Section 13.D of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. Beach Impact Zone 
Parking, if applicable, shall be provided pursuant to Section 13.E of the Specific Plan, 
consistent with multi-family parking requirements. 

4. DRIVEWAYS: Pursuant to the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, all driveways and 
vehicular access shall be from alleys, when present. When projects abut an alley, each 
newly resulting subdivided lot shall be accessible from the alley and not the street. 
Exceptions may be made for existing structures where alley access is infeasible. 

5. SETBACKS: Front, rear, and side yard setbacks and lot coverage and open space 
requirements within each lot resulting from a small lot subdivision shall be consistent 
with the Specific Plan, where it sets limitations, if applicable. In the Ballona Lagoon West 
Bank and Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East Bank Subareas, side yard setbacks on all 
lots within a small lot project must be 3.5 feet in width, consistent with Sections 
10.A.2.b(4) and 10.8.2.b.3(d) of the Specific Plan. This requirement is in addition to the 
5-foot setback where the lot abuts another lot not created pursuant to the small lot 
subdivision ordinance, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.C.27(e). 

6. MULTIPLE LOTS: Existing lots may be subdivided into multiple small lots so long as the 
averaged newly resulting lot size is equivalent to the minimum requirement for "Jot area 
per dwelling unit" established for each residential zone in the LAMC, except where 
minimum lot sizes per dwelling unit are further restricted in the Specific Plan, such as in 
the Marina Peninsula (D), North Venice (F), and Oakwood, Millwood, Southeast Venice 
(G) Subareas. For example, a 4500 square foot parcel in the RD1.5 zone may be 
subdivided into a maximum of 3 small lots with one measuring 1000 square feet, one 
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measuring 1800 square feet and one measuring 1700 square feet, given that the 
average lot size is 1500 square feet. However, if the same 4500 square foot parcel in the 
RD1.5 zone is located in the North Venice (F) or Oakwood, Millwood, Southeast Venice 
(G) Subareas, each lot must not be less than 1,500 square feet per dwelling unit. 

7. DENSITY: The density of combined newly created lots shall not exceed the density 
permitted by zoning of the original, pre-subdivided lot, which is the "lot area per dwelling 
unit" restriction for each subarea and each zone, as determined by the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan. Where the Specific Plan is silent with respect to density, the density 
shall be based on the underlying zone in the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 
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The Determination in this matter will become effective 15 days after the date of mailing, 
unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the Department of City Planning. It is strongly advised 
that appeals be filed early during the appeal period and in person so that imperfections/ 
incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed 
on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy of this grant and received 
and receipted at a public office of the Department of City Planning on or before the prescribed 
date or the appeal will not be accepted. Department of City Planning public offices are located 
at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, #400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Van Nuys City Hall 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd, 3rd Floor 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this office regarding this grant 
must be with the decision-maker who acted on the case. This would include clarification, 
verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be 
accomplished by appointment only, in order to assure that you receive service with a minimum 
amount of waiting. You should advise any consultant representing you of this requirement as 
well. 

APPROVED BY: 

~~r;? 
MICHAEL J. LORAND~­
Director of Planning 

Ala~P6J/ 
Reviewed By: 

~t;L, 
Deputy Director of Planning 

ATIACHMENTS 
A- Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (Ord. No. 176,354) 
B -Venice Coastal Zone Subareas 
C -Venice Coastal Specific Plan Director's Interpretation 

(DIR-2008-4703-DI-1A as adopted by the City Planning Commission on January 12, 2010) 
D- Small Lot Design Guidelines, effective February 1, 2014 

cc: Council District 11 - Bonin 
The Venice Neighborhood Council 
CA Coastal Commission, South Coast Reg. Office 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
ZONING INFORMATION FILE 
 

 

 

Z.I. NO. 2406 

SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION 

REVISED DIRECTOR’S INTERPRETATION 

 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 11 

 

 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PRINCIPLES:  

 

On October 23, 2014, case number DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A was approved by the City Planning 
Commission. The Director’s Interpretation clarifies the Venice Coastal Specific Plan (Ordinance 
No. 175,693), as it relates to Section 12.22 C. 27 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
established by the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (No. 176,354). The Director’s Interpretation 
applies to all Small Lot Subdivision cases within the boundary of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. 
 
The subject Director’s Interpretation determines how the Small Lot Subdivision provisions shall 
be applied within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.  
 
The Director’s Interpretation shall be effective on or after October 23, 2014. Any project 
application deemed complete after this date, shall be subject to the Director’s Interpretation 
contained herein. This Director’s Interpretation supersedes the previous interpretation issued by 
the City Planning Commission on February 12, 2010 (Case No. DIR-2008-4703-DI-1A). 
 
Instructions: 

 
Refer all applicants who wish to submit an application for a Small Lot Subdivision (SL) within the 
boundary of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan to the Department of City Planning Plan 
Implementation Division and Subdivisions staff. 
 
The Director’s Interpretation language is attached, covering the general requirements and 
principles. 
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The Director’s Interpretation is as follows:  
 
1.   Where provisions in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan differ from provisions 

contained in Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan shall supersede those other regulations. Where provisions are silent 
in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) apply, including Section 12.22 C.27.  

 
2. APPLICABILITY OF SMALL LOT ORDINANCE IN THE VENICE COASTAL ZONE 

SPECIFIC PLAN: Notwithstanding LAMC Section 12.22.C.27 (Small Lot Ordinance), 
small lot projects within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan shall adhere to multi-
family development procedures and standards established within the Specific Plan. 
Additionally, any standards which further restrict lot area, density, setbacks, stepbacks, 
lot coverage, open space, driveway access and/or parking shall apply to the entire 
subdivided area, including individual resulting small lots.  

 
 Applications for small lot developments within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 

shall be subject to Director of Planning review pursuant to Section 8 of the Specific Plan, 
either “Director of Planning Sign-Off” or “Project Permit Compliance Review”, depending 
on the location of the project and number of dwelling units proposed. Project Permit 
Compliance review shall be completed concurrent with any application for a subdivision.   

 
3.   PARKING: Required parking for subdivision projects shall be based on the parking 

requirements for multiple dwelling uses, based on the width of the pre-subdivided lot, 
pursuant to Section 13.D of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. Beach Impact Zone 
Parking, if applicable, shall be provided pursuant to Section 13.E of the Specific Plan, 
consistent with multi-family parking requirements.  

 
4.   DRIVEWAYS: Pursuant to the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, all driveways and 

vehicular access shall be from alleys, when present. When projects abut an alley, each 
newly resulting subdivided lot shall be accessible from the alley and not the street. 
Exceptions may be made for existing structures where alley access is infeasible. 

 
5.  SETBACKS: Front, rear, and side yard setbacks and lot coverage and open space 

requirements within each lot resulting from a small lot subdivision shall be consistent 
with the Specific Plan, where it sets limitations, if applicable. In the Ballona Lagoon West 
Bank and Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East Bank Subareas, side yard setbacks on all 
lots within a small lot project must be 3.5 feet in width, consistent with Sections 
10.A.2.b(4) and 10.B.2.b.3(d) of the Specific Plan. This requirement is in addition to the 
5-foot setback where the lot abuts another lot not created pursuant to the small lot 
subdivision ordinance, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.C.27(e).  

   
6.   MULTIPLE LOTS:  Existing lots may be subdivided into multiple small lots so long as the 

averaged newly resulting lot size is equivalent to the minimum requirement for “lot area 
per dwelling unit” established for each residential zone in the LAMC, except where 
minimum lot sizes per dwelling unit are further restricted in the Specific Plan, such as in 
the Marina Peninsula (D), North Venice (F), and Oakwood, Millwood, Southeast Venice 
(G) Subareas.  For example, a 4500 square foot parcel in the RD1.5 zone may be 
subdivided into a maximum of 3 small lots with one measuring 1000 square feet, one 
measuring 1800 square feet and one measuring 1700 square feet, given that the 
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average lot size is 1500 square feet. However, if the same 4500 square foot parcel in the 
RD1.5 zone is located in the North Venice (F) or Oakwood, Millwood, Southeast Venice 
(G) Subareas, each lot must not be less than 1,500 square feet per dwelling unit.  

 
7.   DENSITY: The density of combined newly created lots shall not exceed the density 

permitted by zoning of the original, pre-subdivided lot, which is the “lot area per dwelling 
unit” restriction for each subarea and each zone, as determined by the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan. Where the Specific Plan is silent with respect to density, the density 
shall be based on the underlying zone in the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 
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Z.I. NO. 2406 

SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION  

DIRECTOR’S INTERPRETATION 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 11 

COMMENTS: 

On June 11, 2009, case number DIR-2008-4703-DI-1A was approved by the City 
Planning Commission. The Director’s Interpretation clarifies the Venice Coastal Specific 
Plan (Ordinance No. 175,693), as it relates to Section 12.22 C. 27 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, established by the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (No. 176,354). The 
Director’s Interpretation applies to all Small Lot Subdivision cases within the boundary 
of the Venice Coastal Specific Plan. 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Refer all applicants who wish to submit an application for a Small Lot Subdivision (SL) 
within the boundary of the Venice Coastal Specific Plan to require a Planning clearance 
to the Department of City Planning Community Planning Bureau, West Coastal Unit and 
the Subdivisions Counter. 

A portion of the Director’s Interpretation language is attached, covering the general 
requirements and principals. 

Applies to projects deemed complete prior to Oct 23, 2014.



GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PRINCIPLES

A summary of the Interpretation is as follows, comprised of language that applies generally to 
Venice Coastal Specific Plan. 

1. Where provisions are silent in the Venice Coastal Specific Plan, regulations of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) apply, including Section 12.22 C.27.

2. PARKING: Required parking for subdivision projects shall be based on the parking
requirements pursuant to the Venice Coastal Specific Plan, 2 or 3 spaces (depending
on subarea). Each new lot resulting from a small lot subdivision that contains one unit
will fall under the “single family dwelling” category in the Specific Plan. For the
purposes of parking calculations, small lot subdivisions shall be considered “less than
40 feet in width, or less than 35 feet in width if adjacent to an alley.” Where new lots
resulting from a small lot subdivision include multiple units on a lot, they shall provide
two and a quarter parking spaces for each dwelling unit, and shall provide Beach
Impact Zone Parking, if applicable, pursuant to Section 13 E of the Specific Plan,
consistent with multi-family parking requirements.

3. DRIVEWAYS: Pursuant to the Venice Coastal Specific Plan, all driveways and
vehicular access shall be from alleys, when present. When projects abut an alley, each
newly resulting subdivided lot shall be accessible from the alley and not the street.
Exceptions may be made for existing structures where alley access is infeasible.

4. SETBACKS: Front, rear, and side yard setbacks abutting an area outside of the
subdivision shall be consistent with the Specific Plan, where it sets limitations. This
includes locations where new lots abut a lot that is not created pursuant to the Small
Lot Subdivision Ordinance and not part of the project, or where the lots abut a
waterway or street.

5. MULTIPLE LOTS:  Existing lots may be subdivided into multiple small lots so long as
the averaged newly resulting lot size is equivalent to the minimum requirement for “lot
area per dwelling unit” established for each residential zone in the LAMC, pursuant to
the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. For example, a 4500 square foot parcel in the
RD1.5 zone may be subdivided into a maximum of 3 small lots with one measuring
1000 square feet, one measuring 1800 square feet  and one measuring 1700 square
feet, given that the average lot size is 1500 square feet.

6. MULTIPLE UNITS: Lots subdivided pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance
shall be limited to one unit per resultant lot, unless the lot size is large enough to
permit additional units based on the “lot area per dwelling unit” calculation established
for each residential zone. In no case may a newly resulting lot contain more than three
units. Generally, the combined density of the newly resulting lots shall not exceed the
permitted density of the original lot, pre-subdivision. For Subareas that restrict density
by limiting the number of units on a lot by a defined number, the resulting density from
multiple lots may increase the originally permitted density on one original lot. Unit
restrictions prescribed for Subareas shall still apply to individual resulting lots, but not
over the entire pre-subdivided area; for instance subarea “(C) Silver Strand,” limits
density to one unit per lot in the RD1.5 zones, and subarea “(D) Marina Peninsula”
limits R3 lots to two dwelling units per lot.) As a general example, for Subareas in



which numbers of units per lot are not defined and restricted, a 4,500 square foot 
parcel in the RD1.5 zone may be subdivided into two small lots with one comprised of 
a single-family home and the other comprised of two residential units. This is possible 
since each unit averages 1,500 square feet of lot area. Resulting small lots cannot be 
further subdivided in the future, and cannot add future additional units. 

7. AFFORDABLE REPLACEMENT UNITS: Projects in subarea “(F) North Venice,” and
subarea “(G) Oakwood, Milwood, Southeast Venice,” that include demolition of
Affordable Units (as determined by Los Angeles Housing Department—LAHD) are
required to provide “Replacement Affordable Unit(s)” as defined in Section 5(T) of the
Specific Plan when there are any units in excess of two units on newly resulting single
lots. Lots subdivided pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance shall be
permitted a density based on the “lot area per dwelling unit” calculation established for
each residential zone. Affordable replacement unit requirements apply to multiple units
on a single lot, and are not required if the density is spread over newly resulting lots so
than no lot has an excess of two units. The requirement to replace an affordable unit
will increase the number of units that would otherwise be permitted under the Small
Lot Subdivision Ordinance only when the development includes three units on a lot.
Mello Act requirements to replace affordable units still apply in all circumstances, and
consistent with the Specific Plan, any affordable replacement units shall be replaced
on the small lot subdivision project site.

8. DENSITY: Density shall not exceed the density permitted by zoning of the original lot,
which is the “lot area per dwelling unit” restriction for each zone as determined by the
Venice Coastal Specific Plan, or when not explicit in the Specific Plan, the Los Angeles
Municipal Code.



AA-2019-2609-PMLA-SL-1A 
DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL-1A 
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Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

CPRA 315 6th Ave, Venice 
16 messages

Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 3:21 PM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>
Cc: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,

Under the CPRA, I request all documents related to the notice of hearing and mailing of the PMLA, CDP and Mello
determinations, for the project at 315 6th Ave, including the list of to whom such notices and determination were sent.

Thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles  
and our precious Coast, 
Robin Rudisill 
(310) 721-2343

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Wed, Dec 2, 2020 at 8:22 AM
To: Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>
Cc: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>, Wanda Walker <wanda.walker@lacity.org>

Hello, Robin:
  
This is considered received today 12/2.  My outgoing reply asked that anything related to a PRA request be forwarded
to Wanda Walker because I was on vacation through Dec. 1.  Our Dept. will respond accordingly. 

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]

Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 3, 2020 at 3:19 PM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,

I hope you are doing well. Will I receive a formal request from Records once this request has been processed? 
[Quoted text hidden]
--  

Sienna Kuo
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Planning Assistant 
Los Angeles City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 978-1376

          

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 3, 2020 at 3:36 PM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hello, sienna. Yes a formal response letter will be sent out with info on the records we have and how to access them.  

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 4, 2020 at 11:58 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hi, Sienna; 

I see you are the assigned Planner, sorry for misunderstanding your question yesterday.  The request below is related
to:

DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL
AA-2019-2609-PMLA-LA
ADM-2016-1611-SLD

We will need to provide the requester with access to these case files, when can they be shipped to me here at Records
Management, 221 N. Fig. Room 1450?  Also, are there records for the ADM to provide besides emails?  Please get
back to me no later than Wednesday, 12/9.  Thank you. 

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

https://planning4la.org/
https://www.facebook.com/Planning4LA/
https://www.instagram.com/planning4la/
https://twitter.com/planning4la
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UChl2PmRhAzUf158o0vZjnHw/videos
https://www.linkedin.com/company/los-angeles-department-of-city-planning
http://bit.ly/DCPEmail
https://planning4la.org/
https://www.google.com/maps/search/221+N.+Figueroa+St.,+Room+1450+Los+Angeles,+CA.+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/221+N.+Figueroa+St.,+Room+1450+Los+Angeles,+CA.+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.facebook.com/Planning4LA/
https://www.instagram.com/planning4la/
https://twitter.com/Planning4LA
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UChl2PmRhAzUf158o0vZjnHw/videos
https://www.linkedin.com/company/los-angeles-department-of-city-planning
http://bit.ly/DCPEmail
https://planning4la.org/
https://www.google.com/maps/search/221+N.+Figueroa+St.,+Room+1450+Los+Angeles,+CA.+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/221+N.+Figueroa+St.,+Room+1450+Los+Angeles,+CA.+90012?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.facebook.com/Planning4LA/
https://www.instagram.com/planning4la/
https://twitter.com/Planning4LA
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UChl2PmRhAzUf158o0vZjnHw/videos
https://www.linkedin.com/company/los-angeles-department-of-city-planning
http://bit.ly/DCPEmail


[Quoted text hidden]

Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 8:35 AM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Good Morning Beatrice,

I hope you had a great weekend. I am in the office today so I will prepare the case files and send them to you so it gets
to you tomorrow. 

There are no e-mail records of the ADM case file... I am not the original planner for this case, but I do not believe there
was any correspondence regarding this specific case file because of the related cases.

Will all of the case files need to be sent or will I just need to provide the appellants with what they requested? 
[Quoted text hidden]
--  

Sienna Kuo
Planning Assistant 
Los Angeles City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 978-1376

          

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 8:40 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hi, Sienna:

I'm great, thanks, hope you are too.  All of the files must be sent over.  For the DIR and the AA case, are there any
emails that are not already in the case file that you have on your computer?  If so, I will need those either printed and
put in the file or printed to PDF along with their attachments and sent to me through email.  Also, who was the original
Planner for all the cases?

Thanks so much for your help with this. 
Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]

Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 8:44 AM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,
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All of the emails are already printed and in the case file. I will prepare additional information and have the case file sent
to you this week.

The original planner for this case was Jeff Khau.

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information
[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 8:56 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hi, Sienna:

Thank you.  Also was Jeff Khau the original Planner for all 3 case fles?

DIR-2019-2610-CDP-MEL
AA-2019-2609-PMLA-LA
ADM-2016-1611-SLD

Thank you.

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]

Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 10:21 AM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,

Yes, Jeff was the original planner for all 3 case files. 
[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 10:24 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Great, thank you.  

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127
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[Quoted text hidden]

Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 7, 2020 at 3:38 PM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,

I prepared the files. I believe it will get to you tomorrow or the day after.

Please let me know if you have any questions! 
[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Tue, Dec 8, 2020 at 7:27 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Thank you, Sienna, please ensure that each file has my name on a routing slip or post it, otherwise, my staff will think
they need to check the files in. 

Thanks again.  

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Mon, Jan 4, 2021 at 11:25 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Hi, Sienna:

Happy New Year!

I am sending these files back your way since Ms. Rudisill never made an appointment to review them.  Thank you. 

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]
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Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org> Mon, Jan 4, 2021 at 11:51 AM
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org>

Hi Beatrice,

Happy New Year! Thank you for letting me know. 

I hope you have a great day!
[Quoted text hidden]

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> Mon, Jan 4, 2021 at 11:52 AM
To: Sienna Kuo <sienna.kuo@lacity.org>

Thanks, you too. 

Beatrice Pacheco
Chief Clerk 
Los Angeles City Planning
Records Management
221 N. Figueroa St., Room 1450
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3732 | F: (213) 269-4127

               

[Quoted text hidden]
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