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PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The subject site is a flat, rectangular property approximately 3,392 square feet in size. The site is 
a corner lot, with a frontage of 40 feet on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and a uniform depth of 84.74 
feet on Santa Clara Avenue. The rear property line adjoins Irving Tabor Court (alley). The subject 
site is zoned C2-1-O-CA and designated Community Commercial within the Venice Community 
Plan. The subject property is located in the Single-Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, the 
North Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan and the Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area. It is also located within the Calvo Exclusion Area, 
Liquefaction area, Methane Zone, Flood Zone AE (EL 8) and approximately 4.91 kilometers from 
the Santa Monica Fault Line. The subject site is not located within 500 feet of any school or park. 
The subject site is located in a Transit Priority Area. The subject site is improved with a duplex 
constructed in 1922 and a single-family dwelling constructed in 1912. The neighborhood and 
properties immediately surrounding the property are zoned C2-1-O-CA and RD1.5-1 and 
developed with one-story to three-story commercial structures on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and 
one-story to three-story residential structures in the neighborhood across Electric Avenue. 
 
The Zoning Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit, Project Permit Compliance 
Review, and Mello Act Compliance Review authorizing the demolition of the one-story single-
family dwelling and the one-story duplex on the site, and the construction of a new 4,990 square-
foot, three-story, mixed-use structure with one subterranean parking level (automated parking 
system) comprised of two dwelling units, one attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), 1,587 
square feet of retail space, and 13 parking spaces. The Zoning Administrator also approved a 
Zone Variance to remove the requirement for an onsite loading space. 
 
APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES 
 
The Zoning Administrator issued a decision letter on March 22, 2021, approving Case No. ZA-
2015-1155-SPP-CDP-MEL-ZV. Two appeals were filed in a timely manner on April 5, 2021, from 
Citizens Preserving Venice and Margaret Molloy. Below is a summary of the appeal points 
relevant to the Zoning Administrator’s Decision and staff’s response. 
 
APPEAL NO. 1: CITZENS PRESERVING VENICE  
 
Appeal Point No. 1-1 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion in determining there are no existing affordable units and 
in approving a demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a commercial use. 
   
Staff Response 
 
Affordable Replacement Units 
 
The Appellant contends that HCID and City Planning are violating the Mello Act and the IAP by 
using the existing unpermitted, illegal commercial use that is a violation of the Mello Act 
(conversion from residential to commercial is not allowed) as a basis to conclude that no 
affordable units exist at the project site. There would never be an affordable unit when basing a 
finding on an existing commercial use that is violating the Mello Act as the analysis must be based 
on housing data and not commercial tenant data. 
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The Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA), not the Los Angeles Housing 
Department (LAHD), issued a Mello Act Determination letter, dated September 13, 2016, stating 
the following:  
 

Owner provided commercial lease agreements for all units commencing on July 14, 2013 
to August 5, 2016 in which the monthly rental checks provided averaged above the 
moderate level of Schedule VII. From April 2015 to January 2016, the single family 
dwelling was vacant according to owner. Owner provided the Department of Water and 
Power utility bills for the single family dwelling which shows that the utility usage was near 
zero for this time period. Under the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning Parcel 
Profile Report (ZIMAS) database, the property is zoned as a C2 - Commercial. Under the 
Code, Compliance and Rent Information System (CRIS), inspectors' attempts to inspect 
the property on July 9, 2008 and July 27, 2012, but each time the inspector determined 
that the property was used as a business instead of a residential property based on their 
visual inspection.  
 
Based on the information provided by the owner, the residential property was used as a 
commercial property and the monthly rental amount collected was above the moderate of 
schedule VII making the units not affordable. 

 
As provided in Part 4.4 of the Interim Administrative Procedures (IAP):  
 

LAHD has sole responsibility for determining whether any existing Residential Units are 
Affordable Existing Residential Units...LAHD has the authority to specify the processes 
Applicants must follow in order for the occupant income determination process to be 
successfully completed.  
 

Based on the review of information submitted by the applicant, HCIDLA determined “the 
residential property was used as a commercial property and the monthly rental amount collected 
was above the moderate level of schedule VII making the units not affordable.” As such, no 
affordable units exist on the site.   
 
A Mello Act application was filed with HCIDLA on July 11, 2016. Consistent with policy at the time, 
HCIDLA reviewed data for three years from the date the application was filed with HCIDLA. The 
issue of unpermitted activity is outside the scope of the Mello Act and IAP. There are existing 
code enforcement procedures in place to address unpermitted activity. 
 
Mixed Use 
 
The Appellant contends that the demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a commercial 
use is prohibited by the Mello Act. A mixed-use project is a commercial use and is not two 
separate projects, one commercial and one residential. A mixed use is considered a commercial 
use in the certified Land Use Plan and for any zoning purpose. 
 
Part 4.1 of the IAP states: 
 

Question #1. Will residential structures be demolished or converted for purposes of a non-
residential use?  

 
Part 1.3 of the IAP provides an overview of the Mello Act and its three basic rules. Rule 1 provides: 
 

Existing residential structures shall be maintained, unless the local jurisdiction finds that 
residential uses are no longer feasible. A local jurisdiction may not approve the Demolition 
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or Conversion of residential structures for purposes of a non-Coastal-Dependent, non-
residential use, unless it first finds that a residential use is no longer feasible at that 
location.  

 
Attachment 1 of the IAP provides the following definitions: 
 

“Coastal-Dependent, Non-Residential Use” means any nonresidential development or use 
that is dependent on a Coastal-Dependent Non-Residential Use. 

 
“New Housing Development” means the development of one or more Residential Units for 
rent or sale, through either construction of new structures, additions to existing structures, 
or the adaptive reuse of existing, non-residential structures. 
 
"Residential Unit" means a dwelling unit, efficiency dwelling unit, or joint living and work 
quarters as defined in Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC); a 
mobilehome, as defined in Section 18008 of the California Health and Safety Code; a 
mobilehome lot in a mobilehome park as defined in Section 18214 of the California Health 
and Safety Code; or a residential hotel as defined in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 50519 of the California Health and Safety Code. 

 
Further, the Mello Act and the IAP does not explicitly prohibit the replacement of residential 
structures for mixed-use structures. 
 
The proposed Project includes the demolition of three existing dwelling units within two residential 
buildings, and the construction of a new mixed-use building containing a 1,587 square-foot, 
commercial (retail) use at the ground level and two levels with residential uses, two dwelling units 
and one ADU. As such, the proposed project does not result in a nonresidential development or 
use. 
 
As discussed in Finding Nos. 9 and 10 of the Determination Letter, the project is consistent with 
the applicable provisions of the Mello Act and IAP. The Appellant does not provide substantial 
evidence to support their claim that the Zoning Administrator erred or abused its discretion and 
substantial evidence supports the Mello Act Compliance Review findings. 
 
Appeal Point No. 1-2  
  
The decision maker erred and abused his discretion in that his Findings do not adequately or 
correctly address Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253 and cumulative impacts. 
  
Staff Response 
  
Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253(e) 
 
The Appellant contends that there is no mention in the determination 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 and 
Coastal Resource of Venice and the historic section of Abbot Kinney Blvd as it is materially out of 
scale with the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
As discussed in Finding No. 1 of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination, the proposed project 
is located in a neighborhood developed in the 1920s. The subject site is improved with a duplex 
constructed in 1922 and a single-family dwelling constructed in 1912. The subject site and the 
existing structures have not been identified as a historic resource (SurveyLA, 2015), the project 
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is not listed on the National or California Register of Historic Places nor is it identified as a Historic 
Cultural Monument (HCM). 
 
The neighborhood and properties immediately surrounding the property are zoned C2-1-O-CA 
and RD1.5-1 and developed with one-story to three-story commercial structures on Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard and one-story to three-story residential structures in the neighborhood across Electric 
Avenue. There are 20 structures on lots located on the north side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
between San Juan Avenue and California Avenue and 17 structures on lots on the south side of 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Aragon Court and Andalusia Avenue. This segment of Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard is predominately one-story in character with 27 one-story structures, primarily 
constructed in the 1920s. Recent construction includes two two-story structures and 8 three-story 
structures. As such, the proposed project does not propose a building height that is not already 
present in on this commercial block.  
 
The property is not listed in SurveyLA, although it is within the Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
Commercial Planning District, which is identified as significant “as an example of early-20th 
century neighborhood commercial development in Venice [but] does not retain sufficient integrity 
or cohesion to qualify as a historic district…” A historic resource assessment prepared by ASM 
Affiliates, dated February 19, 2016, determined that the bungalow residence is not a good 
representation of the themes within the Craftsmen Movement in comparison with other intact 
examples of such themes. As such, the report recommended that the structure is not eligible as 
an individual resource under various criteria. The Office of Historic Resources concurred with this 
recommendation. 
 
The appellant provides there is no mention of Venice as a Special Coastal Community in the 
Determination. Staff provides additional analysis of Policy I.E.1, Policy I.E.2, and Policy I.E.3, as 
follows:  
 

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. 
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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 a curved roofline. 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 Finding No. 1 of the Determination Letter, this site is developed with 
a one-story commercial structure with a retail use. The property to the north, across Irving Tabor 
has a land use designation of Community Commercial and is zoned C2-1-O-CA. This site is 
improved with a City-owned surface public parking lot. The property to the south, across Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard, has a land use designation of Community Commercial and is zoned C2-1-O-
CA. This site is developed with a one-story commercial building with a retail use. There are 20 
structures on lots located on the north side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard between San Juan Avenue 
and California Avenue and 17 structures on lots on the south side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
between Aragon Court and Andalusia Avenue. This segment of Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
predominately one-story in character with 27 one-story structures, primarily constructed in the 
1920s. Recent construction includes two two-story structures and 8 three-story structures. The 
subject site and surrounding area are relatively flat with no views to and along the ocean; no 
natural land forms will be altered as part of the project. The proposed improvements will not 
obstruct any views or compromise the scenic or visual qualities of the area in which it is located.  
As such, this project does not impact the scale and character of the neighborhood and does not 
alter any existing views or change the visual character of the surrounding area. As discussed in 
Finding No. 2 of the Determination, the proposed project complies with the development 
standards outlined in Policy I.B.3 to I.B.7 of the LUP, which outline development standards for 
development in commercial land use designations. Therefore, the proposed project complies with 
Policy I.E.1, I.E.2, and I.E.3 of the LUP. 
 
The certified LUP includes policies and Implementation Strategies for the intensity and location 
of new development and preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community. The subject 
site has been designated Community Commercial by the certified LUP. Policy I.B.7 provides the 
Commercial Development Standards. The Special Coastal Community protections (Policies I.E.1 
to I.E.6) are embedded in the Commercial Land Use and Development Standards (Policies I.B.1 
to I.B.7) of the certified LUP.  
 
As such, the proposed project is consistent with the Special Coastal Community by directing new 
growth to areas that can accommodate new housing. In short, the proposed project will not result 
in adverse cumulative effect because the certified LUP anticipates and encourages the 
intensification of these commercially zoned lots. 
 
Further the Appellant contends that the loss of the existing affordable 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. 
 
As discussed in Finding No. 9, no affordable units were identified at the subject site. Further, 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 
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Policy, the City will work with Coastal Commission staff to incorporate policies consistent with the 
Environmental Justice Policy. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
The Appellant contends that the cumulative adverse impacts of this proposed project are not 
considered, which is an error and abuse of discretion…One of the primary issues for this project 
is the potential adverse cumulative impacts to community character. Venice has been identified 
by the Coastal Commission as a unique Coastal Resource. The cumulative impacts of the 
development, including the loss of replacement affordable housing stock, would have significant 
impacts on the community character of Venice, which is a significant coastal resource that would 
be adversely affected by this project. 
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

(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. 

 
As discussed in Finding No. 1 of the Director’s Determination, the project is located within, 
contiguous with, and in close proximity to existing developed areas able to accommodate it. The 
property is zoned C2 and designated for Community Commercial land uses. The consideration of 
whether a project will have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coastal resources is given if the proposed project is located in an area not able to accommodate 
it. Such areas would need to have adequate public services and where it will not have significant 
adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.  
 
As discussed above, the neighborhood and properties immediately surrounding the property are 
zoned C2-1-O-CA and RD1.5-1 and developed with one-story to three-story commercial 
structures on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and one-story to three-story residential structures in the 
neighborhood across Electric Avenue. 
 
In reviewing existing development and recent zoning actions proximate to the site,_ there are 20 
structures on lots located on the north side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard between San Juan Avenue 
and California Avenue and 17 structures on lots on the south side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
between Aragon Court and Andalusia Avenue. This segment of Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
predominately one-story in character with 27 one-story structures, primarily constructed in the 
1920s. Recent construction includes two two-story structures and 8 three-story structures. 
 
In addition, a discussion of cumulative impacts can also be found in the CEQA Finding in the 
Director’s Determination. 
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Therefore, the Director of Planning did not err, and substantial evidence supports the findings that 
the project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
Use of ADU does not maintain density 
 
The Appellant contends that with respect to ADUs, there is no requirement in the law for the owner 
to rent the ADU as a separate unit, and the facts on the ground are that many and perhaps most, 
especially when attached to the single-family dwelling as in this case, incorporate the ADU as a 
part of their single-family dwelling as an extra bedroom, playroom, den, office, etc., resulting in 
what amounts to a larger single-family dwelling than would otherwise be permitted by zoning 
regulations. 
 
The project proposes a new 4,990 square-foot three-story mixed-use structure with one 
subterranean parking level comprised of two residential dwelling units (Unit A: 1,120 square feet 
and Unit C: 1,159 square feet), one attached ADU (Unit B: 1,124 square feet) and 1,587 square 
feet of retail space. ADUs are not subject to the density limitations in the Specific Plan and LAMC.  
 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 10.F.2.b (North Venice Subarea) states:  
 

Commercial Zones. No residential Venice Coastal Development Project on a 
commercially-zoned lot shall exceed the density permitted in the R3 Zone. 

 
LAMC Section 12.10-C.4 (R3 Zone) states: 
 

Lot Area – Every lot shall have a minimum width of 50 feet and a minimum area of 5,000 
square feet. The minimum lot area per dwelling unit shall be 800 square feet. However, 
where a lot has a width of less than 50 feet or an area of less than 5,000 square feet and 
was held under separate ownership or was of record as of September 23, 1956, and the 
lot was created in conformance with the Subdivision Map Act, the lot may be occupied by 
any use permitted in this section, except for those uses explicitly requiring more than 5,000 
square feet of lot area. In no case, however, shall more than two dwelling units be 
permitted where a lot has an area of less than 4,000 square feet. 

 
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 subject site is located in the North Venice Subarea and C2 zone, with a total lot area of 3,392 
square feet. Based on the density limitations of the Specific Plan, the commercially zoned site is 
limited to the density of the R3 zone. The total lot area is less than 4,000 square feet, as such, 
density is limited to a maximum of two dwelling units. 
 
The project includes an attached ADU, which is permitted with existing or proposed single or 
multi-family dwellings and is not included in the calculation of density. As defined in LAMC Section 
12.03, ADUs are “residential dwelling units,” and from a functional standpoint there is no 
distinction between the floor plans for Units A, B and C. As such, the Project results in three 
dwelling units with no loss of residential units in the Coastal Zone. 
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Further, the development standards and requirements for ADUs are provided by State law 
[Government Code Section 65852(e)(1)] and are permitted by right by the Government Code.  
 
Appeal Point No. 1-3 
The Section 8.C. Finding 1. is in error as the project is not compatible in scale and character with 
the existing neighborhood and thus it would be materially detrimental to adjoining lots and the 
immediate neighborhood. 
  
Staff Response 
 
The appellant contends that the loss of these two historic buildings will harm the existing 
distinctive feel that conveys a strong sense of time and place of the area. The proposed new 
project would compromise the scenic or visual scale and character of the neighborhood and would 
change the visual character of the surrounding area. 
 
As discussed in Finding No. 1 of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination and response to 
Appeal Point No. 1-2, the proposed structure is consistent and visually compatible with the area 
and deemed not to have a significant impact on the integrity of the neighborhood. 
 
Appeal Point No 1-4 
 
They [applicant] have gotten a “free pass” on their illegal commercial use of the property for the 
past six years. 
  
Staff Response 
 
The appellant contends that this is a loophole in the process and a well-known strategy for evading 
code enforcement for violation of a C of O in order to continue with an unpermitted use. The issue 
of unpermitted activity is outside the scope of the requested actions to facilitate the proposed 
development. The Department of Building and Safety has the authority for code enforcement 
activity. Any complaints about violations of certificates of occupancy should be registered with the 
Department of Building and Safety. As provided in the Zoning Administrator’s Determination and 
this report, the required findings have been made to approve the requested actions for the 
proposed project. 
 
 
APPEAL NO. 2: MARGARET MOLLOY APPEAL  
 
Appeal Point No. 2-1 
  
As with other recent DCP approvals, on Abbot Kinney in particular, yet again, there is no reference 
to concurrent nearby development applications on Abbot Kinney, the loss of RSO housing, 
cumulative impact, intensification of use, infrastructure issues, and the cumulative impact of so 
many concurrent approvals that involve "conversion" of residential housing to other uses, explicitly 
prohibited by the Mello Act, and that proposed intensification of use, changing the comment 
character, and negative impacts, particularly on the adjacent historic Black Oakwood community.   
 
Staff Response 
  
As discussed in Staff’s Response to Appeal Point Nos. 1-2 and 1-4, the project is consistent with 
the applicable provisions of the Mello Act and IAP, and Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253. 
A list of recently approved entitlements referenced in the background section informed the letter 
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of determination. The Appellant provides general statements and does not provide substantial 
evidence to support the claim that the Zoning Administrator erred or abused their discretion.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Upon in-depth review and analysis of the issues raised by the appellant for the proposed project, 
no substantial evidence exists of errors or abuse of discretion committed by the Zoning 
Administrator in regards to the appeal points raised. The appeal cannot be substantiated and 
therefore should be denied. 
 
Staff recommends the Commission deny the appeal and sustain the determination of the Zoning 
Administrator to approve a Coastal Development Permit, Project Permit Compliance Review, 
Mello Act Compliance Review and Zone Variance for a project comprised of the demolition of a 
one-story single-family dwelling and a one-story duplex, and the construction of a new 4,990 
square-foot three-story mixed-use structure with one subterranean parking level (automated 
parking system) comprised of two residential dwelling units, one attached ADU, and 1,587 square 
feet of retail space. Staff also recommends the Commission find that the project is Categorically 
Exempt pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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           April 6, 2021 
1301-1303 Abbot Kinney Blvd/1409 Santa Clara Ave 
ZA-2015-1155-SPP-CDP-MEL-ZV 
Appeal Justification 
 
 
 

A. HOW APPELLANTS ARE AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION 

Appellant Citizens Preserving Venice (CPV) is a 501(c)3 organization with the goals of 
preserving the character and scale of Venice as a Special Coastal Community, including 
its history and its social, cultural, racial and economic diversity, and of stabilizing 
affordable housing in Venice.  Appeals have been our most effective tool in pursuing 
our goals. 

The efforts of CPV are for the purpose of significant benefits for the general public 
interest in stabilizing affordable housing in the Venice Coastal Zone and preserving and 
protecting Venice from the forces causing over development and destruction of Venice’s 
Special Coastal Community character, which is to be preserved and protected by law. Strong 
and proper enforcement of the Mello Act and the Coastal Act is crucial to achieving 
these goals. 
 
CPV will be adversely impacted by the Project and the determination because it has a 
substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s decisions are in conformity with the 
requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly executed and the 
public duties of City officials enforced as they relate to application of the California 
Coastal Act, the certified Venice Land Use Plan (LUP), the Mello Act and the City’s 
Mello Act Interim Administrative Procedures (IAP), and other laws that protect the 
quality of life in the Venice community.  
 
As further detailed in the Appeal points below, CPV is harmed as the project does not 
protect housing in the Venice Coastal Zone nor does it preserve existing affordable 
housing stock as required under the Mello Act, which also harms the Special Coastal 
Community social character of Venice.  
 
 

B. MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 
 
1. Affordable Replacement Units: 
Both HCID and City Planning are violating the Mello Act and the IAP by using the 
existing unpermitted, illegal commercial use that is a violation of the Mello Act 
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(conversion from residential to commercial is not allowed) as a basis to conclude that no 
affordable units exist at the project site. There would never be an affordable unit when 
basing a finding on an existing commercial use that is violating the Mello Act as the 
analysis must be based on housing data and not commercial tenant data. The City is not 
only violating the Mello Act requirement that a residential use cannot be converted to a 
commercial use (there has been an illegal change of use) but the City is also violating 
the Mello Act and IAP requirements for determining whether there are existing 
affordable units. See attached EXHIBIT A for erroneous HCID letter. 
 
The City MUST stop this pattern and practice of violating the Mello Act and thereby 
robbing the Venice Coastal Zone of millions of dollars’ worth of affordable units that 
would otherwise be available for the current lower income population. This pattern and 
practice by the City of basing determinations of affordable units on the rent of an 
existing illegal commercial use is not only violating the letter and the spirit of the Mello 
Act law but it is also a form of institutional racism as the majority of the lower income 
population is minorities.  
 
The City’s actions are directly causing the loss of millions of dollars’ worth of affordable 
housing, for the direct benefit of developers and resulting in the direct loss of Venice’s 
lower income population due to evictions with no available replacement units in the 
community. 
 
The City must go back to the last residential use to determine affordability, and if those 
records are not available then the rule and practice is that the units must be assumed to 
be affordable.  Assuming that the units will be deemed affordable, as the three RSO 
units are part of a triplex (see attached EXHIBIT A) there is no feasibility requirement, 
and the affordable units must be replaced. 
 
 
2. Mixed Use: 
 
Demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a commercial use is prohibited by 
the Mello Act. A mixed-use project is a commercial use and is not two separate projects, 
one commercial and one residential. A mixed use is considered a commercial use in the 
certified Land Use Plan and for any zoning purpose.  
 
Government Code 65590(b) states: 

"The conversion or demolition of any residential structure for purposes of a 
nonresidential use which is not "coastal dependent," as defined in Section 30101 of the 
Public Resources Code, shall not be authorized unless the local government has first 
determined that a residential use is no longer feasible in that location." 

 
For purposes of this project, the City interprets the Mello Act as this: 

The conversion or demolition of any residential unit or use for purposes of a 
nonresidential use which is not "coastal dependent," as defined in Section 30101 of the 
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Public Resources Code, shall not be authorized unless the local government has first 
determined that a residential use is no longer feasible in that location." 

 
The City cannot exceed its jurisdiction by changing the wording and the 
meaning of the Mello Act in order to provide for Mixed Uses replacing 100% residential 
structures. One of the three main goals of the state Mello Act is to protect all housing, 
both affordable and market rate, from conversion to non-residential use (see IAP 1.3 
Rule 1.). “Structure” and “unit or use” are very different things. The Mello Act 
specifically and obviously uses the word “structure” in order to protect and maintain 
100% residential structures and uses in the Coastal Zone, no matter the zoning. The 
Mello Act is clear, and the City cannot change this state law. 
 
The City’s logic that there would not be a conversion of the residential use if the mixed-
use building has the same number of units is also faulty as even if the number of 
residential units or uses is not changed, there would still be the issue of a demolition of 
a residential structure for purposes of a nonresidential use and that is specifically not 
allowed under the Mello Act. In other words, even if the residential units or use is 
maintained by replacing the same number of units, a 100% residential structure is being 
demolished for the purpose of a nonresidential use, which is explicitly not allowed.  
 
This interpretation of the Mello Act by the City allowing conversions to mixed use not 
only exceeds its jurisdiction by changing the words, intent and/or meaning of the Mello 
Act but the proposed changes would also change the wording, intent and meaning of 
the IAP, which is the City approved document in effect as the direct result of a 
Settlement Agreement for a lawsuit against the City re. it’s implementation of the Mello 
Act. This change by the City would make the IAP less protective by allowing 
conversions of 100% residential structures to mixed use commercial uses if the number 
of units remains the same. 
 
In addition, the Mello Act is blind to zoning as it specifically protects housing in any 
zone. Demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a mixed-use project is not 
allowed in a residential zone or in a commercial zone. A project in a commercial zone 
that demolishes a single-family or multi-family residential structure to construct a 
mixed-use structure with the same number of residential units does not preserve the 
residential structure and it changes the residential character of both the structure and 
the surrounding area. If it was allowed to convert or demolish residential structures for 
such commercial uses, residential structures currently in commercial zones would be 
quickly demolished and replaced by more lucrative commercial uses, with the 
cumulative impact of a significant loss of housing. 
 
The City has approved some projects where a residential structure is demolished 
for purposes of a mixed use, on the basis that the new project will have the same 
number of residential units. However, these approvals violated the law as the Mello Act 
prohibits the demolition of a residential structure (which of course includes the units or 
uses in them) for purposes of a nonresidential, commercial use, whether or not the 
project replaces the number of existing units in the residential structure. Thus, because 
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the units within the structures are being demolished for purposes of a nonresidential, 
commercial use, the demolition is not allowed. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion in determining there are no existing affordable 
units and in approving a demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a 
commercial use. 
 
 

C. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
 
1. Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253(e): 
 
The decision maker erred and abused his discretion in that his Findings do not 
adequately or correctly address Coastal Act Sections 30251 and 30253.  
 
Coastal Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities states: 

“The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas…” 

 
Coastal Act Section 30253(e) Minimization of adverse impacts states: 

“New development shall…where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses.” 

 
There is no mention in the determination of the fact that the Coastal Commission has 
designated Venice as a Special Coastal Community and a Coastal Resource to be 
protected. The project requires the demolition of a duplex built in 1922 and a single-
family dwelling built in 1912, which is relevant to its evaluation under Coastal Act 
Section 30253.  
 
Preservation of Cultural Resources Policy I. F. 1. Historic and Cultural Resources states: 

“The historical, architectural and cultural character of structures and landmarks in 
Venice should be identified, protected and restored where appropriate, in 
accordance with historical preservation guidelines. The following buildings, streets, and 
trees have been identified through the coordinated efforts of surveys performed by the 
Venice Historical Society, Venice Community, State Coastal Conservancy and City of 
Los Angeles as significant architectural, historical and cultural landmarks in the Venice 
Coastal Zone.”  

 
The list referenced includes Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Venice Boulevard and 
Brooks Avenue, where this project is located. 
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Also, as the ZA states on page 12, “this segment of Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
predominately one-story in character with 27 (73%) one-story structures, primarily 
constructed in the 1920’s.” The fact is that this project would harm the Special Coastal 
Community and Coastal Resource of Venice and the historic section of Abbot Kinney 
Blvd as it is materially out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood. The loss of 
these two historic buildings will harm the distinctive feel that conveys a strong sense of 
time and place of the area, and thus the character of the area. The ZA’s conclusion on 
page 14 is incorrect as the proposed new project would compromise the scenic or visual 
scale and character of the neighborhood and would change the visual character of the 
surrounding area and thus violates Coastal Act Section 30251. 
 
In addition, the loss of the existing affordable 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, and Coastal Act Sections 
30604(f)(g)(h) of the Coastal Act, which require encouraging lower cost housing 
opportunities, as the CDP determination authorizes the removal of multiple rent-
stabilized units and sets an adverse precedent for future development by not protecting 
affordable housing, resulting in displacement of lower-income residents and thereby 
disrupting the social diversity and community character of this area and prejudicing the 
City’s ability to prepare an LCP.   
 
As per current Executive Director of the Coastal Commission, Jack Ainsworth, at a 
hearing on August 12, 2015 (416-418-422 Grand Blvd):    

“…the certified Land Use Plan…includes really robust policies for protection of 
affordable housing. And they require replacement at a one-to-one ratio within the 
community, very robust, but they reference the Mello Act…one of the reasons why they 
have such protective policies of affordable housing was that in the LUP they make the 
connection of a very socially diverse community as being sort of the fabric of that 
community and the character of that community and that supports that idea of this 
diverse community. So, if you don’t have this affordable housing…you lose the character 
of Venice which everyone comes from around the world to experience.” 

 
In addition, the California Legislature amended the Coastal Act, specifically Section 
30604, for the Commission to consider environmental justice (as defined in Sections 
30113 and 30107.3) and encourage lower cost housing opportunities. 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 project is not consistent with the Special Coastal Community protection policies of 
the Coastal Act with respect to social diversity, which is directly impacted by the loss of 
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affordable housing, and thus the project would prejudice the City’s ability to prepare an 
LCP in the future.  
 
 
2. Cumulative Impacts: 
 
The Director’s Determination is silent on the adverse cumulative effect of this project.  
Not including such an analysis was recently found by two Superior Court judges in 
separate cases to invalidate each project’s Coastal Development Permit.  Also, the 
Coastal Commission has prepared its own adverse cumulative effects analyses for 
several recent Venice projects, yet City Planning still does not address this requirement 
in its findings for this project.  Such analyses must be done and Finding 4 requires that 
the decision of the permit granting authority is 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. 
 
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.” 

 
One of the primary issues for this project is the potential adverse cumulative impacts to 
community character. Venice has been identified by the Coastal Commission as a 
unique Coastal Resource. The cumulative impacts of the development, including the 
loss of replacement affordable housing stock, would have significant impacts on the 
community character of Venice, which is a significant coastal resource that would be 
adversely affected by this project. 
 
Review of a project’s incremental effects does not only mean determining whether the 
impacts of a project can be identified as a single “increment” among many others. It also 
means considering the probability that the project may serve to promote more such 
projects with further “incremental” impacts, resulting in a significant cumulative 
impact. 
 
In Finding 1 of the CDP, the cumulative adverse impacts of this proposed project are 
not considered, 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 
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the Venice Coastal Zone and thus erroneously approving projects that could cause 
adverse cumulative impacts. The City cannot rewrite the Coastal Act to exclude 
consideration of adverse cumulative impacts. Both individual and cumulative impacts 
must be considered. Finding 1 re. conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act must 
include consideration of cumulative impacts. 
 
 
3. Use of ADU does not maintain density: 
 
As indicated on page 26 of the determination, “Density:  Commercial zones are limited 
to the residential density permitted in the R3 zone,” which is 1 unit per 800 square feet 
of lot area as per VCZSP Section 10.F.2.b. and LAMC Section 12.10).  As the lot is 3,392 
square feet, the project is therefore restricted to a maximum of four dwelling units (not 
two units as erroneously indicated by the ZA). The project should replace the three 
existing units with real housing units and not a third unit that is an ADU. 
 
With respect to ADUs, there is no requirement in the law for the owner to rent the ADU 
as a separate unit, and the facts on the ground are that many and perhaps most, 
especially when attached to the single-family dwelling as in this case, incorporate the 
ADU as a part of their single-family dwelling as an extra bedroom, playroom, den, 
office, etc., resulting in what amounts to a larger single-family dwelling than would 
otherwise be permitted by zoning regulations. In addition, ADUs do not provide 
adequate family housing, which is the kind of housing stock especially needed in the 
Venice Coastal Zone. In addition, ADUs should not be used to evade the parking 
requirements for a third unit. 
 
See partial transcript in EXHIBIT B of findings of the WLAAPC at the August 19, 2020 
hearing for the project at 426-428 Grand Blvd re. findings that use of ADU cannot be 
used for maintaining density. This precedent must be followed. 
 
See also the Coastal Commission decision on March 11, 2021 at Agenda Item 12a (the 
Coastal Commission agreed with the Staff findings and recommendation and declared a 
Substantial Issue) that finds that an ADU does not replace existing housing for purposes 
of maintaining density, which the City must follow in making this determination: 
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/meetings/agenda/#/2021/3 
 
As per Coastal Act Section 30625(c) this decision must be used as guidance:  

“The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any applicable decision 
of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the Public 
Resources Code, which provides that prior decisions of the Coastal Commission, where 
applicable, shall guide local governments in their actions in carrying out their 
responsibility and authority under the Coastal Act of 1976.”  
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D. VENICE COASTAL ZONE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT 
COMPLIANCE 

 
The Section 8.C. Finding 1. is in error as the project is not compatible in scale and 
character with the existing neighborhood and thus it would be materially detrimental to 
adjoining lots and the immediate neighborhood. The project requires the demolition of 
a duplex built in 1922 and a single-family dwelling built in 1912. Also, as the ZA states 
on page 12, “this segment of Abbot Kinney Boulevard is predominately one-story in 
character with 27 (73%) one-story structures, primarily constructed in the 1920’s.” In 
addition, this project is on Abbot Kinney Blvd between Venice Blvd and Brooks Ave, an 
area that the certified Venice Land Use Plan identifies as a significant architectural, 
historical or cultural landmark in the Venice Coastal Zone. 
 
The fact is that this project would harm this historic section of Abbot Kinney Blvd as it 
removes a structure that contributes to the character of the historic street and it adds a 
structure that is materially out of scale and character with the surrounding 
neighborhood. The loss of these two historic buildings will harm the existing distinctive 
feel that conveys a strong sense of time and place of the area. The proposed new project 
would compromise the scenic or visual scale and character of the neighborhood and 
would change the visual character of the surrounding area. 
 
The Section 8.C. Findings 3. and 4. are also in error as HCID made its determination of 
no affordable units based on the existing unpermitted, illegal commercial use, which is 
a violation of the Mello Act, as noted above in the MELLO ACT section. It is a lie and a 
farce for the ZA to say that the project meets these two findings. 
 
 

E. EVASION OF CODE ENFORCEMENT 
 

The three existing rent stabilized housing units are listed at HCID as having no 
exemptions from the RSO, in other words they are registered with the City as 
residential rental units. This case was filed in 2015 and City Planning has allowed it to 
sit for the past six years. Due to the fact that a planning case was filed, HCID and the 
Department of Building and Safety have refused to act on the many complaints re. this 
property, including the illegal change of use, thus they have gotten a “free pass” on 
their illegal commercial use of the property for the past six years. This is a loophole in 
the process and a well-known strategy for evading code enforcement for violation of a 
C of O in order to continue with an unpermitted use. The same strategy has been used 
for other projects, such as 1214 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 1511 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 320 Sunset 
Ave, and many others. 
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EXHIBIT B 
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TRANSCRIPT EXCERPTS OF WEST L.A. AREA PLANNING COMMISSION APPEAL 
HEARING FOR 426-428 GRAND BLVD 
August 19, 2020 
https://planning.lacity.org/StaffRpt/Audios/West/2020/08-19-2020/5%20DIR-2018-1485.mp3 
 
TIME: 1:13:45 
JULIET OH, CITY PLANNING: 
I’m going to offer a little bit of clarification, because I believe the applicant did make a statement 
about this being a two-family dwelling, and I just want to provide some clarification on that. 
The code provides a definition of two-family dwelling and the project would not meet that 
definition of two-family dwelling because it meets a different definition. It’s a single-family 
dwelling with an attached ADU, and it’s important to recognize the attached ADU because a 
separate part of our zoning code, 12.22 A.33. does address the provisions and requirements for 
accessory dwelling units, so if we were to call this a two-family dwelling there are different 
implications regarding the required parking, where the entrances are located, and things like 
that. So, we want to be sure to call this a single-family dwelling with an attached ADU for 
zoning code purposes. But we do recognize that an accessory dwelling unit still meets the 
definition of a residential dwelling unit. So, while we can’t call it a two-family dwelling unit, it’s 
still is considered a residential dwelling unit. 
 
TIME: 01:27:40 
COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Ira, on page A-2 of your report, you talk about how this project functions the same as a duplex. 
How do you mean that? Because I mean, just for example, a duplex has separate utilities, a 
duplex has separate addresses. A duplex has different leases, you know. Somebody is paying 
something, somebody's paying something else. So, I just was curious how you would say that a 
single-family home with an ADU embedded inside of it functions the same as a duplex. 

IRA BROWN, CITY PLANNING: 
One way would be the size of the ADU. It is 840 square feet, and it's replacing a dwelling unit 
that is of similar size, if not smaller than, than that. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Oh, okay. And there is no provision about having this ADU have any kind of separate utility or 
separate address, right? There's nothing here for that, right? 

IRA BROWN, CITY PLANNING: 
That is correct. The regulations for ADUs would be through the building code and those codes 
aren't there to require those types of changes. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
So, in the building code, it doesn't have anything about giving an ADU more autonomy? 
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IRA BROWN, CITY PLANNING: 
No, it doesn't. It does require certain sanitary facilities, cooking facilities, but it's not the zoning 
code type of requirements, more for life safety. 
 
TIME: 01:36:26 
COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
I think just as a last thought about the notation that this property is not actually a two-family 
structure, and that this really is a single-family unit with an ADU tacked on, I think really this is 
going to be the future of these construction projects, that we're going to see these multi-million-
dollar projects with an ADU tacked on the back in an effort to skirt some of these density 
requirements. And I kind of view this project as one of those, and it really looks like a 
disingenuous effort to restore density to the site. So, I definitely take issue with that. But I'll 
open it up to the rest of the commission for more comments. Thank you. 
 
TIME: 01:46:35 
JULIET OH, CITY PLANNING: 
So, I'm just going to read the definitions from the ordinance, and this is 12.22 A.32., the home 
sharing ordinance. So, it defines a rental unit as “a dwelling unit, guestroom, accessory living 
quarters, other residential structure or portion thereof.” And an ADU by definition is, “a 
residential dwelling unit.” So, in addition to that, in order to qualify as a short-term rental unit 
under the home sharing ordinance, it has to be, I don't know what that person is called, but it 
has to be a primary residence. So, the state ADU law and our ordinance does encourage ADUs 
to be rented. I mean, it's supposed to be an alternative sort of rental unit, and ideally as an 
affordable rental unit. And so, it makes sense. But as far as I can tell in the definitions, and I 
haven't gone through the entire ordinance, I don't know if there are any limitations that would 
apply to ADUs. 

COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
So, it sounds like the ADU portion of this property could potentially be used for a short-term 
rental. 
 
JULIET OH, CITY PLANNING: 
Right. If it meets the criteria in the ordinance.  
 
COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
Okay. And I asked that question because I think we need to discuss the practical applications 
and the intent of the Mello Act to preserve affordable housing. And when you look at the 
replacement of two affordable units by not only a very unaffordable - for the general population 
- rental unit of the single-family home, which is you know, in excess of 3,000 square feet, and 
then the potential use of the ADU for really another stream of income, I think there is absolutely 
no application of the Mello Act that's being protected with this project moving forward, as a 
point of order, or… 
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COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Right. Thank you, Commissioner Rozman. I appreciate that. Yeah, I mean, I feel like, 
Commissioners, we're all sort of nibbling around the same idea here. I mean I feel like we've 
been here before, when we were talking about coastal issues, character issues, compatibility 
issues. I mean, I listened back to the testimony from the APC - Commissioner Margulies, you 
were actually there - to see what was discussed back then. But for me, honestly, this all comes 
down to loss of density in the coastal zone, and I'll get to why, and compatibility with the area, 
and the change of character that I think will happen over time if this configuration, which is 
duplex, is not equal to single family home plus ADU. I mean, I just think that we are kidding 
ourselves that an ADU and a single-family home functions, or it has the purpose of a duplex. 
And, in full disclosure, we've had cases like this before and I'm just starting to see them come 
and come and come now. I think, Commissioner Rozman, you were saying that it's sort of this 
unfortunate shortcut that people are using. That's not the right word. And how do I answer the 
fact that I was thinking about something differently not that long ago? Well, you know that 
saying where “I did what I did then, but I know better, so I do better.” “I know better now, so I 
do better now.” And I don't know, I just see this coming again and again and again, and there's 
just no way that a single-family home with an attached, not even a detached, ADU will really 
serve the purpose of what we're talking about here. And then over time, we talked about the 
character of this neighborhood changing completely, because what you have right now is a 
multifamily community mixed with other uses, which will pretty much turn into single-family 
homes. And the ADUs will be sort of absorbed into them. So that's pretty profound. And I think 
that flies in the face of not only, well, it flies in the face of a lot of things, but certainly flies in the 
face of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
COMMISSIONER MARGUILES: 
This is Commissioner Marguiles. Commissioner Waltz-Morocco, I just want to tag on to that 
some significant concerns about the cumulative impacts of this project in relation to the process 
of creating the updated local coastal plan and program. And as we've seen as each domino falls 
or adds to the change in character and scale of a neighborhood, especially in a historic district, 
this is an argument put forward by the applicant in every case, that Venice’s whole diversity, 
that things have been changing, that there is no character anymore. And I think we, and Juliet, 
thank you for your explanation about requiring scale studies and massing studies. I mean I 
have to say, I think they were very revealing. I think they actually illustrate quite well, in this 
case, the outsize nature of the structure, the single-family residence. It may not be so different 
historically from some of the multifamily structures that were on this street, but it is 
significantly different than the fabric of the, especially the contributors, but of many of the other 
houses that were here prior to the signoffs and lack of enforcement of the Mello Act over time 
on this block. So, I'd like to raise that issue in terms of findings of Chapter 3, having to do with 
the cumulative impact of this project. And one last thing has to do with being able to make the 
finding that this is consistent with previous cases. I know there was a case that was cited 
specifically in 2019, a [Coastal Commission] Substantial Issue found with the conversion of an 
existing one-story 1,000 square foot duplex to a single-family dwelling, at 812-814 Amoroso 
Place. And this is I think a case that has a lot of validity and similarity, except that this one is a 
little bit different. I believe that if this case were another one, the issue was that it was a single-
family residence, plus an ADU in a primarily single-family neighborhood or block with 
primarily single-family houses, and this goes above and beyond, that if we are unable to make 
the IAP actually work for its intent to preserve affordable housing, which seems to be what 
we're hearing and we've heard over and over again, at least in this case, we're looking at the 
loss of affordable units in a multifamily neighborhood, for a single-family house with a small, 
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even if it's larger than the existing one bedrooms that are there now, it's still, you know, this is 
not equitable. I just think about the stories we heard from the tenants who were evicted and 
abused by the landlord. So over time here, we heard about a community of people who lived in 
a kind of communal situation who knew each other, what we all wish we had. People who talk 
to their neighbors, who know their neighbors. And I don't think tacking an ADU on to the back 
of a large single-family residence is going to create a community or maintain a community. So 
that's my feeling about this. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Commissioner Marguiles, that was a very good point. All right. So, any other questions for 
Oscar or staff? Someone want to make a motion here? Anyone? Excuse me, wait. Excuse me. 
Nope? Okay.  

COMMISSIONER MARGUILES: 
Commissioner Waltz-Morocco, I have to find…if you're willing to help me a little bit on the 
findings… 
 
COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
I’m happy to…you know what? Commissioner Waltz-Morocco. I think we're all contributors to 
this motion. It all sounds like we had our own thoughts. So, you start off and we can add on. 
 
TIME: 1:55:40 
COMMISSIONER MARGULIES:  
I’d be happy to do that. This is Commissioner Margulies, making the motion for item number 
5, case number DIR 2018-1485-CDP-MEL-1A, and environmental case number ENV-2018-1486-
CE. I move to grant the appeal and overturn the Planning Director's determination. This is to 
grant the appeal and overturn the Planning Director determination of April 22, 2020 and 
adopt the Commission's findings as stated on the record. And our reasons for doing that are 
the inability to make the findings that this is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act--that 
this project will not be consistent with the character of this historic district, that it will create a 
cumulative impact and prejudice the process of drafting a new local coastal program for Venice, 
and that it will not achieve the objectives of either the LUP or the Coastal Commission's 
Environmental Justice objectives of providing diverse and equitable housing along the coast. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Commissioner Waltz-Morocco. James Williams, just a point of order. May I add onto that 
motion? I can add on, correct? 

JAMES WILLIAMS: 
Yes. You can make a friendly amendment to her motion. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Commissioner Waltz-Morocco. I'd also like just to make sure we talk a little bit about how it 
flies in the face of the LUP, that in [Policies] I. A. 5. and I. A. 7. they talk about how we want to 
preserve multi-family dwelling units. And I think you mentioned something about the 
character of the neighborhood, making sure we understand that this ADU attached to a single-
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family unit over time will have these cumulative impacts and then thus change the character of 
the neighborhood. I think that's pretty much what you said as well. I'm just looking at my list. I 
think that's what I have. 

COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
This is Commissioner Margulies. I accept the friendly amendment. I just want to clarify that the 
character that we're talking about is both a physical character of the structures and the open 
space and the social character, over which we heard from the tenants and their testimony and 
read the letters to that effect, that this was a very mixed income and diverse community of 
people who lived on these three lots, including the 424-426 Grand Avenue, which we're looking 
at tonight. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
I’d also like to point out that and just say in our motion that it's out of scale. I mean, we've 
found in testimony that there's one single-family home on a double lot. So, the scale of this 
house is just completely out of scale for the neighborhood.  
 
COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
This is Commissioner Roseman. I'm happy to second this motion.  
 
COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
That's a very long motion. Sorry, James Williams. 

JAMES WILLIAMS: 
No worries.  
 
OSCAR MEDELLIN: 
This is Oscar Medellin, just for the record as well. I know that Commissioner Waltz-Morocco 
mentioned that she wanted to also adopt your previous comments as well. Once you started 
deliberation, many other Commissioners made several helpful comments that are in line with 
your motion. So, it would be useful for the record, if we could also, you don't have to do this 
now, but we could just readopt those by reference, all the comments that were made by 
Commissioners once deliberation began. 

COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
Commissioner Margulies. Happy to, if it's my motion, you could do it to your friendly 
amendment, but for the main motion, I'm happy to adopt the discussion and the deliberations 
of all the Commissioners. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Yes, I second that. Thanks. Thank you. Thank you, Oscar. 
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COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
I’ll just throw this out there--I’m not sure that we have made a comment specifically about the 
Mello Act here. This is a Mello case. Oscar, are we required to address the Mello findings or the 
Mello decision in our motion? 

OSCAR MEDELLIN: 
This is Oscar Medellin, for the record. You can comment on the Mello approval or the feasibility 
study, that you want to do here. You do not have to make a finding on that appeal point, 
however. Mello applies when the city is going to approve a demolition or a conversion. And 
so, since your motion is to disapprove this proposed project, you don't necessarily have to make 
a finding to show that Mello has been performed here. However, I think it's pretty clear from 
the testimony and from the comments by the Commission that you were disappointed with the 
feasibility study and perhaps the lack of a corroboration there. So, you're free to address those 
points now, if you'd like, or you can move on. 

COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
This is Commissioner Margulies. I'll just address two points there specifically. And thank you 
for reminding me. One is that the timing of the information, that due process, it sounded to me 
like the testimony we heard today concerning the availability of this very thorough feasibility 
study, was not sufficient for the appellants to review in detail, and that the lack of the City's 
objective review of Mello cases again, is a hindrance to our ability to evaluate them on appeal. 

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Thank you, Commissioner Margulies.  
 
COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
And that's my motion.  

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Okay. James Williams, do we need Heather to second that again? 

JAMES WILLIAMS: 
Yes, please.  
 
COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
Yes. Commissioner Rozman. I second that again. 
 
JAMES WILLIAMS: 
We have a motion and a second on the table. Commissioner Margulies? 
 
COMMISSIONER MARGULIES: 
Aye. 
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JAMES WILLIAMS: 
Commissioner Rozman? 
 
COMMISSIONER ROZMAN: 
Aye. 
 
JAMES WILLIAMS: 
Commissioner Waltz-Morocco? 
 
COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
Aye. 
 
JAMES WILLIAMS: 
The motion carries.  

COMMISSIONER WALTZ-MOROCCO: 
All right. Well, everyone we've completed our Zoom meeting. We did it. I'm very proud of 
everyone. Thank you everyone who's on the call still, on the computer, on the phone. I certainly 
appreciate everyone's time. Thank you, staff. Thank you, Commission Staff. Thank you, all the 
departments for helping us with these cases today. Seeing no further business with this 
commission, this meeting is now adjourned, and it is 7:09. 
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OWNER: RICHARD J. GOTTLIEB & SPALDING COMMERCIAL LLC.

729 MONTANA AVE.
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SCOPE OF WORK: 

N

A-0-00

INDEX &

GENERAL NOTES

09-18-2020

REVIEW

1301 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. VENICE, CA 90291

1301 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD.

N

1301 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD.

EXISTING BUILDING 2

YEAR BUILT: 1912

BUILDING CLASS: D35A

NUMBER OF UNITS: 1

BUILDING AREA: 714 SQ. FT.

EXISTING BUILDING 1

YEAR BUILT: 1922

BUILDING CLASS: D5

NUMBER OF UNITS: 2

BUILDING AREA: 1,312 SQ. FT.

F.A.R. CALCULATIONS

3,392.5 SQ. FT. (LOT AREA)

X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

PROPOSED FLOOR AREA = 4,990 SQ. FT.

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ. FT. (ALLOWABLE F.A.R.)

SITE PHOTOS

APN: 4239027001

SPECIFIC PLAN: VENICE COASTAL ZONE

TRACT: RALPH ROGERS SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK "V"

OCEAN PARK VILLA TRACT NO. 2

BLOCK: BLK C

LOT:      1

MAP REFERENCE: M B 4-81

ZONE: C2-1-O-CA

LOT AREA: 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

OCCUPANCY: MIXED

CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TBD

NUMBER OF STORIES: 3

AREA OF STRUCTURE   = 4,990 SQ. FT. (NET), 5,980 SQ. FT. (GROSS)

 (NOT INCLUDING BASEMENT OR ROOF DECK)

NEW 3-STORY, 4,990 (NET) SQ. FT. MIXED USE STRUCTURE

WITH ONE SUBTERRANEAN PARKING LEVEL WITH

AUTOMATED PARKING SYSTEM. PROJECT WILL OFFER

ONE TO ONE REPLACEMENT OF 3 EXISTING DWELLING

UNITS AND INCLUDES 1,587 SQ. FT. RETAIL AT GROUND

FLOOR AND 3 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AT 2ND AND 3RD LEVEL

WITH EXTERIOR BALCONIES. (ONE OF THREE

RESIDENTIAL UNITS TO BE AN ACCESSORY DWELLING

UNIT).

PARKING: THE PROPOSED PROJECT WILL OFFER 13

ON-SITE AUTO SPACES AND 8 BIKE PARKING SPACES. THE

SUBJECT LOT IS NON-CONFORMING @ ONLY 3,392.5 SQ.

FT. (32% OR 1,607 SQ. FT. SMALLER THAN CONFORMING

LOTS).

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT = 35'-0"

1301 ABBOT KINNEY 

1301 ABBOT KINNEY 

1301 ABBOT KINNEY 

GROSS AREA CALCULATIONS:

GROSS AREA (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R):

GROUND LEVEL (GROSS): 2,142 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL (GROSS): 1,952 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL (GROSS): 1,886 SQ. FT.

TOTAL (GROSS): 5,980 SQ. FT.

N

PUBLIC TRANSIT MAP

VOLUNTARY INCLUSION OF THIRD DWELLING UNIT ON A

NON-CONFORMING LOT (2 DWELLING UNITS MAXIMUM PER LAMC 12.23-E)

GOV'T CODE 65852.2 & LAMC 12.22.A.33 PROVIDE THAT ADU'S DO NOT

EXCEED THE ALLOWABLE DENSITY FOR THE LOT UPON WHICH THE ADU

IS LOCATED, AND THAT ADU'S ARE A RESIDENTIAL USE THAT IS

CONSISTENT WITH THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING

DESIGNATION FOR THE LOT
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CAPITOLINE DESIGN INC. D.B.A.

EXISTING SITE PLAN / DEMOLITION PLAN 1

SCALE

1/4" = 1'-0"

EXISTING PROPERTY INFO:

N

LOT AREA: 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

EXISTING BUILDING 1

YEAR BUILT: 1922

BUILDING CLASS: D5

NUMBER OF UNITS: 2

BUILDING AREA: 1,312 SQ. FT.

EXISTING BUILDING 2

YEAR BUILT: 1912

BUILDING CLASS: D35A

NUMBER OF UNITS: 1

BUILDING AREA: 714 SQ. FT.
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ACCESSIBLE
PARKING STALL

01 (RETAIL)
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PARKING STALL

12 (RETAIL)

WALL TYPE KEY

NEW WALL

NEW PARTIAL HEIGHT WALL

PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.

3 RESIDENTIAL UNITS:
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WALL TYPE KEY

NEW WALL

NEW PARTIAL HEIGHT WALL

PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.
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13 (RETAIL)

ACCESSIBLE
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BIKE STOR.
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WALL TYPE KEY

NEW WALL

NEW PARTIAL HEIGHT WALL

PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.

3 RESIDENTIAL UNITS:
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WALL TYPE KEY

NEW WALL

NEW PARTIAL HEIGHT WALL

PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.
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PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.

3 RESIDENTIAL UNITS:
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NEW PARTIAL HEIGHT WALL

PARKING SUMMARY:

AREA CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING PARKING:

     0 STALLS

REQUIRED PARKING:

COMMERCIAL

GROUND FLOOR:

RETAIL = 1,587 S.F. / 225 =                                                                            7 STALLS

BEACH IMPACT PARKING ZONE (B.I.Z) STALLS REQUIRED:

1,587 S.F. (GROUND LEVEL) / 640 (B.I.Z.) =  2.48                                         2 STALLS

RESIDENTIAL

 

SECOND & THIRD FLOOR:

RESIDENCE A = 2 PER UNIT                                       

RESIDENCE C = 2 PER UNIT

+ 1 ADDITIONAL GUEST SPACE         5 STALLS

RESIDENCE B (A.D.U.) =  1 PROVIDED (NO PARKING REQUIRED)

PER LAMC CODE 12.22A.33.12.(I).A : NO PARKING IS REQUIRED FOR AN

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) THAT IS LOCATED WITHIN ON-HALF MILE

WALKING DISTANCE OF A PUBLIC TRANSIT (BUS STOP).

NEAREST BUS STOP: BIG BLUE BUS CALIFORNIA EB & ABBOT KINNEY BLVD. FS

STOP #2766 IS 0.1 MILES AWAY AT CALIFORNIA AVE. & TABOR COURT

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED:                                                                     14 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:                                                                     15 STALLS

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 2) = 536 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT A (LEVEL 3) = 584 SQ. FT.

UNIT A TOTAL = 1,120 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 2) = 550 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT B (A.D.U.) (LEVEL 3) = 574 SQ. FT.

UNIT B (A.D.U.) TOTAL = 1,124 SQ. FT.

UNIT A BALCONY = 225 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

UNIT C BALCONY = 214 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) CALCULATIONS:

SETBACK AREA (UNIT A) = 519 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT B) (A.D.U.) = 296 SQ. FT.

SETBACK AREA (UNIT C) = 377 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SETBACK AREA = 1,192 SQ. FT. (NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

RETAIL SPACE (GROUND LEVEL) = 1,587 SQ. FT.

TOTAL RETAIL AREA = 1,587 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 2) = 630 SQ. FT.

RESIDENCE UNIT C (LEVEL 3) = 529 SQ. FT.

UNIT C TOTAL = 1,159 SQ. FT.

BICYCLE PARKING CALCULATIONS:

TOTAL NET AREA OF PROPOSED PROJECT  =

TOTAL RETAIL = 1,587 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

TOTAL RESIDENCE = 3,403 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

1,587 SQ. FT. + 3,403 SQ. FT. = 4,990 SQ. FT. (COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

4,990 SQ. FT. < 5,088.75 SQ FT. (1.5:1 F.A.R.) = 1.47 F.A.R. PROPOSED

(BELOW ALLOWABLE F.A.R. THRESHOLD)

PER BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE CF 12-1297-S1, AUTOMOBILE PARKING SPACES

FOR NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS OR BUILDINGS LOCATED WITHIN 1,500 FT. OF A

PORTAL OF A FIXED RAIL TRANSIT STATION, BUS STATION, OR OTHER SIMILAR

TRANSIT FACILITY MAY REPLACE UP TO 30 % OF THE REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE

PARKING SPACES WITH BICYCLE PARKING.

7 (COMMERCIAL)  STALLS X .30 = 2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS ALLOWED

STALLS TO BE EXCHANGED FOR ON-SITE BICYCLE PARKING PER LAMC 12.03: 1

STALL = 4 BICYCLES X 2 STALLS = 8 BICYCLES REQUIRED ON-SITE.

FOR COMMERCIAL / RETAIL USE:

SHORT-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

LONG-TERM BICYCLE SPACES = 1 PER 2,000 SQ. FT. (MIN. 2)

1,587 SQ. FT. OF RETAIL SPACE PROPOSED =

2 LONG-TERM SPACES REQUIRED , 2 LONG-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 SHORT-TERM SPACES REQUIRED, 2 SHORT-TERM SPACES PROVIDED

2 BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION STALLS PROPOSED FOR COMMERCIAL

6 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT, 4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

2 LONG -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(2 = REQUIRED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT)

4 SHORT -TERM SPACES PROPOSED ON-SITE

(4 = BICYCLE SUBSTITUTION)

UNIT B (A.D.U.) BALCONY = 251 SQ. FT.

(NOT COUNTED IN F.A.R.)

LOT AREA = 3,392.5 SQ. FT.

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.) = 1.5:1

3,392.5 SQ. FT. X 1.5 = 5,088.75 SQ. FT. ALLOWABLE F.A.R.

BASEMENT AREA (NET): 2,993 SQ. FT.

GROUND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,587 SQ. FT.

SECOND LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,716 SQ. FT.

THIRD LEVEL AREA (NET): 1,687 SQ. FT.

TOTAL AREA (NET):           7,983 SQ. FT.

3 RESIDENTIAL UNITS:
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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 
ZA-2015-1155-SPP-CDP-MEL-ZV 
LEAD CITY AGENCY 
City of Los Angeles (Department of City Planning) 

CASE NUMBER 
ENV-2020-5333-CE 

PROJECT TITLE 
1301 Abbot Kinney 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 
11 

PROJECT LOCATION   (Street Address and Cross Streets and/or Attached Map)       ☐ Map attached.
1301 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard (Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Santa Clara Avenue) 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:                                                                                                                 ☐   Additional page(s) attached. 
DEMO OF AN EXISTING DUPLEX AND SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE. THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 3-STORY 
BUILDING WITH RETAIL AND 3 ARTIST IN RESIDENCE UNIT WITH ROOF DECK, 2-SUBTERRANEAN PARKING 
AND ADA PARKING AT GRADE.  
NAME OF APPLICANT / OWNER: 
RICHARD GOTTLIEB & SPALDING COMMERICAL LLC 
CONTACT PERSON (If different from Applicant/Owner above) 
Lea Arenas, CITY LAND USE INC. 

(AREA CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER |     EXT. 
(818) 308-0916

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) _ 15303___and ___15332___________________________________

☐ 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 
A duplex or similar multi-family residential structure, totaling no more than four dwelling units. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies 
to apartments, duplexes and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units.  

☒ 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 STAFF TITLE 

ENTITLEMENTS APPROVED 

FEE: 
$ 373 

RECEIPT NO. 
100920A43-B67B6D62-54A1-
4079-BCC7-63AAC04B3823 

REC’D. BY (DCP DSC STAFF NAME) 
Anna M. Vidal 

DISTRIBUTION:  County Clerk, Agency Record 
Rev. 3-27-2019 

Coastal Development Permit , Project Compliance, Mello Act Compliance & Zone Variance 

City Planning AssociateIra Brown

http://pcts.ci.la.ca.us/index.cfm?&aplc_id=168874&prop_id=59040798&case_id=240362&fuseaction=feecal.viewReceipt&FEE_INVOICE_ID=66993
http://pcts.ci.la.ca.us/index.cfm?&aplc_id=168874&prop_id=59040798&case_id=240362&fuseaction=feecal.viewReceipt&FEE_INVOICE_ID=66993
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JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION 

CASE NO. ENV-2020-5333-CE 

On March 22, 2021, the Planning Department determined that the City of Los Angeles Guidelines 
for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and the State CEQA 
Guidelines designate the subject project as Categorically Exempt under State CEQA Guidelines, 
Article 19, Section 15332 (Class 32), Case No. ENV-2020-5333-CE. 
 
The project is for the demolition of a one-story single-family dwelling and a one-story duplex, and 
the construction of a new 4,990 square foot three-story mixed-use structure with one 
subterranean parking level (automated parking system) comprised of two residential dwelling 
units, one Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), 1,587 square feet of retail space; 13 parking spaces 
and 8 bicycle parking spaces are provided, and a project which is characterized as in-fill 
development, the project qualifies for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. 
 
CEQA Determination – Class 32 Categorical Exemption Applies 
 
A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site and 
meets the following 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 subject site is located within the Venice Community Plan and is designated for 
Community Commercial Land Uses. The site is zoned C2-1-O-CA and is consistent with 
the land use designation. As shown in the case file, the project is consistent with the 
applicable Venice Community Plan designation and policies and all applicable zoning 
designations and regulations. 

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

than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
 

The subject site is wholly within the City of Los Angeles, on a site that is approximately 
0.07 acres. The existing site is improved with residential uses. Lots adjacent to the subject 
site are developed with the following urban uses: multi-family residential and Commercial. 

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

 
The site is previously disturbed and surrounded by development and therefore is not, and 
has no value as, a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. There are no trees 
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on the site, as documented by aerial and site photography. As such, no trees are proposed 
to be removed from the subject site. 

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

noise, air quality, or water quality. 
 

An Air Quality Assessment for the project site was prepared by Pomeroy Environmental 
Services in October 2018. According to the Assessment, during the construction phase 
and operations the proposed project would not exceed the regional SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO), Reactive Organic Compounds (ROG), 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and Sulfur Dioxide (SOx). 
Therefore, regional emission impacts for the proposed project would be less than 
significant for all construction phases. 
 
Moreover, 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. More specifically, RCMs include but are not limited to: 

 
• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-1(Demolition, Grading and 

Construction Activities): Compliance with provisions of the SCAQMD District 
Rule 403. The project shall comply with all applicable standards of the Southern 
California Air Quality Management District, including the following provisions of 
District Rule 403: 

o All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be 
used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting 
could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent. 

o The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust 
caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

o All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued 
during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust. 

o All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

o All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or 
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust. 

o General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so 
as to minimize exhaust emissions. 

o Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off. 
 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-1 (Seismic):  The design and 
construction of the project shall conform to the California Building Code seismic 
standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 
 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and 
Construction Activities):   The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles 
Noise Ordinance and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or 
creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and 
Construction Activities):   The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles 
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Noise Ordinance and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or 
creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

 
These RCMs will ensure the project will not have significant impacts on noise and water. 
Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) for preparing a traffic study. Therefore, 
the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Interim thresholds were 
developed by DCP staff based on California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) runs 
relying on reasonable assumptions, consulting with AQMD staff, and surveying published 
air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not exceed the established SCAQMD 
construction and operational thresholds. 

 
(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 
construction of a multi-family residential building will be on a site which has been 
previously developed and is consistent with the General Plan.  

 
Therefore, the project meets all of the Criteria for the Class 32. 

 
CEQA Section 15300.2: Exceptions to the Use of Categorical Exemptions 
 
There are five (5) Exceptions which must be considered in order to find a project exempt 
under Class 32:  
 
(a) Cumulative Impact. A categorical exemption shall not be used if the cumulative impact 

of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time, is significant. The 
project is consistent with the type of development permitted for the area zoned C2-1 and 
designated Community Commercial use. The proposed 1,587 square foot of commercial 
space  will not exceed thresholds identified for impacts to the area (i.e. traffic, noise, etc.) 
and will not result in significant cumulative impacts. The proposed demolition of three 
dwelling units and construction of three dwelling units does not increase the intensity of 
use for the site. An Air Quality Assessment for the project site was prepared by Pomeroy 
Environmental Services in October 2018. According to the Assessment, during the 
construction phase and operations the proposed project would not exceed the regional 
SCAQMD significance thresholds for emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO), Reactive 
Organic Compounds (ROG), Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Particulate Matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5), and Sulfur Dioxide (SOx). Therefore, regional emission impacts for the proposed 
project would be less than significant for all construction phases. Therefore, it is not 
anticipated that any successive projects of the same type in the immediate vicinity 
would create cumulative impacts. 

 
(b) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used if there is a reasonable 

possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual 
circumstances. An unusual circumstance may result if a project “has some feature that 
distinguishes it from others in the exempt class.” No unusual circumstances exist in this 
case. The proposed project is typical of development has that has been historically 
developed along the Abbot Kinney Boulevard. There is nothing about the Property that 
would differentiate it from other Class 32 infill developments that would create a significant 
impact. Therefore, there is no fair argument or substantial evidence that the Project would 
create a significant impact, nor can it be readily perceived that the Project would create a 
significant impact. 
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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 C2 Zone, as such, no 
unusual circumstances are present or foreseeable. 

 
(c) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may 

result in damage to scenic resources within a highway officially designated as a state 
scenic highway. The project site is not located on or near a designated state scenic 
highway. There is no evidence that the Project may result in damage to scenic 
resources within a highway officially designated as a State scenic highway because 
neither Abbot Kinney Boulevard nor any surrounding street is designated as a State 
scenic highway. According to Appendix B of the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan, the 
Project Site is not designated as being on a scenic highway, nor are there any 
designated scenic highways located near the Project Site. 

 
(d) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 

located on a site which is included on a designated list of 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. According to Envirostor, the State of 
California's database of Hazardous Waste Sites, the Project Site, or any other site in 
the vicinity, is identified as a hazardous waste site. As such, this exception is not 
applicable. 
 

(e) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption may not be used for a project which 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 
The Project Site has not been identified as a historic resource by local or state 
agencies, and the Project Site has not been determined to be eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, the 
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register, and/or any local register, nor has 
the Project Site been found to be a potential historic resource based on the City's 
Historic Places LA. Although it is within the Abbot Kinney Boulevard Commercial Planning 
District, the structures have not been identified as significant “as an example of early-20th 
century neighborhood commercial development in Venice [but] does not retain sufficient 
integrity or cohesion to qualify as a historic district…” A historic resource assessment 
prepared by ASM Affiliates, dated February 19, 2016, determined that the bungalow 
residence is not a good representation of the themes within the Craftsmen Movement in 
comparison with other intact examples of such themes. As such, the report recommended 
that the structure is not eligible as an individual resource under various criteria. The Office 
of Historic Resources concurred with this recommendation. Based on this, the Project will 
not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of a historic resource. 
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