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676 Westminster Ave.  
Venice, CA 90291 
 
May 2, 2019 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
The letter below was written a year ago regarding the property at 685 Westminster, the First 
Baptist Church.  Since that time, we have continued to deal with homeless periodically living 
there, both on the grounds and in RVs that gather 2 or 3 at a time and congregate on the 
streets, almost weekly protests of some sort or another.  This church is not an historic 100‐year 
old structure as they claim. Rather it is a 1970s dilapidated eyesore, which was deteriorating 
beyond repair and thus the congregants elected to move and are happily re‐located. We would 
really like to know why this issue is allowed to persist.  The “protesters” are not congregants of 
the church. Furthermore, where were they when the church property was on the market for 
sale?  Why did they wait until it was sold?  My understanding is that most, if not all of them, 
don’t even live in Venice. We do.  Right across the street.  Since 1988.  I have written to the 
councilmember about this, asking when the issue will finally be resolved.  I have received no 
answer.    
 
May 20, 2018 
 
My husband, baby daughter and I live at 676 Westminster Ave. across from the First Baptist 
Church.  My husband bought the house in 1988.  I moved in with him in 1995.  Thus we have 
seen many iterations of the church.  From 1988 until around 2012, it was rather an oasis in the 
neighborhood. The pastor ran it well.  He died some 5‐7 years ago and it was taken over by 
another pastor.  From then until now, we have had many problems with the church and the 
church property.  For almost a year, there were tents and RVs in the parking lot and there were 
no proper facilities for this purpose.  It led to homeless in cars parked along the street, again 
with no proper facilities and thus urine and defecation and trash on the curbs, sidewalks and 
streets.  We had noise and harassment at times when we tried to talk with them.  After dozens 
of emails, I finally was able to get the city and the local police to do something about it.  I would 
be happy to share those emails with you. 
 
We also have RVs and converted schoolbuses as well as oversized vans often parked on the 
street in front of and/or across from our house.  I have been told this is against current law for 
them to be parked there, but nothing seems to happen to them and it goes on.  
 
We knew the property was for sale and assumed that a developer would buy it and it would be 
turned into condos.  While we felt that would be far better than what the current state of 
affairs was, the density issue was a concern. When we learned from a neighbor that someone 
had bought it who would have a single family home on the property, we were thrilled.  It 
seemed too good to be true.   
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And then it seemed that it was.  There appeared to be a lot of controversy and we could never 
get a straight story.  
 
I finally then got what I assume is good information from Councilman Bonin, relayed to me from 
a third party, a neighbor. 
 

First Baptist Church is a longtime Black church in Venice that, in recent years, suffered from a dwindling 
congregation and significant costs for maintenance and upkeep of the church and its large property. A few 
years ago, the pastor and the church elders sold the church to Jay & Elaine Penske -- the only potential 
buyers, as I understand it, who did not plan to demolish the structure. The Penskes want to convert the 
interior and live there. (Other potential buyers wanted to build condos, I think.) 
 
I first got involved with this one last summer, when a group of people at a Venice Resistance rally 
demanded I save the building. I said I would be to do all that I could. Since then, I have met with neighbors, 
met with the owners, and brokered conversations between both parties. The Penskes have agreed to 
maintain the facade of the church building, create historic and cultural monuments to the neighborhood's 
Black history, and provide other benefits to the community (including potential public or community use of 
another lot they own across the street.) The Penskes have also preserved sacred elements of the church's 
interior, and transported them to the congregation's new church in Westchester at the Penskes’ expense. 
 
There are some members of the church's board who have filed a lawsuit against the pastor, alleging 
financial improprieties. At one point, the suit tried to challenge the validity of the sale of the property, but the 
judge dismissed that claim. A small group of protesters (most of whom were not members of the 
congregation) continue to claim the sale of the property is illegal and continue to insist that the Penskes not 
only preserve the building, but also continue to operate it as a church. The City obviously cannot compel 
someone to operate a church, especially since the congregation has moved elsewhere. 
 
Alternatively, some have insisted the Penskes sell the property, although no one has identified to whom. 
The church is not going to buy it back, no other church has expressed interest, and everyone else who 
expressed interest was a developer or a speculator. Some also insist the Penskes just walk away and 
donate the land they purchased, although even if they took that extraordinary step, it still does not bring the 
congregation back from the new home they are happy with in Westchester. 

 
In short, we are entirely supportive of the Penskes and their plans for the property and their 
involvement in the community.  Please let us know what we can do to support this outcome.  
Feel free to contact me at carolevalleskey@gmail.com or 323 251‐8391. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Carole Valleskey 
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May 6, 2019 

VIA E-MAIL & COUNCIL FILE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
 
Los Angeles City Council 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
c/o Rita Moreno, Legislative Assistant 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
  
Re: 685 Westminster Avenue 

Council File 18-0835; Case No. ENV-2017-1896-CE 

Chair Harris-Dawson and Honorable Committee Members 

We represent Elaine and Jay Penske’s (together, the “Applicant”) application 
for entitlements to adaptively reuse a dilapidated church structure as a multi-
generational single-family home (the “Project”) at 685 East Westminster Avenue (the 
“Property”). We write to urge you to reject Miguel Bravo’s (the “Appellant”) appeal 
(the “CE Appeal”) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) approval for the 
Project.  

On March 28, 2018, the Director of Planning (“Director”) approved a 
determination approving a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and Mello Act 
Compliance Review (“Mello Review”) for the Project. (Case No. DIR-2017-1895-CDP-
MEL.). The Director also adopted a Categorical Exemption (CE) for the Project. (Case 
No. ENV-2017-1896-CE.) Thereafter, the  entitlements were appealed to the West Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission (the “APC”) (the “APC Appeal”).1 

On June 20, 2018 and August 15, 2018, the APC considered the APC Appeal. 
The APC received and considered extensive community input at both hearings.  
Contrary to the claims of opponents, the congregation of the First Baptist Church of 
Venice (FBCV), the previous owner of the Property, are in full support of the Project. 
In fact, Bishop Horace Allen, the leader of FBCV, spoke ardently in favor of the 
Project and of the health of his congregation:  

 

                                         
1 The appellants technically did not appeal the CE to the APC and we disagree that there is 

standing for the CE to be appealed to the City Council.  

Elisa L. Paster 
 
Direct Dial 
310.556.7855 
Direct Fax 
310.843.2655 
Email 
epaster@glaserweil.com 
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“The church is still living…we are still effective and growing.  The building does 
not make history, the people make history. Let the Penske’s be because the church is 
still going.” (Bishop Allen Public Testimony, APC Hearing, August 15, 2018.) 

At the conclusion of the August public hearing, the APC voted 4-1 to deny the 
APC Appeal and approve the Project. On August 21, 2018, the APC issued its letter of 
determination approving the Project, including the CE.   

On August 28, 2018, Opponents filed an application to declare the Property a 
historic cultural monument (HCM) in an effort to the prevent the change of use. 
However on December 6, 2018, the CHC declined the Opponents’ request to include 
the Property in the list of HCMs.  

The CHC’s determination that the Property is not historic is final. The CHC’s 
determination is buttressed by a historic report already in the record showing that the 
Property does not meet the City’s HCM criteria; thus, substantial evidence exists 
supporting the City’s consideration of the alleged historic status. Without a doubt, the 
Appellant will urge the Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUM) to focus on the 
perceived historic status of the Property to somehow thwart the change of use. This 
simply cannot occur.  

We respectfully urge PLUM to deny the CE Appeal, which is just another 
unfounded attempt to thwart a simple CDP for a change of use from a former church 
to a multigenerational home. We urge you to deny the CE Appeal for the following 
reasons: 

 The proceeds derived from sale of the Property have enabled the FBCV to 
further its faith-based mission and its services to the community. The FBCV 
was able to rid itself of the financial burden of a deteriorating building and 
is now thriving at its new location at 8946 Sepulveda Eastway in 
Westchester; 

 The CHC has already determined that the Property is not eligible to be an 
HCM. The CHC’s determination was supported by the Historic Resources 
Assessment dated July 27, 2018  (Exhibit A, Historic Resource Assessment 
[HRA]) prepared by Historic Resources Group. The HRA provides substantial 
evidence that the Property is not eligible for listing in the federal or state 
registers, nor as a local historic cultural monument, and it is not listed in 
SurveyLA;  

 Church uses are no longer permitted at the Property. Religious institutional 
uses are only permitted in the residential RD1.5 zone pursuant to a 
conditional use permit (CUP).  The FBCV congregation voluntarily sold the 
Property and vacated the use in 2016. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal 
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Code (LAMC) section 12.24.Q, the CUP has expired and a church use is not a 
permitted use; and 

 The Project maintains the existing community character. Adaptively reusing 
the building will in no way change the built form of the neighborhood. In 
fact, preserving the building would prevent development of up to nine 
homes on the three lots, something that could change the character of the 
area, depending on the design.  

 As requested by the City, the Applicant will work with the City to 
memorialize the previous church use with a plaque at the Property.  

All of these arguments are expanded below in Attachment 1.  

We urge you to deny the Appeal and to facilitate the thoughtful renovation of 
an existing dilapidated structure for the Applicant’s extended family.  

Sincerely yours, 

 
 
ELISA L. PASTER 
of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN & SHAPIRO LLP 
 
cc: Krista Kline, Council District 11, krista.kline@lacity.org  

Len Nguyen, Council District 11, len.nguyen@lacity.org 
Debbie Lawrence, City Planning, debbie.lawrence@lacity.org 
Juliet Oh, City Planning, juliet.oh@lacity.org

epaster
Signature
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ATTACHMENT 1 

I. Procedural Note 
 

There is one important procedural note, even though it is outside the purview 
of the PLUM Committee.  In 2015, certain individuals filed a lawsuit alleging financial 
mismanagement by church clergy. (LA Superior Court Case No BS159555.) In 
connection with the lawsuit, the plaintiffs attempted to tie the lawsuit to the 
Property by filing a lis pendens (a public record declaring that a lawsuit has been filed 
against a piece of property). On June 15, 2016, the Los Angeles Superior Court 
ordered the lis pendens expunged because the pending lawsuit is wholly unrelated to 
the Property. (Exhibit B, Order Expunging Lis Pendens.)  Like the Court, the PLUM 
Committee should recognize that any pending litigation is irrelevant to the Property. 
Any decision to uphold the CE Appeal based on the pending lawsuit would be contrary 
to law.   

II. Reasons To Deny The Appeal 
 

a. The Conditionally Permitted Church Use Expired By Operation Of 
Law.  

 
While the Appellant may wish that the church use continue today, the 

Applicant cannot force the congregation to return to the Property. Even if it wanted 
to do so, the church use expired by operation of law and would require a new CUP to 
operate.  By contrast, a single family home is a permitted use in the RD1.5 zone and 
would not require additional discretionary approvals beyond the proposed 
entitlements.  

 
By way of background, in 1966, the City approved a CUP to allow the 

construction and maintenance of the church. In 1971, the City issued a certificate of 
occupancy for the church in compliance with the CUP. The Property was used as a 
church for approximately 45 years. In February of 2016, FBCV purchased a property on 
Sepulveda and the church use ceased to exist at the Property. One year later in 
February of 2017, the Applicant purchased the Property.  

 
The City’s rules are strict. A conditional use cannot continue forever, 

especially when it is no longer utilized. The LAMC provides in pertinent part: 
 
“Discontinuance of Use. If a conditional use is abandoned, or is discontinued 
for a continuous period of one year, it may not be re-established unless 
authorized in accordance with the procedure prescribed in this section for the 
establishment of a conditional use.” (LAMC § 12.24.Q.) 
 
Since the church use was abandoned and discontinued for more than one year, 

the church use may no longer be re-established without a new discretionary review 
process. That request is not before the PLUM Committee. However, the City and the 
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Applicant are giving the previous use special consideration in a way that respects its 
past. The Project will adaptively reuse this building for a multi-generational home, 
and save it instead of tearing it down for new construction. Therefore while the 
preexisting use will be respected, the existing church is no longer a permitted use and 
the CUP has long-since expired. 

 
b. The Sale Of The Property Has Benefited The Congregation. 

 
The proceeds derived from the sale of the Property has enabled the FBCV to 

further its faith based mission and its services to the community. The FBCV was able 
to rid itself of the financial burden of a deteriorating building and is now thriving at 
its new location at 8946 Sepulveda Eastway in Westchester, close to the homes of its 
congregants. Appellant – to our knowledge, who is not a member of the congregation - 
would have you believe that the sale harmed the congregation. To the contrary. FBCV 
opted to sell the building and to relocate to Westchester, closer to its base. The 
revenue generated by the sale of the Property has enabled the church to further its 
mission to provide community services to those in need. This includes providing 
services for men, women and children transitioning out of homelessness, youth 
services, feeding the needy and other charitable activities.  

c. The Property Is Not Eligible As Historic Under Federal, State or Local 
Criteria. 

 
On August 28, 2018, Opponents filed an application to declare the Property a 

historic cultural monument (HCM) in an effort to the prevent the change of use. On 
October 4, 2018, the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) voted to take the Property 
under consideration. On October 25, 2018, a subcommittee of CHC conducted a site 
visit of the Property. An December 6, 2018, the CHC held a public hearing on the 
application and after extensive consideration determined the Property does not 
conform with the definition of a Monument as defined in the City’s Administrative 
Code. The CHC also declined the Opponents’ request to include the Property in the 
list of HCMs. The CHC’s determination was memorialized in a corrected determination 
letter dated December 19, 2018.  

The CHC’s determination was supported by the Architectural Resource Group’s 
(ARG) HRA dated July 27, 2018, which further provides substantial evidence that the 
Property is not eligible for listing in the federal or state registers, nor as a local HCM. 
(Exhibit A, HRA.) Moreover, the Property is not listed in SurveyLA.    

 
ARG prepared the HRA in compliance with the City’s Office of Historic 

Resources (OHR) guidelines, including primary and secondary source research, a visual 
site inspection, and an objective evaluation of the Property against eligibility criteria. 
These criteria include the Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement African 
American History of Los Angeles: Religion and Spirituality, 1869-1980.  The HRA 
identifies the period of significance for the Oakwood community as an African 
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American enclave to be from the 1910s to the early 1960s. (Id. at p. 23.)2 The HRA 
concludes that the Property is not significant because:  

 
 The church at 685 Westminster is the congregation’s third location in 

Venice. Its construction (certificate of occupancy issued in 1971) post-
dates Oakwood’s period as a significant African American enclave; 
 

 The Property is not associated with the lives of persons significant to our 
past. “In its early history, the First Baptist Church of Venice had 
peripheral associations with notable persons, including Arthur L. Reese, 
a well-known African American artist and Oakwood resident who served 
as a church Trustee, and the wife of Abbot Kinney who donated supplies 
for the 1927 building’s construction. These early associations were lost 
with the demolition/relocation of the earlier buildings.” (Id. at p. 24); 
 

 The building was designed by a relatively unknown architect and is only 
a modest representation of the Mid-Century Modern style. (Id. at p. 25); 
 

 Other early churches in the Venice area (The Nazarene Church, 
Friendship Baptist Church and the Pentecostal, Bethel Tabernacle 
Church of God in Christ), all of which were identified in SurveyLA, better 
convey the early institutional history of Oakwood; and 
 

 Sustained alterations to the building have compromised its ability to 
convey its original design intent.  (HRA at p. 23.) These alterations 
included the removal of its original stained glass windows and stylistic 
cross structures, which were the few features that effectively conveyed 
the Mid-Century Modern and ecclesiastical architectural design intent. 
(Id. at p. 25.)  

 
While Appellant urges the PLUM Committee to uphold the Appeal on the basis 

that the former “church use” is somehow significant, the law does not support such 
finding.  “Use” is associated with criteria A1 (whether a property is “associated with 
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history”). Here, the fact that the congregation has a long history is not enough to 
identify the Property as historic. (See, Id. at pp. 23-24.)   
 

In sum, substantial evidence in the record including the CHC’s determination 
and the HRA prepared by expert historians supports the conclusion that the existing 
structure and its church use are not historic. Upholding the CE Appeal in the face of 

                                         
2 The congregation was incorporated in 1913 and its second home at 688 Westminster was built 

in 1927. (Id. at 15.) The building formerly located at 688 Westminster was moved to a new location in 
South Los Angeles no later than 1972. 
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this substantial evidence would subject the City to significant legal risk. As such, the 
Appellants’ claims must fail. 
 

d. There Is No Precedent For A Traditional Analysis Of Mass, Scale And 
Character For Adaptive Reuse Projects. 
 

Coastal Commission precedent demonstrates that a traditional mass, scale and 
character analysis is inappropriate for adaptive reuse projects.  

To date, we can point to no other APC or Coastal Commission decision wherein 
either body denied an adaptive reuse project based on the mass, scale and character 
of an existing building, particularly one that has stood in the same location, at the 
same height, and at the same square-footage as it has for decades. In fact, the 
Coastal Commission has approved many adaptive reuse projects in a variety of 
contexts.  

 In Venice, the Coastal Commission approved the conversion of an 
existing nine-story office building into 45 live/work condominiums, 
recreation room and commercial space, along with new development for 
parking and similar uses. In analyzing the project, the Commission 
considered whether the use would conform to the Land Use Plan (LUP) 
and the California Coastal Act, and noted that the LUP has height limits 
in order to protect “the existing pattern of development along the 
canals (community character).” With regards to the existing office 
building, the Commission staff report notes that “[t]he existing building 
benefits from the fact that its height is not being altered, so it is 
effectively  ‘grandfathered’ for the purposes of the Coastal Act and does 
not need to be lowered in height to comply with the current height 
limit.” 

In this case, the Coastal Commission also approved a new building with 
heights greater than that allowed by the LUP finding the “approval of 
the proposed project in excess of the height limit set forth by the 
certified Venice LUP will not set a negative precedent because of the 
unique circumstances evident at this site and on this block, none of 
which, on its own, would necessarily have sufficed to make the proposed 
structure approvable.” One of the unique circumstances was the 
adaptive reuse of the office building.  

With regards to community character, the Coastal Commission only 
looked at how the form of the building would impact community 
character. There was no analysis of the change of use from office to 
residential. (Exhibit C, App. No. 5-05-319, approved January 10, 2007.) 

 The Coastal Commission approved the reuse and restoration of an 
existing Scripps Clinic building as condominium units. Opponents 
appealed the project based on height and community character. The 
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Coastal Commission did not examine whether the existing height of the 
building would impact community character, nor was issue made of how 
the change from a clinic building to residential would implicate 
character. The focus was on whether the physical form of the building 
would impact views. (Exhibit D, App. No. A-6-LJS-98-140, approved 
March 10, 1999.) 

 The Coastal Commission approved the adaptive reuse of warehouse 
buildings to a hostel, community room and retail space, an 
intensification of the use. Even though the new use was completely 
different than the old use, and even though the property was located 
within a neighborhood of other warehouses and single family homes, the 
Coastal Commission did not take issue with the change of use based on a 
change in the character of the use. The Coastal Commission’s analysis 
focused on physical characteristics and impacts (such as parking). 
(Exhibit E, App. No. 6-13-022, approved June 12, 2013.)  

 The Coastal Commission approved the adaptive reuse of a 12,079 casino 
building from a dinner theater to a science exploratorium, museum, 
office space and gift shop. This project was approved despite the 
deficiency of 25 parking spaces under Coastal regulations. The Coastal 
Commission found that the following facts outweighed the parking 
deficiency: policies encouraging the reuse of existing buildings, the 
adaptive reuse would not restrict coastal access, and the adaptive reuse 
was a less intense use than the previous use. (Exhibit F, App. No. 5-01-
135, approved August 7, 2001.)   

 The Coastal Commission approved the adaptive reuse of Casa Romantica, 
a historical residence, to a cultural center. The property had an 
intermediate use as an event space. The City of San Clemente analyzed 
whether the architectural changes to the property would be consistent 
with the character of the neighborhood (which is largely Spanish style). 
At no time did the City or the Coastal Commission analyze whether the 
change of use, itself, would implicate the character. Instead, the 
Coastal Commission analyzed whether the functional use (i.e. parking, 
traffic) would be consistent with Coastal policies. (Exhibit G, App. No. 5-
01-322, approved November 13, 2001.)   

The Coastal Commission’s former actions demonstrate: 1) the use of a building 
is not an issue for adaptive reuse applications, except where such use creates 
secondary impacts (such as parking deficiencies); 2) existing non-conformities of 
adaptive reuse projects are regularly “grandfathered”; and 3) approval of adaptive 
reuse projects is not meant as precedent for future projects.  

This precedent is directly applicable here. No secondary impacts would result 
from the Project, to the contrary. The residential use will be far less intense than the 
church use. The Project is compatible with the character of the community as it will 
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protect the longevity of a long-standing structure in the community. The relationship 
between the existing buildings will remain as is. Finally, adaptively reusing the 
building for residential would not set a future precedent because a new building 
should be judged against what exists on each particular site today. The vast majority 
of new homes are not proposed conversions of a non-residential use. 

For all of the reasons stated above, a traditional analysis of the mass, scale and 
character of the existing building is not warranted and is not a basis for granting the 
Appeal. Instead, there is substantial evidence that the Project is consistent with the 
character of the community.  

e. While The Project Would Preserve The Existing Structure, The 
Property Could Be Developed With Up To 9 Units. 

 
The intention of the Project is to preserve and protect the existing structure on 

the Property, which maintains the neighborhood character. Alternatively, up to nine 
new homes could be constructed, which could change the neighborhood character, 
depending on the proposed design.  

 
The Property is zoned RD1.5-1 and consists of three legal lots totaling 18,746 

square feet.  Each lot may be developed with two units. (Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan (VSP) § 10.G.2.a(2).)  Assuming these three lots are consolidated, the Property 
could be developed with a minimum of six units, and up to nine units, with one 
affordable unit with a density bonus. (VSP § 9.A.1.d.)  Moreover, this calculation does 
not account for additional accessory dwelling units permitted on the Property.  In 
sum, the Project represents a significant decrease in residential density compared to 
what could be built on the Property.  
 

f. The Project Was Approved Using Objective Development Standards; 
Granting the Appeal Would Violate The Housing Accountability Act.  

 
The Housing Accountability Act (HAA) is the State legislature’s strongest 

declaration emphasizing the imperative nature of approving housing in our 
communities.  (Gov’t Code §§ 65589.5 et. seq.)  In fact, the State legislature found 
that the approval and provision of housing should be afforded the fullest possible 
weight. (Gov’t Code § 65589.5(a)(2)(L).)  In keeping with this precedent, the Project 
is a housing development project3 as defined in the HAA, and the PLUM Committee 
has a mandatory duty to comply with the HAA in reviewing and acting on the CE 
Appeal. 

                                         
3 The term housing development project is defined as “a use consisting of any of the following: 

(A) Residential units only. (B) Mixed-use developments consisting of residential and nonresidential uses 
with at least two-thirds of the square footage designated for residential use. (C) Transitional housing or 
supportive housing.” (Gov’t Code § 65589.5(h)(2).) 
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The HAA severely limits the freedom of the PLUM Committee to deny the 
Project. It is designed for exactly this kind of situation – a project that complies with 
all the City’s objective standards, but that has engendered some local opposition. 
Moreover, the HAA provides that the City is required to find the Project conforms with 
objective standards so long as substantial evidence exists that would allow a 
reasonable person to find such conformity. (Gov’t Code § 65589.5(f)(4).)  In the 
Director’s Determination and APC Letter of Determination, the City already found 
that the Project would comply with all City objective development standards. This 
fact is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

The HAA provides that when a housing development project complies with 
objective local planning rules, the City cannot deny the project unless it makes a 
finding that the project would have a specific adverse impact on public health or 
safety, and there is no other feasible method to mitigate or avoid the impact. (Gov’t 
Code § 65589.5(j).) There is no basis for the City to make such a finding, especially 
given the substantial evidence in the record to the contrary. This is a conversion of a 
long-standing structure to a less intense use that will improve public health and 
safety.   

g. There Is Significant Justification to Deny the Appeal; Granting the 
Appeal Would Constitute a Taking.  

 
Upholding the CE Appeal and forcing the Applicant to maintain a church at the 

Property is tantamount to a taking of private property without just compensation 
because it would deny the Penske’s reasonable use of the residentially zoned 
property.  (Penn Cent. Transp. Co v. City of New York (1978) 438 U.S. 104.) As 
explained above, the Property may not be used as a church because the prior CUP 
expired by operation of law. Operating a church at the Property would require a 
separate and new discretionary approval for a CUP.  Should the PLUM Committee 
grant the CE Appeal, such an action would result in a regulatory taking as it would 
deprive the Applicant of its reasonable investment backed expectations without just 
compensation. This is especially true now that the CUP has expired and because a 
single-family residence is a permitted use on the RD1.5 zoned Property. Bluntly, it is 
not clear that the Property could be used at all. Therefore, we respectfully request 
that the PLUM Committee deny the CE Appeal. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Cynthia Fenton
Date Submitted: 05/06/2019 01:54 PM
Council File No: 18-0835 
Comments for Public Posting:  City Planning Staff I am opposed to the project at 685

Westminister Ave 90291 Council Dist #11 Mike Bonin. I am
appealing the decision made by the Planning Dept and Ms Juliet
Oh regarding the environmental study, and the community impact. 
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