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PROJECT
LOCATION:

1209 South 6th Avenue and 566 East San Juan Avenue

PROPOSED
PROJECT:

A Parcel Map for the subdivision of the site into two small lot homes on a 5,005-net-square-foot 
site and a Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction of two proposed Small Lot 
single-family homes in the single-jurisdiction coastal zone. The project will result in the 
demolition of an existing 1,068-square-foot vacant church building.

REQUESTED
ACTIONS:

1. Appeal of the March 22, 2019 Advisory Agency determination:

Pursuant to Sections 21082.1(c) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the Advisory Agency has 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this 
project, which includes the Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH NO. 2016101028), dated 
March 16, 2017 and the Final EIR, dated August 28, 2018 (1209 6th Avenue Project EIR), as well as the 
whole of the administrative record, and

CERTIFIED the following:
i) The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR has been completed in compliance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
ii) The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as a decision-making body 

of the lead agency; and
iii) The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency.
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ADOPTED the following:
i) The related and prepared 1209 6th Avenue Project Environmental Findings;
ii) The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and
iii) The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR.

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.53 and 12.22-C, 27, 
the Advisory Agency APPROVED:

Parcel Map No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL located at 1209 6th Avenue for the subdivision of the subject 
site into two small-lot homes on a 5,005-net-square-foot site, as shown on the map stamp-dated 
January 8, 2018, in the Venice Community Plan.

2. Appeal of the March 22, 2019 Zoning Administrator determination, which:

FOUND: based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration of the whole of 
the administrative record, the project was assessed in the previously certified 1209 South 6th Avenue 
Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which includes the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH 
No. 2016101038), dated March 16, 2017 and the Final EIR, dated August 28, 2018 (1209 6th Avenue 
Project EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15162 and 15164, no subsequent EIR or addendum is required for approval of the Project; and

APPROVED:
A Coastal Development Permit to authorize the demolition of an existing vacant church building and 
the construction of two small lot homes; the project provides a total of five (5) parking spaces including 
one guest parking space and is located in the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

1. Deny the appeal.

Find that the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH No. 
2016101038), prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR dated March 16, 2017, the Final 
EIR, dated August 28, 2018 (1209 6th Avenue Project EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative 
record; and

2.

CERTIFY the following:

a. The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);

b. The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as a decision-making 
body of the lead agency; and

c. The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead 
agency.

ADOPT the following:

a. The related and prepared 1209 6th Avenue Project Environmental Findings;
b. The Statement of Overriding Considerations contained in Environmental Findings; and
c. The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR (Exhibit C).

Sustain the decision of the Zoning Administrator in approving Case No. ZA-2014-1987-CDP;3.
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4. Adopt the Zoning Administrator’s Conditions of Approval and Findings;

5. Sustain the decision of the Advisory Agency in approving Case No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL; and

6. Adopt the Advisory Agency’s Conditions of Approval and Findings.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

CL
L̂r-V Ox

leather Bleemers, Senior City Planner Adam Villani, City Planner 
Telephone: (213) 847-3688
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APPEAL REPORT

BACKGROUND

The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan within the Oakwood Sub-Area of the 
Venice Costal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Area, and 
the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area. The General Plan 
land use designation for the Project Site is Low Medium II Residential and the site is zoned 
Restricted Density Multiple Dwelling (RD 1.5-1). The site is not located within a hillside area or 
BOE Special Grading area, flood zone, landslide, liquefaction, Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone, Fire District No. 1, or tsunami inundation zone.

The project proposes to subdivide the site into two Small Lots, demolish the existing 1,068- 
square-foot vacant church and construct two new 2,502-square-foot small lot residences (i.e., Lot 
A and Lot B), each to be developed with one detached single-family unit. Two covered parking 
spaces would be provided for each single-family unit and one uncovered guest parking space 
shall be provided for the two units. Parking would be accessed via San Juan Court. Landscaping 
would be provided for both units along the 6th Avenue frontage of the project. Lot A also includes 
a landscaped side yard in the front setback of the lot, abutting San Juan Avenue. Both single
family units would be three stories in height (30 feet to top of the sloped roof, 34 feet to the top of 
the roof access structure).

The land uses in the general vicinity of the Project Site are also zoned RD1.5-1 and are 
characterized by a mix of multi- and single-family units, which vary in building style and period of 
construction. To the immediate east of the Project Site (across 6th Avenue) are two one-story 
single-family units separated by a one-story garage. San Juan Court, located immediately to the 
south, provides a buffer between the Project Site and additional one-story single-family units. 
One-story single-family units are located to the north (across San Juan Avenue), while a two-story 
single-family unit abuts the west property line. To the west and south, approximately 0.2 miles 
south of the project site, in the C2 Zone, commercial uses are located along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard.

The Deputy Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination on March 22, 2019, approving 
Parcel Map AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL. In addition, the Zoning Administrator issued a letter of 
determination on March 22, 2019, approving the Coastal Development Permit, Case No. ZA- 
2014-1987-CDP, to allow for the construction of two small lot homes in a single-jurisdiction coastal 
zone. One appeal was filed in a timely manner for each case on April 8, 2019, sharing an identical 
justification letter. The appeal points are summarized with staff’s responses under the "Appeal 
Points/Staff Responses” heading below.

The hearing for the appeals of both the Parcel Map and Coastal Development Permit cases was 
originally scheduled with the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission for June 19, 2019; at 
that hearing the cases were continued until August 21, 2019.

Two other related cases have also been filed for this site. A Mello Act determination, DIR-2019- 
4305-MEL, was issued on July 25, 2019, finding that the Project had no Affordable Existing 
Residential Units, and is also exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement. This 
determination was appealable through August 5, 2019, but no appeals were filed.

Furthermore, the Monday Women’s Club building existing on the Project Site was nominated for 
Historic Cultural Monument status on July 23, 2019 and will be heard by the Cultural Heritage 
Commission on August 15, 2019.
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APPELLATE DECISION

Pursuant to Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), appeals of Coastal 
Development Permit cases are made to the Area Planning Commission. The appellate decision 
of the Area Planning Commission is final and effective as provided in Charter Section 245. The 
City’s final action on the Coastal Development Permit is further appealable to the California 
Coastal Commission.

Pursuant to Section 17.54 of the LAMC, appeals of a Parcel Map are made to the Appeal Board 
(West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission). Once the Appeal Board renders a decision on 
the appeal, the decision becomes final and no subsequent appeals may be filed.

APPEAL POINTS/STAFF RESPONSES

Appeal Statement 1

The Appeal asserts that the decision-maker erred because the project would be “materially 
detrimental to the adjoining lots, the immediate neighborhood, the Oakwood Historical Planning 
District, and the Community of Venice because the cumulative impact of the project proposed, 
which is not compatible with the mass, scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood, and the cumulative impact of the destruction of a valued Historic Coastal Resource 
[the existing Monday Women’s Club building on the Project Site], would significantly damage the 
established, unique Community Character of a Coastal Resource of great importance to the State 
of California—the Special Coastal Community of Venice.”

Staff Response 1

Mass, Scale, and Character Compatibility

For the compatibility of the Project with the mass, scale, and character of the surrounding 
neighborhood, the design of the proposed structures are visually compatible with the existing 
structures in the neighborhood, as detailed in the Aesthetics section of the Initial Study. The 
surrounding blocks involve a variety of architectural styles and masses of buildings, including 
single-family homes and small apartment buildings. Multiple three-story residences are found 
within 150 feet of the Project Site, including buildings at 535 Santa Clara Avenue, 606 San Juan 
Avenue, and 607 San Juan Avenue.

From an architectural perspective, and as detailed in the Aesthetics section of the Initial Study, 
the City of Los Angeles’ Small Lot Design Guidelines (adopted January 2014) are applicable to 
the proposed Project, and as such the proposed Project is consistent with the applicable 
overarching goals and guidelines in regards to the relationship to the street, site layout and 
circulation, building to street proportions, parking and driveways, entryways, height and massing, 
building fa?ade, roofs and materials, landscaping, front and common areas, private outdoor 
spaces, plant materials, privacy, and sustainability.

Therefore, the Project will not be materially detrimental to the adjoining lots, the visual design of 
the proposed Project is compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and the decision
maker did not err in approving the Project.
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California Coastal Act Authority

In approving a project, the City has the authority to exercise discretion to consider all the policies 
and plans in interpreting “conformity”. The California Coastal Act, in Section 30251 of the Public 
Resources Code, requires permitted development “to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas,” and Section 30253 requires new development to “[w]here appropriate, protect 
special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses.” While historic preservation is not expressly 
mentioned in the California Coastal Act, the City evaluates impacts to historic resources under 
CEQA in evaluation of the project and did so in the EIR. Viewed through applicable Coastal Act 
policies of Chapter 3, the project is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, 
and thus consistent with Section 30251. Moreover, because the Monday Women’s Club is not an 
element of Venice that, because of its unique characteristics, is a popular visitor destination point 
for recreational uses, the project is consistent with Section 30253. Impacts to historic resources 
associated with this Project, whether individual or cumulative, are more appropriately discussed 
in the CEQA portion of the decision. The decision-makers therefore did not abuse their authority 
or err in approving the Project.

Appeal Statement 2

The Appeal asserts that the decision-maker “erred and abused its discretion in not providing 
adequate Findings with respect to whether the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act.” in particular in “approving plans to demolish a valued and recognized 
historical and cultural property” that “is not compatible in mass, scale, and character with the 
surrounding neighborhood.” The note about the historical property is supported by noting that the 
definition of “Special Coastal Community” in the Venice LUP “includes both ‘historical heritage’ 
and the ‘visual attractiveness of the coast’ or scenic quality of the coast as important features of 
such communities.”

Staff Response 2

For a discussion of the Project’s compatibility with the mass, scale, and character of the area, see 
Staff Response 1, under the heading “Mass, Scale, and Character Compatibility.”

For a discussion of the decision-makers’ authority to make decisions under the California Coastal 
Act, see Staff Response 1, under the heading “California Coastal Act Authority.”

Venice Land Use Plan (LUP)

The Venice LUP defines a “Special Coastal Community” as “An area recognized as an important 
visitor destination center on the coastline, characterized by a particular cultural, historical, or 
architectural heritage that is distinctive, provides opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle access 
for visitors to the coast, and adds to the visual attractiveness of the coast.” The Monday Women’s 
Club is identified as a historic resource under CEQA, but relative to the Coastal Act, the site, and 
the surrounding residential neighborhood, is not an important visitor destination on the coastline, 
nor does it have any particular pedestrian or bicycle connection to the coast, nor does it add to 
the visual attractiveness of the coast as it is not visible along the coast. The historic preservation 
issues related to the Project are more appropriately addressed in the CEQA discussion of the 
project. Therefore, the approval of the Project is not in conflict or inconsistent with the Venice 
LUP.
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Appeal Statement 3

The Appeal asserts that the Director of City Planning “erred in its judgment in approving the 
demolition of an original building that has been recognized to be eligible for inclusion in federal 
and/or state historical registries. There are no facts or evidence in Finding 1 for the CDP that 
address the protection of this City-identified Historic Coastal Resource at 1209 6th Avenue.”

Staff Response 3

See the staff response to Appeal Statement 1, above, under the heading “California Coastal Act 
Authority,” and Staff Response 2 under the heading “Venice LUP” for a response to this assertion. 
The decision-makers did not err in approving the Project. Contrary to the assertion of the 
Appellant, nothing on the Project site is listed in the Venice LUP as a City-identified Historic 
Coastal Resource.

Appeal Statement 4

The Appeal asserts that the decision-maker erred in its discretion “by not considering the 
compatibility with mass and scale as required by the LUP and CEQA.

Staff Response 4

See the staff response to Appeal Statement 1, above, under the heading “Mass, Scale, and 
Character Compatibility.” The decision-makers did not err in approving the Project.

Appeal Statement 5

The appeal asserts that the decision-maker erred in its discretion by not considering Significant 
Adverse Cumulative Impact, as required in both the Coastal Act and CEQA. The building of two 
three-story homes of this mass and scale will have a significant adverse impact on the immediate 
neighborhood and the Historic Planning District of Oakwood.

Staff Response 5

For a discussion of cumulative historic impacts under the Coastal Act, see Staff Response 1 
under the heading “California Coastal Act Authority.”

Cumulative Impacts Under CEQA

With regard to the project resulting in an adverse cumulative impact, each project that is subject 
to the Coastal Act would be subject to the same strict review and application of the LAMC, and 
environmental review under CEQA. The EIR analysis, including the Initial Study, included the 
consideration of nearby projects with regard to Aesthetics, Land Use, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Utilities and Service Systems, and other 
impact categories, and no cumulative impacts were found. In addition, each project would 
undergo environmental review, therefore the Project does not contribute to an adverse cumulative 
impact.

Similarly, there is no adverse cumulative impact on the Historic Planning District of Oakwood, as 
SurveyLA did not identify the area in which the proposed Project is located as retaining the 
integrity necessary to be considered a historic resource. For a historical district to be historic 
resource under CEQA, it must have integrity, which is defined by the U.S. Department of the
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Interior as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.” As noted in the EIR, “SurveyLA 
identified the Oakwood Planning District as an area of Venice that is significant as a rare example 
of an early twentieth century African-American enclave in Venice, although it does not retain 
sufficient integrity to be considered an historic district. The Oakwood Planning District is not 
considered an historical resource for purposes of CEQA review. The Project’s contribution to the 
loss of examples from this era would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable and, as 
summarized in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, there are no cumulatively considerable environmental 
effects of the Project.

Direct Adverse Impacts from Mass and Scale Under CEQA

There is no significant direct adverse impact on the immediate neighborhood due to mass and 
scale, as the proposed Project would be consistent with the existing three and two-story housing 
units located in the vicinity of the Project Area and the existing uses in the immediate vicinity of 
the Project Site. See the staff response to Appeal Statement 1 under the heading “Mass, Scale, 
and Character Compatibility.”

Therefore, the decision-makers did not err in approving the Project.

Appeal Statement 6

The Appeal asserts that for Coastal Development Permit Finding 2, “the Decision Maker erred 
and abused its discretion because, as noted above, it will cause an adverse cumulative impact, 
which also means that it will prejudice the ability of the City of L.A. to prepare a Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) that conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.”

Staff Response 6

See Staff Response 5, under the heading “Cumulative Impacts Under CEQA,” for a discussion 
of this issue. As there are no cumulative impacts associated with the Project (as noted in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR), it does not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare an LCP that conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Appeal Statement 7

The Appeal asserts that for Coastal Development Permit Finding 3, the “Decision Maker erred 
and abused its discretion because the project does not comply with the policies of the LUP, as 
explained in detail above. Thus, this Finding is erroneous in that it states: ‘The project is consistent 
with the policies on the LUP... 333

Staff Response 7

In approving a project, the City has the authority to exercise discretion to consider all the policies 
and plans in interpreting “consistency” or “conformity”. See Staff Response 2, under the heading 
“Venice LUP,” for a discussion of why the Project is not in conflict or inconsistent with the policies 
of the LUP. The decision-makers did not err in approving the Project.
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Appeal Statement 8

The Appeal asserts that for Coastal Development Permit Finding 4, the “Decision Maker erred 
and abused its discretion because the cases used in this Finding as applicable decisions of the 
California Coastal Commission are not applicable.”

Staff Response 8

The Appeal notes that “of the eight (8) coastal permits cited by the Decision Maker, only two 
were in the Oakwood neighborhood but outside the immediate neighborhood,” and that the 
others were in other neighborhoods. The cases cited in the findings for a Coastal Development 
Permit need not be in the immediate vicinity of the Project. They are all within the Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP) and under its jurisdiction, and most are within the 
Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Venice Subarea of the VCZSP. Therefore, the decision-maker 
did not err or abuse its discretion in approving the project.

Appeal Statement 9

The Appeal asserts that “[t]here is no Mello Act Compliance Determination and we hereby appeal 
that omission as the CDP cannot be issued without it, nor can it be issued separately.”

Staff Response 9

The Mello Act Compliance Determination, Case No. DIR-2019-4305-MEL, was issued on July 25, 
2019, finding that the Project had no Affordable Existing Residential Units, and is also exempt 
from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement. This determination was appealable through 
August 5, 2019, but no appeals were filed. The appellant gives no support for their assertion that 
the Mello Act Compliance Determination cannot be issued separately.

Appeal Statement 10

The Appeal asserts that “[t]he Decision Maker erred in that it did not consider the Coastal 
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy or any of the Environmental Justice sections of the 
Coastal Act.”

Staff Response 10

The Project’s cases were filed in 2014, prior to the 2016 addition of an Environmental Justice 
section to the Coastal Act, and also prior to the March 8, 2019 adoption of the Coastal 
Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy, which notes under “Immediate Next Steps” that the 
implementation phase of the Environmental Justice Policy is just beginning, and “specific program 
objectives, implementing actions and goals” are still being identified. Therefore, the Environmental 
Justice section of the Coastal Act does not apply, and does not specify actions to be taken by 
individual projects, regardless. The decision-makers did not err in approving the Project.

Appeal Statement 11

The Appeal asserts that “[f]or the same reasons that the proposed project does not meet the CDP 
Findings re. conformity with Chapter 3 and not prejudicing the LCP, as is noted in detail above, 
the proposed Map and the design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are significantly 
inconsistent with the General Plan and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP), which
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consistency is required by the Map Act. It should also be noted that it is erroneous to say that the 
Coastal Development Permit case approval insures that the project is consistent with the VCZSP 
requirements, as the standard of review for the CDP is the Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the detailed 
guidance of the certified Venice LUP. But regardless of this error, the PMLA Determination cannot 
be approved due to the gross incompatibility of the proposed project with the surrounding existing 
neighborhood.”

Staff Response 11

In approving a project, the City has the authority to exercise discretion to consider all the policies 
and plans in interpreting “consistency” or “conformity”. See Staff Response 1 for the discussion 
of the consistency of the Project with the Coastal Act, and Staff Response 2 for the discussion of 
the consistency of the Project with the Venice LUP. The VCZSP also requires that the Project be 
compatible in scale and character with the existing neighborhood, and therefore the discussion in 
Staff Response 1 under “Mass, Scale, and Character Compatibility” applies equally to the VCZSP. 
The VCZSP also requires compatibility with the certified Venice Local Coastal Program, which is 
met through the discussion under the heading “Venice LUP” in Staff Response 2. The Appellant 
cites “the same reasons that the proposed project does not meet the CDP findings re. conformity 
with Chapter 3,” but since the Project does, in fact, meet those findings, as noted in Staff 
Response 2, the proposed subdivision is generally consistent with the applicable General and 
Specific Plans.

Since there is no conflict or inconsistency with the findings to be made for the various applicable 
General and Specific Plans, the Project was able to meet the required Subdivision Map Act 
Findings for the Parcel Map: The Proposed Map is consistent with applicable General and Specific 
Plans; The Design and Improvement of the Proposed Subdivision is consistent with applicable 
General and Specific Plans, the Site is physically suitable for the proposed type of development; 
the Site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development, the design of the 
subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial environmental 
damage or substantially and avoidably fish or wildlife or their habitat, the design of the subdivision 
and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause serious public health problems, the design 
of the subdivision and the proposed improvements with easements acquired by the public at large 
for access through or use of property within the subdivision, and the design of the subdivision 
shall provide, to the extent possible, for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the subdivision. Therefore, the decision-maker did not err or abuse its discretion in approving 
the project.

Appeal Statement 12

The Appeal asserts that the Parcel Map’s “cumulative impact finding is not supported, that 
‘cumulative loss buildings dating from the time that the Oakwood neighborhood was an important 
black enclave.’ It is wrong to state this and then say that there would be no consequent loss: ‘The 
Project’s contribution to the loss of examples from this era would therefore be less than 
cumulatively considerable’ because it is not part of a historic district. SurveyLA determined that 
the Oakwood neighborhood is a significant example of a black community of the early 20th century 
and called out attention to it as a Planning District worthy of consideration as a historical entity. 
This is an illogical conclusion are illogical as the loss of this structure would compromise the 
integrity to the record of Oakwood community’s contribution to Venice history, black history, and 
women’s history.”
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Staff Response 12

SurveyLA did not identify the area in which the proposed Project as located as a potential historic 
district due to an overall loss of integrity of potentially contributing properties. For a historical 
district to be historic resource under CEQA, it must have integrity, which is defined by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.” As noted in the 
EIR, “SurveyLA identified the Oakwood Planning District as an area of Venice that is significant 
as a rare example of an early twentieth century African-American enclave in Venice, although it 
does not retain sufficient integrity to be considered an historic district. The Oakwood Planning 
District is not considered an historical resource for purposes of CEQA review.” Therefore, while 
the Project involves the demolition of an individual historical resource, the Monday Women’s Club, 
the Oakwood Planning District does not retain integrity as a historic district for the purposes of 
Parcel Map findings. Thus, the Project’s demolition of the Monday Women’s Club does not 
contribute to a cumulative loss of a historic resource.

Appeal Statement 13

The Appeal asserts that “Venice is about its gardens; the Certified Venice Land Use Plan states 
that ‘All new development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape of 
existing residential neighborhoods.’ (Bolding and underlining added by the appellant.) This project 
offers almost nothing in that regard.”

Staff Response 13

The proposed small lot subdivision complies with the rules and regulations for setbacks, open 
space, and landscaping as outlined in the Small Lot Ordinance and Small Lot Design Guidelines. 
The project has been conditioned to provide landscaping both on-site and within the parkway 
areas adjacent to the site. The project will provide landscaping within a setback along San Juan 
Avenue and 6th Avenue, consistent with the Small Lot Design Guidelines. The Venice LUP 
requires residential properties within the Oakwood area to include yards “in order to accommodate 
the need for fire safety, open space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of stormwater, 
and on-site recreation consistent with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood.” The 
Project provides all of this and, as such, the project is consistent with the Venice LUP regarding 
landscaping. Therefore, the decision-maker did not err or abuse its discretion in approving the 
project.

Appeal Statement 14

The Appeal asserts that “[t]his additional Small Lot Subdivision would cause an adverse 
cumulative impact to the immediate area as it would cause a significant break in the pattern of 
development... A Cumulative Impact Studies must be made in the Oakwood neighborhood in 
order to determine the effect of this change in the development pattern.”

Staff Response 14

The Proposed Project does not represent a significant break in the pattern of development. The 
Project is contained within a single existing lot, subdivided into two small lots, and does not 
realign any existing streets. Small-lot subdivisions are allowed throughout the City on multi
family residential zoned parcels, such as the underlying RD1.5 Zone, and do not necessarily 
trigger any kind of cumulative impact study on the development pattern in the neighborhood, 
especially not for a simple division of one lot into two. Furthermore, all three other lots on 6th 
Avenue between San Juan Avenue and Santa Clara Avenue include at least two detached
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homes on each lot. The Project creates two lots with one house on each lot, which is equivalent 
to the density of its neighbors and allowed by the Zoning Code. Therefore, there is no significant 
break in the pattern of development, and the decision-maker did not err or abuse its discretion in 
approving the project.

Appeal Statement 15

The Appeal asserts that “the infrastructure evaluation also must be provided, to assure that the 
current infrastructure can sustain this overdevelopment such as this project. Because of the 
impact of another subdivision, this project should not have been approved.”

Staff Response 15

The Initial Study conducted for this project under CEQA included an analysis of Utilities and 
Service Systems. Neither an individual nor cumulative impact was identified. In addition, as part 
of the Parcel Map process, the parcel map was distributed to multiple city agencies for review 
and comment. Those comments were included as conditions of approval and relate to street 
improvements, street lighting, sewers and drainage, and school, police, and fire services. 
Therefore there is no significant impact on the ability of the infrastructure to sustain this 
development, nor a cumulative impact on other potential subdivisions. Therefore, the decision
maker did not err or abuse its discretion in approving the project.

Appeal Statement 16

The Appeal asserts that “only where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that 
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment can a decision to demolish 
a historic resource be made. The project as proposed will cause a significant adverse cumulative 
impact. Significant adverse cumulative impact should have been determined.”

Staff Response 16

See Staff Response 5, under the heading “Cumulative Impacts Under CEQA,” for a discussion of 
how there are no cumulatively considerable adverse environmental effects of the Project.

Approval of a Project with Significant Impacts Under CEQA

The Appellant’s assertion that approval cannot be made for a project with a significant effect on 
the environment is not true. What CEQA requires is that if there is a significant, unavoidable 
impact on the environment that a Statement of Overriding Considerations be prepared as part of 
the CEQA findings issued in conjunction with approval of the project.

As noted in the CEQA findings for the Project, “The design of the Proposed Project ... include[s] 
demolition of the existing building on the project site, which is a significant direct impact to the 
existing on-site historical resource ... The impacts to the existing 1209 6th Avenue historical 
resource remain a significant unavoidable impact after mitigation.”

However, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is also included in the Findings, noting that 
“The City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation 
of the Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives to the 
Project, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the 
Project against the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the 
benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.”
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Achieving the underlying purpose for the Project would be sufficient to override the significant 
environmental impacts of the Project.

The underlying purpose is:

1. To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property
- Similar to the proposed Draft EIR Project, implementation of the Revised Project will 
result in two single-family units being constructed on the Project Site. Development of the 
Revised Project would result in a similar economic return as the proposed Draft EIR 
Project.

To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - Similar to the proposed Draft EIR Project, under 
the Revised Project two single-family units would be located on the Project Site.

2.

To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale - Under the Revised Project, the abandoned church 
would be replaced with two infill housing units, the same as the proposed Draft EIR 
Project.

3.

4. To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - Under 
the Revised Project, two housing units would be constructed, consistent with the RD1.5 
zoning for the site, the same as the proposed Draft EIR Project.

To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - The Revised Project would 
comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines.

5.

6. To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - As the design of the 
single-family units under the Revised Project, includes balconies and roof decks, the 
Revised Project would similarly create high-quality indoor and outdoor living 
environments.

Therefore, CEQA was applied properly and the decision-maker did not err or abuse its discretion 
in approving the project.
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CONCLUSION

Staff recommends the Area Planning Commission deny the appeal and sustain the Advisory 
Agency’s Decision to approve a small lot subdivision for two small lot homes and certification of 
the EIR and the Zoning Administrator’s determination in approving a Coastal Development Permit 
for the proposed project.

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 Advisory Agency 
of the Zoning Administrator or his/her designees in regards to the appeal points raised. The EIR 
is comprehensive and has been completed in full compliance with CEQA. As demonstrated by 
the responses to the appeal points, there are no new impacts or substantial increases in 
previously identified impacts that would result from the comments raised herein. As such, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, no substantial evidence or details to support 
the conclusory statements regarding the need for additional mitigation measures, or the supposed 
inadequacy of the findings have been provided to demonstrate that there are new impacts or 
substantial increases in previously identified impacts, or that recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
warranted. The Advisory Agency correctly made the findings of approval consistent with the 
Subdivision Map Act and LAMC Section 17.54 and the Zoning Administrator correctly made 
findings of approval consistent with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the provisions of CEQA. 
Therefore, in consideration of all the facts, Planning staff recommends that the appeal be denied, 
the decisions of the Advisory Agency and Zoning Administrator be sustained and that the EIR be 
certified.
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APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL. APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeies Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT 30DY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

0 Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission O City Council □ Director of Planning

A A.--.2LP4- -PML-A -5 URegarding Case Number:

Project Address: 1209 6th Avenue. Venice

Final Date to Appeal: April 8, 2019

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Naomi Nightingales Celia Williams 

Company: __________________________________________

Mailing Address: 415 Sunset Avenue: 678 San Juan Ave

City: Venice

Telephone: (310) 399-5706: (310) 401-01 E-mail: niqhtinqalenaomi@vahoo.com: cwilli7269@gmail.com

State: CA Zip: 90291

* Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

0 Self □ Other:

□ Yes 0 No• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position? 

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company: ___________________________

Mailing Address: _____________________

State: Zip:City:

E-mail:Telephone:
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: __________

0 □Entire Part

□ 0Yes No

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and trufe:
' ’ ' j /

mMAppellant Signature: Date:
l j

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
o Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

o

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Date:Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):Base Fee:

N«Ait fKCC_tY.
Date:Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):Receipt No:

03oiiri
□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)□ Determination authority notified
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Appeal Justification 
1209 6th Avenue, Venice 
ZA-2014-1987-CDP 
AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL 
ENV-2014-1988-EIR 
April 8, 2019

Introduction

Project: The proposed project will replace the historic resource, a clubhouse for, and a 
church known as, the Monday Women's Club of Venice and the Full Gospel Assemblies 
Church The existing structure will be demolished and a Small Lot Subdivision will create two 
small lots with buildings not compatible in character and massing to the immediate 
neighborhood.

A Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) was prepared March 2016 by Jenna Snow, Historic 
Preservation Consulting. The Initial Study (October 2016); a Draft EIR by Pareto Planning 
(March 2017) and a Final EIR (Aug 2018) were prepared. The Letter of Determination 
(LOD)was issued March 22, 2019 approving the proposed project.

The HRA concluded that the Monday Women's Group clubhouse was an important resource 
to history of the Venice African-American community and should be preserved. It advised 
that the property and structure could be listed in a Federal and/or State Historical Registry. 
The subsequent reports contained less and less discussion and referred to the present 
property as having a generic "church" on it. Finally, the LOD contained no mention that the 
property was a historic resource. Demolish rather than preserve was the final decree.

The Monday Women's Club of Venice was founded in the 1920s continuing into the 1970s, 
was part of a network of clubs in Los Angeles for African-American women. In 1926, the 
present building was moved from the Grand Canal area to its present site because of 
covenants restricting Afro-Americans from living in the area.

This is one of three buildings from the Windward/Grand Canal areas moved to the Oakwood 
neighborhood in the 1920s; a bungalow from United States Island was transported to the 
Irvin Tabor Family Residences on Westminster Avenue and the Abbot Kinney home 
bequeathed to Irvin Tabor moved from Grand Canal to 1310 6th Avenue.

1Appeal Justification - 1209 6th Avenue, Venice
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Black women who were barred from white women's organizations and, even more restrictive, 
barred from public areas within Venice and Los Angeles County where Black people clearly 
were not welcome. Restrictive covenant policies and practices that circumscribed Black people 
to the small area in Venice that in most recent years became known as Oakwood, was alive and 
well into the 1970s. The Monday Women's Club, was a place of refuge from a prejudice, 
restrictive white world. It was their place of pride and dignity and where women living in the 
community fostered conversations about planning and living better lives for family and 
community. This same place later became a place of refuge from discriminatory practices of 
social injustices and ideologies that continued to prevent equality in education and the criminal 
- justice system to an underserved community. Bethel Tabernacle Christ of God in Christ, the 
Church on the corner of 6th and San Juan where Mother Shepherd cooked food on Saturdays 
on the front lawn, was in the business of saving souls and building community much the same 
as the Monday Women's Club.

(3
O'
O

Over time, congregations and community organizations come and go however the 
profoundness of its contributions to the culture, growth and impact to the community does not 
fade. To the contrary, its physical standing encourages awareness of our history and culture 
and motivates conversations of pride, strength and dignity. What could be more significant to a 
community than one built by the persistence and hard work of people who were determined, in 
spite of racism, discrimination and geographical boundaries to create a better life and a better 
community for themselves.

It is the treasure trove wherein recorded images and stories can be released to the passersby 
through their long reminiscent stare, or the brief pause during a morning stroll. It stands to tell 
its stories and we continue to live through the stories and memories it holds. It says we are not 
invisible; we lived and we still live. We are community from the early 1900s to the present who 
built a social construct of kinship and values and beliefs, and our institutions are the greatest of 
our historical markers to keep our people and history alive.

Though this is recognized by all the Decision Makers as a significant historical structure, an 
application for consideration as a Historic Cultural Monument has been submitted to the Los 
Angeles Office of Historic Resources.

I. CDP Determination

The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion when approving this application, as 
detailed below. The project as described would be materially detrimental to the
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adjoining lots, the immediate neighborhood, the Oakwood Historical Planning District, 
and the Community of Venice because the cumulative impact of the project proposed, 
which is not compatible with the mass, scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood, and the cumulative impact of the destruction of a valued Historic Coastal 
Resource, would significantly damage the established, unique Community Character of a 
Coastal Resource of great importance to the State of California--the Special Coastal 
Community of Venice.

<
o
ccol.CDP Finding 1: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion in not

providing adequate Findings with respect to whether the development is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

The Director of City Planning has abused its discretion in approving plans to demolish a 
valued and recognized historical and cultural property, the Monday Women's Club at 
1209 Sixth Avenue in Venice, and in approving a Small Lot Subdivision with two three- 
story units totaling 7,728 sf on a lot size of 5,004 sf. The Director of City Planning 
abused its discretion in approving a project that is not compatible in mass, scale and 
character with the surrounding existing neighborhood and which will destroy the 
integrity and historical place of this early 20th-century African-American organization.

Planning District Contributor Structure to be preserved

One of the most important purposes of the Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the related detailed 
guidance in the Certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan LUP (LUP) is the 
preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community:

Policy I.E.l Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community clearly states 
this land use requirement: 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. (LUP, p. 1-4, Policy Group 1).

The LUP also defines Special Coastal Community. Notably, the definition includes both 
"historical heritage" and the "visual attractiveness of the coast" or scenic quality of the 
coast as important features of such communities:
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Definition of “Special Coastal Community": An area recognized as an important 
visitor destination center on the coastline, characterized by a particular cultural, 
historical, or architectural heritage that is distinctive, provides opportunities for 
pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the coast, and adds to the visual 
attractiveness of the coast. (LUP, 1-16)

<
CDThe LUP policies, designed to protect Venice as a Special Coastal Community, include 

policies to protect historic resources:
Policy I. F. 1. Historic and Cultural Resources. 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.

QC
O

The specific concern for Historic Coastal Resources is evident in Policy 1.F.2:
Policy I. F. 2. Reuse and Renovation of Historic Structures. Wherever possible, the 
adaptive reuse and renovation of existing historic structures shall be encouraged so 
as to preserve the harmony and integrity of historic buildings identified in this LUP. 
This means:
a. Renovating building facades to reflect their historic character as closely as 
possible, and discouraging alterations to create an appearance inconsistent with 
the actual character of the buildings.
b. Protecting rather than demolishing historic or culturally significant properties by 
finding compatible uses which may be housed in them that require a minimum 
alteration to the historic character of the structure and its environment, c. 
Rehabilitation shall not destroy the distinguishing feature or character of the 
property and its environment and removal or alteration of historical architectural 
features shall be minimized, d. The existing character of building/house spaces 
and setbacks shall be maintained, e. The existing height, bulk and massing which 
serves as an important characteristic of the resource shall be retained, [emphasis 
added]

The importance of historic resources is further underscored in the Policy for non
conforming structures, which recognizes that historic structures contribute to community 
character:

Policy I. E. 5. Nonconforming Structures. Where extensive renovation of and/or 
major addition to a structure is proposed and the affected structure is
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nonconforming or there is another nonconforming structure on the site, or a 
project is proposed that would greatly extend the life of a nonconforming 
structure or that eliminates the need for the nonconformity, the following shall 
apply: Unless the City finds that it is not feasible to do so, the project must result 
in bringing the nonconforming structure into compliance with the current 
standards of the certified LCP, unless in its nonconformity it achieves a goal 
associated with community character (i.e. the reuse and renovation of a historic 
structure) or affordable housing that could not be achieved if the structure 
conforms to the current standards of the certified LCP. [emphasis added]

In certifying the LUP, the Commission made a specific Finding that the policies protected 
the unique character of Venice, including the historic structures:

As outlined in this staff report, the proposed City of Los Angeles LUP (LUP) for 
Venice as modified, preserves the unique character of Venice as a special coastal 
community, — [and] preserves historic structures,.... Therefore the Commission 
finds that the proposed Venice LUP, as modified, is in conformity with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. [LUP Adopted findings, Coastal Staff 
Report p. 112].

The LUP identifies Venice as a Special Coastal Community because of its scenic and 
unique character, which itself includes Historic Coastal Resources. Coastal Act section 
30009 states that the Act "shall be liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and 
objectives." Thus, the Venice LUP effectively designates Venice as a highly scenic area.

Also, the Commission has a strong precedent for protection of Community Character and 
Historic Coastal Resources in the City of Carmel. There, Historic Coastal Resources are 
protected from demolition or inappropriate remodeling that would adversely affect the 
integrity of the historic structures.

The Director of City Planning erred in its judgment in approving the demolition of an 
original building that has been recognized to be eligible for inclusion in federal and/or 
state historical registries. There are no facts or evidence in Finding 1 that address the 
protection of this City-identified Historic Coastal Resource at 1209 6th Avenue.

MASS, SCALE, AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER—Compatibility of the approved project 
with the Mass, Scale. Character of the Neighborhood
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The Certified LUP protects both the historic resources and the unique coastal character of 
Venice. The Coastal Act and LUP provide for protection of the scale and character of the 
Venice's coastal neighborhoods. The certified Venice LUP requires the protection of 
"highly scenic coastal areas ... including ... pedestrian oriented special communities." 
(Policy 1.D.3) To preserve the character of the Oakwood neighborhood, new development 
should reflect the existing character of neighborhoods:

LUP Policy /. 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 should 
respect the scale, massing, and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods.

Section 30116 of the Coastal Act requires special consideration for 
development in "Sensitive Coastal Resource Areas," which means those 
identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas within the 
Coastal Zone of vital interest and sensitivity, and which includes areas 
possessing significant recreational value and "special communities or 
neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination areas;" and the 
Coastal Commission has identified Venice as such a community of 
neighborhoods that is special and unique in the Coastal Zone.

Section 30253(e) of Article 6 of Chapter 3 states: "Where appropriate, 
protect special communities that, because of their unique characteristics, 
are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses."

The new development approved is not compatible in mass, scale and character with the 
immediate neighborhood, and would cause an adverse cumulative impact in the 
Oakwood Historic Planning District and would be materially detrimental to this historic 
neighborhood.

The Decision Maker erred in its discretion by not considering the compatibility with 
mass and scale as required by the LUP and CEQA.

Consideration of neighborhood character includes comparing FAR, analyzing 
predominant features, and cumulative impact, among others. In this corner analysis, five
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or six lots on each block adjacent to the referenced lot make up the streetscape. The 
proposed two 3-story houses on this small lot subdivision adversely alters the 
streetscape of the immediate area. There are 35 lots including one vacant. The proposed 
project would be the only three-story houses in this San Juan area. The average FAR is 
.44. The combined FAR for the two proposed structures is 1.54 (Lot A has a building 1.75 
FAR; Lot B 1.34 FAR.) The new development is 3.5 x the average of the block.

Height: This project will have significant impact on a significant original historic property 
in the historical Oakwood neighborhood. Height is a quantitative and a required 
measure; it is not the only means to determine neighborhood character. Compatibility 
of mass and scale is not considered by height alone. This area is made up of one- and 
two-story homes. There are no three-story homes.

Scale: The relationship of one building to another or to the block can be determined by 
the FAR (Floor Area Ratio), comparing the floor area of a range of buildings. For planning 
purposes, for a corner lot the immediate neighborhood is the blocks adjacent (6th Avenue, 
the immediate lots of 500 and 600 blocks of San Juan). The FAR average for this area is 
.44. There are 35 lots and one vacant. Over 50% are below the FAR average. The two new 
three-story proposed homes would total roughly 4,440 sq ft on the 7,600 sq ft lot for a 
total FAR of 1.55- roughly 3 % times as much square footage on the same plot of land as 
the surrounding lots.

Cumulative Impact: The Coastal Act requires that new development be considered in 
terms of its cumulative impact on the neighborhood

Coastal Act Section 30105.5 Cumulatively; cumulative effect 
"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. (Added by Ch. 1087, 
Stats. 1980.)

Also, the Decision Maker erred in its discretion by not considering Significant Adverse 
Cumulative Impact, as required in both the Coastal Act and CEQA. The building of two 
three-story homes of this mass and scale will have a significant adverse impact on the 
immediate neighborhood and the Historic Planning District of Oakwood.
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2. CDP Finding 2: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because, as 
noted above, it will cause an adverse cumulative impact, which also means that it 
will prejudice the ability of the City of L.A. to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
that conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Allowing this project to go forward, the demolition of a significant historical resource 
to the African- American community situated in one of the first intentional African- 
American communities in Los Angeles, the construction of two new three-story homes 
that are 3 Vi time larger than found in the immediate neighborhood will prejudice the 
writing of the Venice LCP. As noted above, this proposed project does not meet the 
requirements of the LUP and thus will prejudice the LCP. The Finding cannot be made.

3. CDP Finding 3: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because the
project does not comply with the policies of the LUP, as explained in detail above. 
Thus, this Finding is erroneous in that it states: "The project is consistent with the
policies of the LUP...

4. CDP Finding 4: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because the
cases used in this Finding as applicable decisions of the California Coastal
Commission are not applicable.

Of the eight (8) coastal permits cited by the Decision Maker, only two were in the Oakwood 
neighborhood but outside the immediate neighborhood. The others were on other non- 
adjacent communities, four in the Silver Triangle, one in the Milwood Walk Streets and one on 
the canals.

II. MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION
There is no Mello Act Compliance Determination and we hereby appeal that omission as 
the CDP cannot be issued without it, nor can it be issued separately.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY
The Decision Maker erred in that it did not consider the Coastal Commission's 
Environmental Justice Policy or any of the Environmental Justice sections of the Coastal 
Act.
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IV. PM LA DETERMINATION
For the same reasons that the proposed project does not meet the CDP Findings re. 
conformity with Chapter 3 and not prejudicing the LCP, as is noted in detail above, the 
proposed Map and the design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are significantly 
inconsistent with the General Plan and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP), which 
consistency is required by the Map Act. It should also be noted that it is erroneous to say that 
the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) case approval insures that the
project is consistent with the VCZSP requirements, as the standard of review for the CDP is the 
Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the detailed guidance of the certified Venice LUP. But regardless of 
this error, this PMLA Determination cannot be approved due to the gross incompatibility of 
the proposed project with the surrounding existing neighborhood.

The Agency failed to support its findings, only offered conclusory findings. This includes all 
sections discussing historical, alternatives and cumulative impacts and all discussions of its 
significance and the preservation of this historical entity pp.36FF):

a) CUMULATIVE IMPACT finding is not supported, that "cumulative loss buildings dating from 
the time that the Oakwood neighborhood was an important black enclave." It is wrong to state 
this and then say that there would be no consequent loss: "The Project's contribution to the 
loss of examples from this era would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable." 
because it is not part of a historic district. SurveyLA determined that the Oakwood 
neighborhood is a significant example of a black community of the early twentieth-century and 
called out attention to it as a Planning District worthy of consideration as a historical entity. 
Permitting the demolition of this historically significant place where black women met and 
contributed to the life of the community would compromise the preserving Oakwood as a "rare 
example of an early-20th century African-American enclave in Venice." (A. CULTURAL 
RESOURCES. 1. DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS, p.36ffto end of document)

This is the third known structure to be moved from the Grand Canal area that restricted blacks 
from living there to the Oakwood neighborhood for the African-American residents (a US Island 
bungalow was moved to the Westminster Avenue Historic Monument The Irvin Tabor Family 
Residences; the bequeathed Abbot Kinney home to 6th and Santa Clara; and this clubhouse.)

Planning Districts are geographically defined areas that do not meet eligibility 
standards for designation but that merit consideration in local planning. These areas 
generally have consistent planning concepts and features such as height, massing,
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setbacks, and street trees. The determination is used to inform the Community Plans 
and other policy documents. In some cases the Planning District concept is used to 
identify a boundary identified for Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ or local 
historic district) consideration through community input but not through SurveyLA 
field surveys. These areas require additional analysis and field work for HPOZ 
determination. (SurveyLA ... Field Survey Results Master Report, p.8)

"However, SurveyLA did not identify the area in which the proposed Project is located 
as a potential historic district due to an overall loss of integrity of potentially 
contributing properties. The Project's contribution to significant historical resources 
impacts is less than cumulatively onsiderable because: the existing building is not a 
contributor to any identified historic district, is of a different property type than the 
other resources which would be lost, and is not located in proximity to these other 
resources which could be significantly impacted by past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable development within the City." (ibid)
This is an illogical conclusion as the loss of this structure would compromise the 
integrity to the record of Oakwood community's contribution to Venice history, black 
history and women's history. It is in proximity to other black organizations because it 
is a small section of Venice, all mentioned entities are easily walkable to each other.

This Context/Theme was used to evaluate the Oakwood Planning District as a rare 
example of an early-20th century African-American enclave in Venice. Oakwood first 
established itself as an African-American neighborhood in the early 1900s, as blacks 
migrating from the South settled in Venice to work as manual laborers, service 
workers, and servants to wealthy white residents.... While the area does not retain 
sufficient integrity or cohesion to qualify as a historic district, it may warrant special 
consideration for local planning purposes. (Historic Resources Survey Report. Venice 
Community Plan Area Context: Residential Development & Suburbanization, 1850
1980. Theme: Ethnic Enclaves, 1880-1980, p., p.44)

Subdividing Lots Subvert Neighborhood Character:
The overall character of the Venice Coastal Zone is its small scale and its 
diversity, shown in its economic, cultural and architectural mix. Our Venice 
Coastal Zone Certified Land Use Plan clearly defines our neighborhood 
character. Another defining quality of Venice and very true of Oakwood is its 
small scale with much of its housing affordable housing. In short, the Land Use
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Plan describes Venice's neighborhood character as "the quintessential coastal 
village." (Venice Community Plan and the Certified Land Use Plan)

<c
The area of 6th Avenue and San Juan has a mix of elements that define 
neighborhood character. Most are 2-story with approximately a quarter of the 
homes one story. Its homes show front gardens - the proposed project not 
only shows none but also is removing trees - and almost half have porches.

CD
0£
OMass and scale are a part of the neighborhood character definition. The CR 

evidence shows that a 3-story project, even at the maximum height allowed, is 
clearly not compatible with the neighborhood character. This proposed project 
consists of two three-story homes on a subdivided lot. There are only one or 
two 3-story homes in this immediate area, and this project would put two 3- 
story houses on a divided lot.

Venice's character as a Special Coastal Community is represented by its unique 
social and architectural diversity, and large boxes reduce the architectural 
diversity and thus take away from the character of Venice as a Special Coastal 
Community. They also destroy much of the remaining affordable housing stock.

Venice is about its gardens; the Certified Venice Land Use Plan states that: "All
new development and renovations should respect
the scale, massing and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods."
(enbolding and underline added) This project offers almost nothing in that
regard.

Neighborhood Character: Subdivisions Causing Breaks in Pattern 
"Venice is really a group of identifiable neighborhoods with 
unique planning and coastal issues."

Thus development in neighborhoods must take into account neighborhood 
character and should be reflective of the development patterns that 
already exist. "The development standards also define for each land use 
designation a density of housing units and lot coverage to maintain the scale 
and character of existing residential neighborhoods and minimize the

11Appeal Justification - 1209 6th Avenue, Venice



impacts of building bulk and mass. New residential development is linked to
the availability of public services and infrastructure, and in addition to traffic consideration,
environmental and coastal access concerns as required by the Coastal Act."

"Among the Coastal Act's express objectives is the protection of the 'scenic and visual qualifies 
[sic] of coastal areas as a resource of public importance .... To further this objective the 
Legislature mandated that developments in coastal zones be designed 'to be visually 
compatible with the character of the of surrounding areas.'" (Kalnel v City. City's response) The 
distinctive character of Venice neighborhoods must be preserved.

This additional Small Lot Subdivision would cause an adverse cumulative impact to the 
immediate area as it would cause a significant break in the pattern of development. 
Venice is known for its unique subdivisions and pattern of development and the 
cumulative impact of such a development would be to harm the unique Venice 
development pattern. "The subdivision patterns in Venice are also unique, the layout of 
which still reflects the original canal system and rail lines." (Certified Venice Land Use 
Plan)

A Cumulative Impact Studies must be made in the Oakwood neighborhood in 
order to determine the effect of this change in the development pattern.

The Certified Venice Land Use Plan very clearly characterizes the Venice 
Community as small in scale. The L.A. General Plan: Venice Community Plan is 
concerned with the infrastructure's ability to protect the "quality of life and 
stability of the neighborhoods." This is critical in planning development and 
both the certified Land Use Plan and the Venice Community Plan state that new 
development must not burden the infrastructure resources (police, fire, water, 
sewage etc.) "The adequacy of the infrastructure must be monitored in the 
City7s Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, with a report to the City 
Planning Commission every five years. If this monitoring finds that 
infrastructure resource capacities are threatened, particularly critical resources 
such as water and sewage; and that there is not a clear commitment to at least 
begin the necessary improvements within twelve months; then building 
controls should be put into effect, for all or portions of Venice Community, 
until land use designations for the Venice Community Plan and corresponding 
zoning are revised to limit development." (Venice Community Plan, lll-l)
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In addition to the permit evaluation, the infrastructure evaluation also must be 
provided, to assure that the current infrastructure can sustain this over
development such as this project.

Because of the impact of another subdivision, this project should not have been approved/

The PMLA Determination can be obtained through Adam Villani at adam.villaniPlacitv.org. The 
Draft EIR and the 71 page Final EIR can be obtained at 
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/1209 6thAve/1209 6th ave CoverPg.html.

V. CEQA-EIR

As per the CEQA guidelines, only where it can be seen with certainty that there is no 
possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment 
can a decision to demolish a historic resource be made.

a) Location. The project ]S located in a sensitive environment.

b) Cumulative Impact. The project as proposed will cause a significant 
adverse cumulative impact. Significant adverse cumulative impact should 
have been determined.

CEQA Guidelines (§15064.5) considers significant impact to occur when 
"(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource means physical destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 
historical resource would be materially impaired." This can be the result 
of demolition, relocation, conversion, rehabilitation, alteration or new 
construction. Demolition is considered "any act or process that destroys 
in part or whole a building, structure, or resource." (Preservation Virginia 
website)
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c) Significant Effect. A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.

It is clear that if the City does not provide for protection of its identified Historic Coastal 
Resources-properties and districts—that they will be quickly destroyed, thus causing a 
very severe and significant adverse cumulative impact to the Special Coastal 
Community of Venice and the prejudicing of the LCP. As Venice in and of itself is 
considered to be a Coastal Resource to be protected under the Coastal Act, lack of 
protection of its historic character is a substantial issue of state-wide importance.

"A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.l(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section of 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must 
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. " (15064.5(a)(2))

The Initial Study identified the building currently at the Project site as a cultural 
resource and acknowledged the Project would cause a "substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5" of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. As a result, a Historic Resource Assessment was prepared by Jenna Snow of 
Historic Preservation Consulting. In her report, dated March 16, 2016, the building at 
the Project Site was determined significant as the clubhouse for the Monday Women's 
Club, a black women's club located in the Oakwood district of Venice, which was 
historically a black neighborhood, a rare one in a coastal community in California. The 
Historic Resource Assessment found that the clubhouse was eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places ("National Register") and on the California Register 
of Historic Resources ("California Register"). The Historic Resource Assessment also 
found that it was individually eligible as a locally-designated Historic Cultural Monument 
("HCM"). As such, the building is presumed a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 
Here, the lead agency's decision-making body did not adequately consider the historic 
status of the existing building or the adverse impact on the cultural resource. The 
findings of the lead agency appear in places to suggest the existing building was not a
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historic resource, and appeared to suggest that the there was no substantial adverse 
impact on a cultural resource, although the historic resource would be demolished. In 
other places, it seemed to recognize that the clubhouse was a historic resource and that 
its demolition would result in an adverse impact. In any event it did not adequately 
consider alternatives to the Project, as required by CEQA.

<The No Project alternative was rejected because it allowed the owner to accomplish 
demolition through neglect. There was no discussion of whether the property could be 
rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
and an adaptive use could be found for the clubhouse/church. Alternatives 2 and 3 
were rejected because they resulted in less green space because a parking spot might 
need to be added and there would be no outdoor balcony, presumably because the 
clubhouse is only one story, while the Project consists of two three-story buildings on 
the site. These rationales are insufficient to satisfy CEQA's substantive mandate that 
public agencies refrain from approving projects with significant environmental impacts 
when there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that can substantially 
lessen or avoid those impacts. Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of 
affirmatively demonstrating that, notwithstanding a project's impact on the 
environment, the agency's approval of the proposed project followed meaningful 
consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures. Although a finding of 
infeasibility must be supported only by "substantial evidence," such evidence must be 
specific and concrete. (Topanga Association for a Scenic Community v. County of Los 
Angeles (1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506, 113 Cal. Rptr. 836; Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(2d Dis. 1988) 197 Cal. App.3d 1167 (Goleta Valley court refused to accept assertions 
that a particular alternative was economically infeasible simply because it would be 
more expensive or less profitable to the private applicant.) Here, the decision-making 
body did not meet the standards required by CEQA and case law in California. How is it 
rationale to say a developer gets to demolish a cultural resource because the new 
project has a balcony that the cultural resource does not have and there would be a 
small reduction in the amount of green space under two alternatives to make room for 
a parking spot, if additional parking would even be required.

z

VCo

Conclusion
This project should not have been approved and the Appeal granted because the 
property is an important and significant contribution to the history of the African- 
American Oakwood community and to Venice as a whole. The proposed project is not
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compatible to the immediate neighborhood in its mass and scale and would have a 
significant adverse impact if the Monday Women's Club would be demolished to make 
way for this incompatible new construction.
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ORIGINAL
Appeal Justification 
1209 6th Avenue, Venice 
ZA-2014-1987-CDP 
AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL 
ENV-2014-1988-EIR 
April 8. 2019

Introduction

Project: The proposed project will replace the historic resource, a clubhouse for, and a 
church known as, the Monday Women's Club of Venice and the Full Gospel Assemblies 
Church The existing structure will be demolished and a Small Lot Subdivision will create two 
small lots with buildings not compatible in character and massing to the immediate 
neighborhood.

A Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) was prepared March 2016 by Jenna Snow, Historic 
Preservation Consulting. The Initial Study (October 2016); a Draft EIR by Pareto Planning 
(March 2017) and a Final EIR (Aug 2018) were prepared. The Letter of Determination 
(LOD)was issued March 22, 2019 approving the proposed project.

The HRA concluded that the Monday Women's Group clubhouse was an important resource 
to history of the Venice African-American community and should be preserved. It advised 
that the property and structure could be listed in a Federal and/or State Historical Registry. 
The subsequent reports contained less and less discussion and referred to the present 
property as having a generic "church" on it. Finally, the LOD contained no mention that the 
property was a historic resource. Demolish rather than preserve was the final decree.

The Monday Women's Club of Venice was founded in the 1920s continuing into the 1970s, 
was part of a network of clubs in Los Angeles for African-American women. In 1926, the 
present building was moved from the Grand Canal area to its present site because of 
covenants restricting Afro-Americans from living in the area.

This is one of three buildings from the Windward/Grand Canal areas moved to the Oakwood 
neighborhood in the 1920s; a bungalow from United States Island was transported to the 
Irvin Tabor Family Residences on Westminster Avenue and the Abbot Kinney home 
bequeathed to Irvin Tabor moved from Grand Canal to 1310 6th Avenue.
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Black women who were barred from white women's organizations and, even more restrictive, 
barred from public areas within Venice and Los Angeles County where Black people clearly 
were not welcome. Restrictive covenant policies and practices that circumscribed Black people 
to the small area in Venice that in most recent years became known as Oakwood, was alive and 
well into the 1970s. The Monday Women's Club, was a place of refuge from a prejudice, 
restrictive white world. It was their place of pride and dignity and where women living in the 
community fostered conversations about planning and living better lives for family and 
community. This same place later became a place of refuge from discriminatory practices of 
social injustices and ideologies that continued to prevent equality in education and the criminal 
- justice system to an underserved community. Bethel Tabernacle Christ of God in Christ, the 
Church on the corner of 6th and San Juan where Mother Shepherd cooked food on Saturdays 
on the front lawn, was in the business of saving souls and building community much the same 
as the Monday Women's Club.

Over time, congregations and community organizations come and go however the 
profoundness of its contributions to the culture, growth and impact to the community does not 
fade. To the contrary, its physical standing encourages awareness of our history and culture 
and motivates conversations of pride, strength and dignity. What could be more significant to a 
community than one built by the persistence and hard work of people who were determined, in 
spite of racism, discrimination and geographical boundaries to create a better life and a better 
community for themselves.

It is the treasure trove wherein recorded images and stories can be released to the passersby 
through their long reminiscent stare, or the brief pause during a morning stroll. It stands to tell 
its stories and we continue to live through the stories and memories it holds. It says we are not 
invisible; we lived and we still live. We are community from the early 1900s to the present who 
built a social construct of kinship and values and beliefs, and our institutions are the greatest of 
our historical markers to keep our people and history alive.

Though this is recognized by all the Decision Makers as a significant historical structure, an 
application for consideration as a Historic Cultural Monument has been submitted to the Los 
Angeles Office of Historic Resources.

I. CDP Determination

The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion when approving this application, as 
detailed below. The project as described would be materially detrimental to the

original
2Appeal Justification - 1209 6th Avenue, Venice



adjoining lots, the immediate neighborhood, the Oakwood Historical Planning District, 
and the Community of Venice because the cumulative impact of the project proposed, 
which is not compatible with the mass, scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood, and the cumulative impact of the destruction of a valued Historic Coastal 
Resource, would significantly damage the established, unique Community Character of a 
Coastal Resource of great importance to the State of California-the Special Coastal 
Community of Venice.

l.CDP Finding 1: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion in not
providing adequate Findings with respect to whether the development is in 
conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

The Director of City Planning has abused its discretion in approving plans to demolish a 
valued and recognized historical and cultural property, the Monday Women's Club at 
1209 Sixth Avenue in Venice, and in approving a Small Lot Subdivision with two three- 
story units totaling 7,728 sf on a lot size of 5,004 sf. The Director of City Planning 
abused its discretion in approving a project that is not compatible in mass, scale and 
character with the surrounding existing neighborhood and which will destroy the 
integrity and historical place of this early 20th-century African-American organization.

Planning District Contributor Structure to be preserved

One of the most important purposes of the Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the related detailed 
guidance in the Certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan LUP (LUP) is the 
preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community:

Policy I.E.l Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community clearly states 
this land use requirement: 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. (LUP, p. 1-4, Policy Group 1).

The LUP also defines Special Coastal Community. Notably, the definition includes both 
"historical heritage" and the "visual attractiveness of the coast" or scenic quality of the 
coast as important features of such communities:

ORIGINAL
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Definition of "Special Coastal Community": An area recognized as an important 
visitor destination center on the coastline, characterized by a particular cultural, 
historical, or architectural heritage that is distinctive, provides opportunities for 
pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the coast, and adds to the visual 
attractiveness of the coast. (LUP, 1-16)

The LUP policies, designed to protect Venice as a Special Coastal Community, include 
policies to protect historic resources:

Policy I. F. 1. Historic and Cultural Resources. 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 specific concern for Historic Coastal Resources is evident in Policy 1.F.2:
Policy I. F. 2. Reuse and Renovation of Historic Structures. Wherever possible, the 
adaptive reuse and renovation of existing historic structures shall be encouraged so 
as to preserve the harmony and integrity of historic buildings identified in this LUP. 
This means:
a. Renovating building facades to reflect their historic character as closely as 
possible, and discouraging alterations to create an appearance inconsistent with 
the actual character of the buildings.
b. Protecting rather than demolishing historic or culturally significant properties by 
finding compatible uses which may be housed in them that require a minimum 
alteration to the historic character of the structure and its environment c. 
Rehabilitation shall not destroy the distinguishing feature or character of the 
property and its environment and removal or alteration of historical architectural 
features shall be minimized, d. The existing character of building/house spaces 
and setbacks shall be maintained, e. The existing height, bulk and massing which 
serves as an important characteristic of the resource shall be retained, [emphasis 
added]

The importance of historic resources is further underscored in the Policy for non
conforming structures, which recognizes that historic structures contribute to community 
character:

Policy I. E. 5. Nonconforming Structures. Where extensive renovation of and/or 
major addition to a structure is proposed and the affected structure is
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nonconforming or there is another nonconforming structure on the site, or a 
project is proposed that would greatly extend the life of a nonconforming 
structure or that eliminates the need for the nonconformity, the following shall 
apply: Unless the City finds that it is not feasible to do so, the project must result 
in bringing the nonconforming structure into compliance with the current 
standards of the certified LCP, unless in its nonconformity it achieves a goal 
associated with community character (i.e. the reuse and renovation of a historic 
structure) or affordable housing that could not be achieved if the structure 
conforms to the current standards of the certified LCP. [emphasis added]

In certifying the LUP, the Commission made a specific Finding that the policies protected 
the unique character of Venice, including the historic structures:

As outlined in this staff report, the proposed City of Los Angeles LUP (LUP) for 
Venice as modified, preserves the unique character of Venice as a special coastal 
community,... [and] preserves historic structures,.... Therefore the Commission 
finds that the proposed Venice LUP, as modified, is in conformity with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. [LUP Adopted findings, Coastal Staff 
Report p. 112].

The LUP identifies Venice as a Special Coastal Community because of its scenic and 
unique character, which itself includes Historic Coastal Resources. Coastal Act section 
30009 states that the Act "shall be liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and 
objectives." Thus, the Venice LUP effectively designates Venice as a highly scenic area.

Also, the Commission has a strong precedent for protection of Community Character and 
Historic Coastal Resources in the City of Carmel. There, Historic Coastal Resources are 
protected from demolition or inappropriate remodeling that would adversely affect the 
integrity of the historic structures.

The Director of City Planning erred in its judgment in approving the demolition of an 
original building that has been recognized to be eligible for inclusion in federal and/or 
state historical registries. There are no facts or evidence in Finding 1 that address the 
protection of this City-identified Historic Coastal Resource at 1209 6th Avenue.

MASS, SCALE, AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER—Compatibility of the approved project 
with the Mass, Scale. Character of the Neighborhood
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The Certified LUP protects both the historic resources and the unique coastal character of 
Venice. The Coastal Act and LUP provide for protection of the scale and character of the 
Venice's coastal neighborhoods. The certified Venice LUP requires the protection of 
“highly scenic coastal areas ... including ... pedestrian oriented special communities." 
(Policy 1.D.3) To preserve the character of the Oakwood neighborhood, new development 
should reflect the existing character of neighborhoods:

LUP 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 should 
respect the scale, massing, and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods.

Section 30116 of the Coastal Act requires special consideration for 
development in "Sensitive Coastal Resource Areas," which means those 
identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas within the 
Coastal Zone of vital interest and sensitivity, and which includes areas 
possessing significant recreational value and "special communities or 
neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination areas;" and the 
Coastal Commission has identified Venice as such a community of 
neighborhoods that is special and unique in the Coastal Zone.

Section 30253(e) of Article 6 of Chapter 3 states: "Where appropriate, 
protect special communities that, because of their unique characteristics, 
are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses."

The new development approved is not compatible in mass, scale and character with the 
immediate neighborhood, and would cause an adverse cumulative impact in the 
Oakwood Historic Planning District and would be materially detrimental to this historic 
neighborhood.

The Decision Maker erred in its discretion by not considering the compatibility with 
mass and scale as required by the LUP and CEQA.

Consideration of neighborhood character includes comparing FAR, analyzing 
predominant features, and cumulative impact, among others. In this corner analysis, five
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or six lots on each block adjacent to the referenced lot make up the streetscape. The 
proposed two 3-story houses on this small lot subdivision adversely alters the 
streetscape of the immediate area. There are 35 lots including one vacant. The proposed 
project would be the only three-story houses in this San Juan area. The average FAR is 
.44. The combined FAR for the two proposed structures is 1.54 (Lot A has a building 1.75 
FAR; Lot B 1.34 FAR.) The new development is 3.5 x the average of the block.

Height: This project will have significant impact on a significant original historic property 
in the historical Oakwood neighborhood. Height is a quantitative and a required 
measure; it is not the only means to determine neighborhood character. Compatibility 
of mass and scale is not considered by height alone. This area is made up of one- and 
two-story homes. There are no three-story homes.

Scale: The relationship of one building to another or to the block can be determined by 
the FAR (Floor Area Ratio), comparing the floor area of a range of buildings. For planning 
purposes, for a corner lot the immediate neighborhood is the blocks adjacent (6th Avenue, 
the immediate lots of 500 and 600 blocks of San Juan). The FAR average for this area is 
.44. There are 35 lots and one vacant. Over 50% are below the FAR average. The two new 
three-story proposed homes would total roughly 4,440 sq ft on the 7,600 sq ft lot for a 
total FAR of 1.55- roughly 3 % times as much square footage on the same plot of land as 
the surrounding lots.

Cumulative Impact: The Coastal Act requires that new development be considered in 
terms of its cumulative impact on the neighborhood

Coastal Act Section 30105.5 Cumulatively; cumulative effect 
"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. (Added by Ch. 1087, 
Stats. 1980.)

Also, the Decision Maker erred in its discretion by not considering Significant Adverse 
Cumulative Impact, as required in both the Coastal Act and CEQA. The building of two 
three-story homes of this mass and scale will have a significant adverse impact on the 
immediate neighborhood and the Historic Planning District of Oakwood.

ORIGINAL
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2. CDP Finding 2: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because, as 
noted above, it will cause an adverse cumulative impact, which also means that it 
will prejudice the ability of the City of L.A. to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
that conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Allowing this project to go forward, the demolition of a significant historical resource 
to the African- American community situated in one of the first intentional African- 
American communities in Los Angeles, the construction of two new three-story homes 
that are 3 34 time larger than found in the immediate neighborhood will prejudice the 
writing of the Venice LCP. As noted above, this proposed project does not meet the 
requirements of the LUP and thus will prejudice the LCP. The Finding cannot be made.

3. CDP Finding 3: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because the
project does not comply with the policies of the LUP, as explained in detail above. 
Thus, this Finding is erroneous in that it states: "The project is consistent with the
policies of the LUP...

4. CDP Finding 4: The Decision Maker erred and abused its discretion because the
cases used in this Finding as applicable decisions of the California Coastal
Commission are not applicable.

Of the eight (8) coastal permits cited by the Decision Maker, only two were in the Oakwood 
neighborhood but outside the immediate neighborhood. The others were on other non- 
adjacent communities, four in the Silver Triangle, one in the Milwood Walk Streets and one on 
the canals.

II. MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION
There is no Mello Act Compliance Determination and we hereby appeal that omission as 
the CDP cannot be issued without it, nor can it be issued separately.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY
The Decision Maker erred in that it did not consider the Coastal Commission's 
Environmental Justice Policy or any of the Environmental Justice sections of the Coastal 
Act.
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IV. PM LA DETERMINATION
For the same reasons that the proposed project does not meet the CDP Findings re. 
conformity with Chapter 3 and not prejudicing the LCP, as is noted in detail above, the 
proposed Map and the design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are significantly 
inconsistent with the General Plan and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP), which 
consistency is required by the Map Act. It should also be noted that it is erroneous to say that 
the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) case approval insures that the
project is consistent with the VCZSP requirements, as the standard of review for the CDP is the 
Coastal Act Chapter 3 and the detailed guidance of the certified Venice LUP. But regardless of 
this error, this PMLA Determination cannot be approved due to the gross incompatibility of 
the proposed project with the surrounding existing neighborhood.

The Agency failed to support its findings, only offered conclusory findings. This includes all 
sections discussing historical, alternatives and cumulative impacts and all discussions of its 
significance and the preservation of this historical entity pp.36FF):

a) CUMULATIVE IMPACT finding is not supported, that "cumulative loss buildings dating from 
the time that the Oakwood neighborhood was an important black enclave." It is wrong to state 
this and then say that there would be no consequent loss: "The Project's contribution to the 
loss of examples from this era would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable." 
because it is not part of a historic district. SurveyLA determined that the Oakwood 
neighborhood is a significant example of a black community of the early twentieth-century and 
called out attention to it as a Planning District worthy of consideration as a historical entity. 
Permitting the demolition of this historically significant place where black women met and 
contributed to the life of the community would compromise the preserving Oakwood as a "rare 
example of an early-20th century African-American enclave in Venice." (A. CULTURAL 
RESOURCES. 1. DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS, p.36ffto end of document)

This is the third known structure to be moved from the Grand Canal area that restricted blacks 
from living there to the Oakwood neighborhood for the African-American residents (a US Island 
bungalow was moved to the Westminster Avenue Historic Monument The Irvin Tabor Family 
Residences; the bequeathed Abbot Kinney home to 6th and Santa Clara; and this clubhouse.)

Planning Districts are geographically defined areas that do not meet eligibility 
standards for designation but that merit consideration in local planning. These areas 
generally have consistent planning concepts and features such as height, massing,

ORIGINAL
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ORIGINAL
setbacks, and street trees. The determination is used to inform the Community Plans 
and other policy documents. In some cases the Planning District concept is used to 
identify a boundary identified for Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ or local 
historic district) consideration through community input but not through SurveyLA 
field surveys. These areas require additional analysis and field work for HPOZ 
determination. (SurveyLA ... Field Survey Results Master Report, p.8)

"However, SurveyLA did not identify the area in which the proposed Project is located 
as a potential historic district due to an overall loss of integrity of potentially 
contributing properties. The Project's contribution to significant historical resources 
impacts is less than cumulatively onsiderable because: the existing building is not a 
contributor to any identified historic district, is of a different property type than the 
other resources which would be lost, and is not located in proximity to these other 
resources which could be significantly impacted by past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable development within the City." (ibid)
This is an illogical conclusion as the loss of this structure would compromise the 
integrity to the record of Oakwood community's contribution to Venice history, black 
history and women's history. It is in proximity to other black organizations because it 
is a small section of Venice, all mentioned entities are easily walkable to each other.

This Context/Theme was used to evaluate the Oakwood Planning District as a rare 
example of an early-20th century African-American enclave in Venice. Oakwood first 
established itself as an African-American neighborhood in the early 1900s, as blacks 
migrating from the South settled in Venice to work as manual laborers, service 
workers, and servants to wealthy white residents.... While the area does not retain 
sufficient integrity or cohesion to qualify as a historic district, it may warrant special 
consideration for local planning purposes. (Historic Resources Survey Report. Venice 
Community Plan Area Context: Residential Development & Suburbanization, 1850
1980. Theme: Ethnic Enclaves, 1880-1980, p., p.44)

Subdividing Lots Subvert Neighborhood Character:
The overall character of the Venice Coastal Zone is its small scale and its 
diversity, shown in its economic, cultural and architectural mix. Our Venice 
Coastal Zone Certified Land Use Plan clearly defines our neighborhood 
character. Another defining quality of Venice and very true of Oakwood is its 
small scale with much of its housing affordable housing. In short, the Land Use
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Plan describes Venice's neighborhood character as "the quintessential coastal 
village." (Venice Community Plan and the Certified Land Use Plan)

The area of 6th Avenue and San Juan has a mix of elements that define 
neighborhood character. Most are 2-story with approximately a quarter of the 
homes one story. Its homes show front gardens - the proposed project not 
only shows none but also is removing trees - and almost half have porches.

Mass and scale are a part of the neighborhood character definition. The CR 
evidence shows that a 3-story project, even at the maximum height allowed, is 
clearly not compatible with the neighborhood character. This proposed project 
consists of two three-story homes on a subdivided lot. There are only one or 
two 3-story homes in this immediate area, and this project would put two 3- 
story houses on a divided lot.

Venice's character as a Special Coastal Community is represented by its unique 
social and architectural diversity, and large boxes reduce the architectural 
diversity and thus take away from the character of Venice as a Special Coastal 
Community. They also destroy much of the remaining affordable housing stock.

Venice is about its gardens; the Certified Venice Land Use Plan states that: "All
new development and renovations should respect
the scale, massing and landscape of existing residential neighborhoods."
(enbolding and underline added) This project offers almost nothing in that
regard.

Neighborhood Character: Subdivisions Causing Breaks in Pattern
"Venice is really a group of identifiable neighborhoods with 
unique planning and coastal issues."

Thus development in neighborhoods must take into account neighborhood 
character and should be reflective of the development patterns that 
already exist. "The development standards also define for each land use 
designation a density of housing units and lot coverage to maintain the scale 
and character of existing residential neighborhoods and minimize the

ORIGINAL
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impacts of building bulk and mass. New residential development is linked to
the availability of public services and infrastructure, and in addition to traffic consideration,
environmental and coastal access concerns as required by the Coastal Act."

"Among the Coastal Act's express objectives is the protection of the 'scenic and visual qualifies 
[sic] of coastal areas as a resource of public importance .... To further this objective the 
Legislature mandated that developments in coastal zones be designed 'to be visually 
compatible with the character of the of surrounding areas.'" (Kalnel v City. City's response) The 
distinctive character of Venice neighborhoods must be preserved.

This additional Small Lot Subdivision would cause an adverse cumulative impact to the 
immediate area as it would cause a significant break in the pattern of development. 
Venice is known for its unique subdivisions and pattern of development and the 
cumulative impact of such a development would be to harm the unique Venice 
development pattern. "The subdivision patterns in Venice are also unique, the layout of 
which still reflects the original canal system and rail lines." (Certified Venice Land Use 
Plan)

A Cumulative Impact Studies must be made in the Oakwood neighborhood in 
order to determine the effect of this change in the development pattern.

The Certified Venice Land Use Plan very clearly characterizes the Venice 
Community as small in scale. The L.A. General Plan: Venice Community Plan is 
concerned with the infrastructure's ability to protect the "quality of life and 
stability of the neighborhoods." This is critical in planning development and 
both the certified Land Use Plan and the Venice Community Plan state that new 
development must not burden the infrastructure resources (police, fire, water, 
sewage etc.) "The adequacy of the infrastructure must be monitored in the 
City's Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, with a report to the City 
Planning Commission every five years. If this monitoring finds that 
infrastructure resource capacities are threatened, particularly critical resources 
such as water and sewage; and that there is not a clear commitment to at least 
begin the necessary improvements within twelve months; then building 
controls should be put into effect, for all or portions of Venice Community, 
until land use designations for the Venice Community Plan and corresponding 
zoning are revised to limit development." (Venice Community Plan, lll-l)
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In addition to the permit evaluation, the infrastructure evaluation also must be 
provided, to assure that the current infrastructure can sustain this over
development such as this project.

Because of the impact of another subdivision, this project should not have been approved/

The PMLA Determination can be obtained through Adam Villani at adam.villani(5)lacitv.org. The 
Draft EIR and the 71 page Final EIR can be obtained at 
https://planning.lacity.orR/eir/1209 6thAve/1209 6th ave CoverPg.html.

V. CEQA-EIR

As per the CEQA guidelines, only where it can be seen with certainty that there is no 
possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment 
can a decision to demolish a historic resource be made.

a) Location. The project IS located in a sensitive environment.

bjCumulative Impact. The project as proposed will cause a significant 
adverse cumulative impact. Significant adverse cumulative impact should 
have been determined.

CEQA Guidelines (§15064.5) considers significant impact to occur when 
"(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource means physical destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 
historical resource would be materially impaired." This can be the result 
of demolition, relocation, conversion, rehabilitation, alteration or new 
construction. Demolition is considered "any act or process that destroys 
in part or whole a building, structure, or resource." (Preservation Virginia 
website)
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c) Significant Effect. A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.

It is clear that if the City does not provide for protection of its identified Historic Coastal 
Resources—properties and districts—that they will be quickly destroyed, thus causing a 
very severe and significant adverse cumulative impact to the Special Coastal 
Community of Venice and the prejudicing of the LCP. As Venice in and of itself is 
considered to be a Coastal Resource to be protected under the Coastal Act, lack of 
protection of its historic character is a substantial issue of state-wide importance.

"A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.l(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section of 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must 
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. " (15064.5(a)(2))

The Initial Study identified the building currently at the Project site as a cultural 
resource and acknowledged the Project would cause a "substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5" of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. As a result, a Historic Resource Assessment was prepared by Jenna Snow of 
Historic Preservation Consulting. In her report, dated March 16, 2016, the building at 
the Project Site was determined significant as the clubhouse for the Monday Women's 
Club, a black women's club located in the Oakwood district of Venice, which was 
historically a black neighborhood, a rare one in a coastal community in California. The 
Historic Resource Assessment found that the clubhouse was eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places ("National Register") and on the California Register 
of Historic Resources ("California Register"). The Historic Resource Assessment also 
found that it was individually eligible as a locally-designated Historic Cultural Monument 
("HCM"). As such, the building is presumed a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 
Here, the lead agency's decision-making body did not adequately consider the historic 
status of the existing building or the adverse impact on the cultural resource. The 
findings of the lead agency appear in places to suggest the existing building was not a
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historic resource, and appeared to suggest that the there was no substantial adverse 
impact on a cultural resource, although the historic resource would be demolished. In 
other places, it seemed to recognize that the clubhouse was a historic resource and that 
its demolition would result in an adverse impact. In any event it did not adequately 
consider alternatives to the Project, as required by CEQA.

The No Project alternative was rejected because it allowed the owner to accomplish 
demolition through neglect. There was no discussion of whether the property could be 
rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
and an adaptive use could be found for the clubhouse/church. Alternatives 2 and 3 
were rejected because they resulted in less green space because a parking spot might 
need to be added and there would be no outdoor balcony, presumably because the 
clubhouse is only one story, while the Project consists of two three-story buildings on 
the site. These rationales are insufficient to satisfy CEQA's substantive mandate that 
public agencies refrain from approving projects with significant environmental impacts 
when there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that can substantially 
lessen or avoid those impacts. Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of 
affirmatively demonstrating that, notwithstanding a project's impact on the 
environment, the agency's approval of the proposed project followed meaningful 
consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures. Although a finding of 
infeasibility must be supported only by "substantial evidence," such evidence must be 
specific and concrete. (Toponga Association for a Scenic Community v. County of Los 
Angeles (1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506, 113 Cal. Rptr. 836; Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(2d Dis. 1988) 197 Cal. App.3d 1167 (Goleta Valley court refused to accept assertions 
that a particular alternative was economically infeasible simply because it would be 
more expensive or less profitable to the private applicant.) Here, the decision-making 
body did not meet the standards required by CEQA and case law in California. How is it 
rationale to say a developer gets to demolish a cultural resource because the new 
project has a balcony that the cultural resource does not have and there would be a 
small reduction in the amount of green space under two alternatives to make room for 
a parking spot, if additional parking would even be required.

Conclusion
This project should not have been approved and the Appeal granted because the 
property is an important and significant contribution to the history of the African- 
American Oakwood community and to Venice as a whole. The proposed project is not
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compatible to the immediate neighborhood in its mass and scale and would have a 
significant adverse impact if the Monday Women's Club would be demolished to make 
way for this incompatible new construction.
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C. D.Brian Silveira (R)
Brian Silveira & Associates 
23021/2 Strongs Drive 
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Pursuant to Sections 21082.1(c) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the Advisory Agency 
has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Environmental Impact Report 
prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH No. 
2016101038), dated March 16, 2017 and the Final EIR, dated August 28, 2018 (1209 6th Avenue 
Project EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, and

CERTIFIED the following:

6th Avenue Project EIR has been completed in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);

2) The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as a decision
making body of the lead agency; and

3) The 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of 
the lead agency.

1) The 1209

ADOPTED the following:

1) The related and prepared 1209 6th Avenue Project Environmental Findings;
2) The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and
3) The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the 1209 6th Avenue Project EIR 

(Exhibit A).

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 17.53 and 12.22- 
C,27, the Advisory Agency APPROVED:
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Parcel Map No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL located at 1209 6th Avenue for the subdivision of the 
subject site into two small lot homes on a 5,005 net square feet site, as shown on map stamp- 
dated January 8, 2018 in the Venice Community Plan. This unit density is based on the RD1.5-1 
Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit this maximum approved 
density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety for 
legal interpretation of the Zoning Code as it applies to this particular property.) For an appointment 
with the Development Services Center call (213) 482-7077, (310) 231-2598 or (818) 374-5050. 
The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the following conditions:

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should follow 
the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain record 
of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present copies of 
the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Julia Li of the Land Development 
Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 200, or by calling (213) 202-3492.

1. That a 15-foot radius property line return be dedicated at the southerly corner of the 
intersection of 6th Street and San Juan Avenue acceptable to the West Los Angeles 
Engineering District Office.

2. That a five-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along the alley (San Juan Court) to complete 
a 10-foot wide half alley dedication.

3. That if necessary and for street address purposes, if this parcel map is approved as "Small 
Lot Subdivision,” then all the common access area to this subdivision be named on the final 
map.

4. That if this parcel map is approved as small lot subdivision, then the final map be labeled as 
"Small Lot Subdivision” per Ordinance No. 176354.”

5. That any necessary public sanitary sewer easement be dedicated within the common access 
area on the final map based on an alignment approved by the Central Engineering District 
Office.

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

7. That the parcels be labeled on the final map as Parcel "A” and Parcel "B” in lieu of Unit 1 and 
Unit 2, respectively.

8. That a Covenant and Agreement be recorded agreeing that a minimum five-foot wide private 
sewer easement be provided within Parcel "B” of the Parcel Map AA-2014-1989-PMLA for the 
benefit of Parcel "A” of the parcel map.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION

Grading Division approvals are conducted at 221 North Figueroa Street, 12th Floor, Suite 1200. 
The approval of this Parcel Map shall not be construed as having been based upon geological 
investigation such as will authorize the issuance of building permits on subject property. Such 
permits will be issued only at such time as the Department of Building and Safety has received
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such topographic maps and geological reports as it deems necessary to justify the issuance of 
such building permits.

9. All conditions of the Department approval letter dated 09/14/2016, Log #94508, except as 
specifically modified herein, shall apply.

10. All latest recommendations of the current referenced report that are in addition to or more 
restrictive than the conditions contained herein shall be incorporated into the plans.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION

An appointment is required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of Building 
and Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-6876 to schedule an 
appointment.

11. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, Zoning Division 
shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, 
the following items shall be satisfied:

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

a.

Provide a copy of ZA case ZA-2014-1987-CDP. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the ZA case as applicable.

b.

Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net lot 
area after all dedication. "Area” requirements shall be re-checked as per net lot area 
after street dedications. Front yard requirement shall be required to comply with 
current code as measured from new property lines after all dedications.

c.

If street dedications are required, obtain an approval from the Department of City 
Planning to allow the lot in the RD1.5 Zone less than 5,000 square feet lot area to be 
subdivided.

d.

The Map does not comply with the minimum 15 ft. front yard setback as required for 
the RD1.5-1 Zone. Revise the Map to show Proposed Parcel A fronting (facing) along 
San Juan Avenue and Proposed Parcel B fronting (facing) along 6th Avenue to comply 
with the above requirement as measured after the required street dedication is taken 
or obtain written approval from the Department of City Planning Advisory Agency to 
allow the reduced setback as indicated in the Setback Matrix. Revise Setback Matrix 
to reflect the setbacks after the required street dedication is taken.

e.

f. Provide and dimension the reciprocal private easement for pedestrian and driveway 
egress, if provided, on the final map.

Notes: This property is located within the Venice Specific Zone. Small Lot Subdivisions 
within the boundary of the Venice Coastal Specific Plan Area requires compliance with 
the Venice Costal Specific Plan. The proposed building plans have not been checked 
for and shall comply with Building and Zoning Code requirements for Small Lot 
Subdivision. The proposed buildings may not comply with City of Los Angeles Building 
Code requirements concerning exterior wall, protection of openings and exit 
requirements with respect to the proposed and existing property lines. Compliance
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shall be to the satisfactory of LADBS at the time of plan check. An appointment is 
required for the issuance of a clearance letter from the Department of Building and 
Safety. The applicant is asked to contact Eric Wong at (213) 482-0434 to schedule an 
appointment.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Please contact the Department of Transportation at (213) 482-7024 for any questions regarding 
the condition.

12. Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the 
Department of Transportation to assure that based on the Bureau of Engineering conditions 
dated August 1, 2017, it is DOT’s recommendation that access to the subject property will 
now be feasible from the alley (San Juan Court) per section 10.G.4 of the VCZSP and no new 
driveways should be allowed from 6th Avenue or San Juan Avenue. It is therefore, requested 
that the approval for the two driveways referred in the 2014 recommendation letter be 
rescinded. In order to minimize potential building design changes, the applicant should contact 
DOT to review all access requirements.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

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

13. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to 
the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following:

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of 
Parcel Map Action.

a.

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

One or more Knox Boxes will be required to be installed for LAFD access to project 
location and number to be determined by LAFD Field inspector. (Refer to FPB 
Req#75).

c.

d. 505.1 Address identification. New and existing buildings shall have approved building 
identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the street or 
road fronting the property.

The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 fee from 
the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.

e.

f. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the 
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be 
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for 
approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the

g.
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approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design 
features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all 
structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any 
dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal 
travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site.h.

Any roof elevation changes in excess of three feet may require the installation of ship 
ladders.

i.

Note: The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these 
conditions must be with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include 
clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit 
applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in 
order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting 
please call (818) 374-4351. You should advise any consultant representing you 
of this requirement as well.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

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

BUREAU OF SANITATION

14. The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation Wastewater Collection System Division has 
reviewed the sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject parcel and found no potential 
problems to their structures or potential maintenance problems.

15. Wastewater Collection Systems Division of the Bureau of Sanitation has inspected the 
sewer/storm drain lines serving the subject tract and found no potential problems to their 
structures or potential maintenance problem, as stated in the memo dated May 10, 2017. 
Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater 
Collection Systems Division will forward the necessary clearances to the Bureau of 
Engineering. (This condition shall be deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears 
Condition No. S-1. (d).).

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING

16. Prior to the recordation of the final map or issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy (C of O), 
street lighting improvement plans shall be submitted for review and the owner shall provide a 
good faith effort via a ballot process for the formation or annexation of the property within the 
boundary of the development into a Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District.
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY

17. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed in the same manner as other required 
improvements, please email cabletv.ita@lacity.org that provides an automated response with 
the instructions on how to obtain the Cable TV clearance. The automated response also 
provides the email address of three people in case the applicant/owner has any additional 
questions.

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

18. That the Park Fee paid to the Department of Recreation and Parks be calculated as a 
Subdivision (Quimby in-lieu) fee.

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

All protected tree removals must be approved by the Board of Public Works. Contact Urban 
Forestry Division at: 213-847-3077

19. Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or proposed 
dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services. 
All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current standards. When the City has previously 
been paid for tree plantings, the sub divider or contractor shall notify the Urban Forestry 
Division (213-847-3077) upon completion of construction to expedite tree planting.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

20. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute a Covenant 
and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to 
the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following:

A Certificate of Occupancy (temporary or final) for the building(s) in Parcel Map No. 
AA-2018-1838-PMLA-SL shall not be issued until after the final map has been 
recorded.

a.

b. Limit the proposed development to two (2) small lots.

Parking. That a minimum of two (2) covered off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit 
and % guest parking space per dwelling unit shall be provided, for a minimum of five 
(5) on-site parking spaces. All exterior parking area lighting shall be shielded and 
directed onto the site. All guest parking spaces shall be open, readily accessible, 
conveniently located, specifically reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained 
satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.

c.

d. Venice Sign Off. The subdivider shall obtain a Venice Sign Off (VSO) for each newly 
subdivided small lot, to be issued by a Venice Project Planner at plan check after the 
Deputy Advisory Agency approves AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL.

No vehicular gates shall be permitted within the development.e.

f. All trash and recycling pick-up shall be conducted on-site.

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

g.

mailto:cabletv.ita@lacity.org
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be covered with clinging vines or screened by vegetation capable of spreading over 
the entire wall.

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

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

i.

Small Lot Subdivision Note to City Zoning Engineer and Plan Check. Pursuant to 
Ordinance Number 176,354 (Small Lot Subdivisions) of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, the Advisory Agency has approved the following setbacks as it applies to this 
subdivision and the proposed development on site:

J.

PARCEL FRONT WEST EASTREAR
A 15’ 0’ 5’ 5’

NORTH WEST EASTREAR
B 5’ 5’ 5’ 5’

All structures on any one parcel shall occupy no more than 80 percent of 
the lot area for that parcel.
Vehicular access for Parcels A and B shall be provided form the rear alley. 
ii. An affidavit or reciprocal vehicle and pedestrian access easement 

among Parcels A and B shall be recorded for the guest parking 
space.

i.

ii.

That the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6974) to comply with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan and the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, grading permit and the recordation of the final tract map.

j.

k. That the subdivider shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6974) that a Certificate of Occupancy (temporary or 
final) for the buildings shall not be issued until the final map has been recorded.

l. That copies of all recorded Covenant and Agreement(s) for all reciprocal private 
easements shall be submitted to the Planning Department for placement in the tract
file.

21. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a copy of the 
ZA-2014-1987-CDP shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event 
that ZA-2014-1987-CDP is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification.

22. Tribal Cultural Resource Inadvertent Discovery. In the event that objects or artifacts that may 
be tribal cultural resources are encountered during the course of any ground disturbance
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activities1, all such activities shall temporarily cease on the project site until the potential tribal 
cultural resources are properly assessed and addressed pursuant to the process set forth 
below:

• Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the project Permittee shall 
immediately stop all ground disturbance activities and contact the following: (1) all 
California Native American tribes that have informed the City they are traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project; (2) and the 
Department of City Planning.

• If the City determines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074 (a)(2), that the 
object or artifact appears to be tribal cultural resource, the City shall provide any effected 
tribe a reasonable period of time, not less than 14 days, to conduct a site visit and make 
recommendations to the Project Permittee and the City regarding the monitoring of future 
ground disturbance activities, as well as the treatment and disposition of any discovered 
tribal cultural resources.

• The project Permittee shall implement the tribe’s recommendations if a qualified 
archaeologist, retained by the City and paid for by the project Permittee, reasonably 
concludes that the tribe’s recommendations are reasonable and feasible.

• The project Permittee shall submit a tribal cultural resource monitoring plan to the City that 
includes all recommendations from the City and any effected tribes that have been 
reviewed and determined by the qualified archaeologist to be reasonable and feasible. 
The project Permittee shall not be allowed to recommence ground disturbance activities 
until this plan is approved by the City.

• If the project Permittee does not accept a particular recommendation determined to be 
reasonable and feasible by the qualified archaeologist, the project Permittee may request 
mediation by a mediator agreed to by the Permittee and the City who has the requisite 
professional qualifications and experience to mediate such a dispute. The project 
Permittee shall pay any costs associated with the mediation.

• The project Permittee may recommence ground disturbance activities outside of a 
specified radius of the discovery site, so long as this radius has been reviewed by the 
qualified archaeologist and determined to be reasonable and appropriate.

• Copies of any subsequent prehistoric archaeological study, tribal cultural resources study 
or report, detailing the nature of any significant tribal cultural resources, remedial actions 
taken, and disposition of any significant tribal cultural resources shall be submitted to the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, 
Fullerton.

• Notwithstanding the above, any information determined to be confidential in nature, by the 
City Attorney’s office, shall be excluded from submission to the SCCIC or the general 
public under the applicable provisions of the California Public Records Act, California 
Public Resources Code, and shall comply with the City’s AB 52 Confidentiality Protocols.

23. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the 
City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and

(i)

1 Ground disturbance activities shall include the following: excavating, digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, 
tunneling, quarrying, grading, leveling, removing peat, clearing, pounding posts, augering, backfilling, 
blasting, stripping topsoil or a similar activity
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approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including from 
inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.
Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to 
or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s 
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs.
Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 
notice of the City tendering defense to the applicant and requesting a deposit. The 
initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole 
discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial 
deposit be less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does 
not relieve the applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph (ii).
Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may 
be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by 
the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).
If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with 
the requirements of this condition.

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of 
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office 
or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in 
the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any 
obligation imposed by this condition. In the event the applicant fails to comply with this 
condition, in whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its 
approval of the entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all 
decisions with respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent 
right to abandon or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

"City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers.

"Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local
law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the 
City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

1. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the mitigation measures in the attached 
MMP and stamped "Exhibit A” and attached to the subject case file. The implementing and 
enforcing agencies may determine substantial conformance with mitigation measures in the 
MMP. If substantial conformance results in effectively deleting or modifying the mitigation 
measure, the Director of Planning shall provide a written justification supported by substantial 
evidence as to why the mitigation measure, in whole or in part, is no longer needed and its 
effective deletion or modification will not result in a new significant impact or a more severe 
impact to a previously identified significant impact.

If the Project is not in substantial conformance to the adopted mitigation measures or MMP, 
a modification or deletion shall be treated as a new discretionary action under CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15162(c) and will require preparation of an addendum or subsequent 
CEQA clearance. Under this process, the modification or deletion of a mitigation measure 
shall not require a Parcel Map Modification unless the Director of Planning also finds that the 
change to the mitigation measures results in a substantial change to the Project or the non- 
environmental conditions of approval.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD SMALL LOT HOME CONDITIONS

SL-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a sales 
office and off-street parking. If models are constructed under this tract approval, the 
following conditions shall apply:

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot plan for 
approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of City Planning 
showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office and off-street parking. 
The sales office must be within one of the model buildings.

All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-A,10 and 11 
and Section 17.05-O of the LAMC shall be fully complied with satisfactory to the 
Department of Building and Safety.

2.

SL-2. That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, be submitted to and 
approved by the Advisory Agency following the instructions of Form CP-6730 prior to 
obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the final map. The 
landscape plan shall identify tree replacement on a 1:1 basis by a minimum of 24-inch box 
trees for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site.

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

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of the final 
map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of the LAMC.

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a manner 
satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California Coordinate 
System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative measure approved 
by the City Engineer would require prior submission of complete field notes in 
support of the boundary survey.
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That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System and the 
Power System of the Department of Water and Power with respect to water 
mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public utility easements.

(c)

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

That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer.(e)

(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as required, 
together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary topography of 
adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer.

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map.

(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance.

(i) That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of incomplete 
public dedications and across the termini of all dedications abutting unsubdivided 
property. The one-foot dedications on the map shall include a restriction against 
their use of access purposes until such time as they are accepted for public use.

(j) That any one-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated for 
public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be transmitted 
to the City Council with the final map.

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%.

(l) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the improvements 
constructed herein:

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

(a)

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

(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in connection 
with public improvements shall be performed within dedicated slope easements 
or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by the affected property owners.

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and easements shall 
be constructed under permit in conformity with plans and specifications approved 
by the Bureau of Engineering.
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(e) Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the final 
map.

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the final map 
or that the construction be suitably guaranteed:

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

Construct any necessary drainage facilities.(b)

Construct new street light: one (1) on 6th Avenue.(c)

Notes: The quantity of street lights identified may be modified slightly during the 
plan check process based on illumination calculations and equipment selection.

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

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets or 
proposed dedicated streets as required by the Street Tree Division of the Bureau 
of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be brought up to current 
standards. When the City has previously been paid for tree planting, the 
subdivider or contractor shall notify the Street T ree Division (213-485-5675) upon 
completion of construction to expedite tree planting.

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk satisfactory 
to the City Engineer.

Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City Engineer.(f)

Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer.(g)

Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

(h)

Construct the following improvements to the surrounding sidewalks, gutters, 
curbs, and streets, included in BOE’s memo dated August 1, 2017 :

(i)

Improve 6th Avenue adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of 
integral concrete curb and gutter; repair and replace any broken or raised 
concrete sidewalk; plant trees and landscape the parkway area.

i.

Improve San Juan Avenue adjoining the subdivision by the construction of 
the following:

1. A concrete curb, a concrete gutter, a minimum five-foot wide 
concrete sidewalk, including the dedicated corner cut area; plant 
trees and landscape the parkway area.

ii.

2. Suitable surfacing to join the existing pavement and to complete a 
15-foot wide half roadway.
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3. Any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 
improvements.

4. The necessary transitions to join the existing improvements.

Improve the alley being dedicated and adjoining the subdivision by the 
construction of a two-foot wide longitudinal concrete gutter and a suitable 
surfacing to complete a 15-foot wide alley, including standard improvement 
of the alley intersection with 6th Avenue, together with any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of the existing improvements all acceptable to 
the West Los Angeles Engineering District Office.

iii.

Construct two concrete curb ramps at the intersection of 6th Avenue and 
San Juan Avenue as required by the provisions of "Americans with 
Disabilities Act.”

iv.

Construct the necessary house connection sewers to serve each parcel; 
evaluate the efficiency of the existing house connection; and/or any sewer 
connection arrangement that is acceptable to the West Los Angeles 
Engineering District Office.

v.

NOTES:

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street trees in 
conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street Services Urban 
Forestry Division.

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power facilities due 
to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground installation of 
all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 17.05-N.

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is granted 
before the end of such period.

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, as 
required by the Subdivision Map Act.

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy saving design 
features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the subject development. As 
part of the Total Energy Management Program of the Department of Water and Power, this no
cost consultation service will be provided to the subdivider upon his request.

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

INTRODUCTIONI.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR), consisting of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, is intended 
to serve as an informational document for public agency decision-makers and the general public 
regarding the objectives and components of the project at 1209 6th Avenue, in the Venice 
Community Plan Area and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area in the City of Los Angeles. 
The Project involves the demolition of an existing 1,068 square foot vacant church and the
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subdivision of the existing lot into two new small lots (e.g., Lot A and Lot B). Under the Revised 
Project Lot A would be 2,455 square feet in area and Lot B would be 2,311 square feet in area. 
Each lot would be developed with one detached Small Lot single-family unit, both of which would 
be three stories in height (34 feet to top of stair shaft/ 30 feet to top of roof slope/25 feet to top of 
flat roof). Unit A would include 3,203 square feet of residential floor area and Unit B would include 
2,258 square feet of residential floor area (exclusive of garages, balconies and decks). The total 
square footage of each Unit including balconies, stairwells, etc., would be 4,371 square feet for 
Lot A and 3,357 square feet for Lot B. Both single-family units would be set-back from the 
surrounding roadways, with landscaped areas along San Juan Avenue and 6th Avenue. A total 
of five (5) onsite parking spaces are provided and located on Parcel B; two covered parking 
spaces are allocated to each unit plus one additional guest parking space located on the driveway 
apron to be shared among the two dwelling units. Driveways and vehicular access are from San 
Juan Court (the adjacent alley).

Following release of the Draft EIR, design modifications were made to the Project to comply with 
the City’s dedication requirements. The modification and minor increases in square footage are 
not significant. (In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). The total increase 
in square footage (inclusive of balconies, staircases, etc.) would be 1,014 square feet with a height 
increase (top of roof slope) of one foot. The Proposed Project as described in the Draft EIR and 
the Revised Project as described in the Final EIR would both have the same impacts as detailed 
in the Draft EIR.

The Project Site is bounded by San Juan Avenue on the north, a single-family unit to the west, 
6th Avenue to the east and San Juan Court to the south, in the Venice Community Plan Area 
within the Oakwood Sub-Area of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The project vicinity is 
highly urbanized and generally built-out. The Project Site is approximately 0.12 acres and is 
currently developed with a 1,068 square foot vacant church.

To evaluate the environmental impacts of the project in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”), the City of Los Angeles ("City”) prepared a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR” or "DEIR”). The project, as proposed in the Draft EIR, 
is the demolition of the existing vacant church, the small lot subdivision of the existing lot into two 
lots, and the construction of two new single-family units.

For purposes of these findings, "the Project” evaluated in these CEQA Findings shall refer to the 
project as described in the Final EIR, except as expressly noted or as context requires. Unless 
referring to a specific document, "EIR” shall mean the Final EIR, including the Draft EIR, and the 
Comments and Responses document.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND

The project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Major Projects Section 
(serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA. An Initial Study was 
prepared in accordance with Section 15063(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City then circulated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) to State, regional and local agencies, and members of the public for a 30-day 
period commencing on October 14, 2016. The purpose of the NOP was to formally inform the 
public that the City was preparing a Draft EIR for the project, and to solicit input regarding the 
scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the Draft EIR.

Written comment letters responding to the NOP were submitted to the City by public agencies 
and interested organizations. Comment letters were received from various public agencies. The 
NOP and NOP comment letters are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
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The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the project. It also analyzed the effects 
of a reasonable range of four alternatives to the project, including a "No Project” alternative. The 
Draft EIR for the project (State Clearinghouse No. 2016101038), incorporated herein by reference 
in full, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City CEQA Guidelines (Pub. 
Resources Code § 21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et seq.; City of Los Angeles 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR was circulated for a 47-day public 
comment period beginning on March 16, 2017 to May 1,2017. A notification of the release of the 
Draft EIR was published by the City in the Los Angeles Times newspaper notifying interested 
parties of the availability of the Draft EIR for the Project. This notice was also mailed to 
government agencies, interested parties, entities that commented on the Initial Study, and owners 
and occupants residing within 500 feet of the Project Site. The notice included information on how 
to access the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was also made available for review on the City’s 
Department of City Planning website and at three libraries. A NOC and Draft EIR was also 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse. Copies of the written comments received are provided in 
the Final EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as Lead Agency, 
reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft and responded to each 
comment in the Final EIR.

The City released a Final EIR for the project on August 28, 2018, which is hereby incorporated 
by reference in full. The Final EIR is intended to serve as an informational document for public 
agency decision-makers and the general public regarding objectives and components of the 
project. The Final EIR addresses the environmental effects associated with implementation of the 
project, identifies feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or 
eliminate these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on the Draft 
EIR during the public review period. Responses were sent to all public agencies that made 
comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final EIR pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). In addition, all individuals that commented on the Draft EIR 
also received a copy of the Final EIR. The Final EIR was also made available for review on the 
City’s Department of City Planning website. Copies of the Final EIR were also made available at 
three libraries and the City Department of Planning. Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR 
and the Notice of Public Hearing were sent to those within a 500-foot radius of the project site, as 
well as individuals who commented on the Draft EIR, or provided comments during the NOP 
comment period.

A duly noticed public hearing for the project was held by the Hearing Officer/Deputy Advisory 
Agency on behalf of the Zoning Administrator on September 12, 2018.

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City’s 
CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, Environmental Review 
Section, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, California 90012. This information 
is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2).

FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR. 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(1)).

1.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such

2.
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other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)).

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision 
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)).

3.

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the project as fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines 
does not require findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely 
"potentially significant," these findings nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in 
the Final EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental scope of the Proposed 
Project. For each environmental issue analyzed in the Draft EIR, the following information is 
provided:

4. Description of Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in the 
EIR.

5. Project Design Features - Identified project design features or actions that are included as 
part of the Proposed Project (numbering of the Project Design Features corresponds to 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which is included as Section 4.0 of the Final EIR).

6. Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part 
of the Proposed Project (numbering of the Mitigation Measures corresponds to the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program, which is included as Section 4.0 of the Final EIR).

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 as discussed in the previous paragraph.

7.

8. Rationale for Finding - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s).

9. Reference - A notation on the specific section of the Draft EIR which includes the evidence 
and discussion of the identified impact.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTIV.

A. PROJECT LOCA TION AND SURROUNDING USES

The Project Site is located on the southwest corner of 6th Avenue and San Juan Avenue in the 
Venice Community. The Project Site is bounded by San Juan Avenue on the north, a single-family 
unit to the west, 6th Avenue to the east and San Juan Court to the south, in the Venice Community 
Plan Area within the Oakwood Sub-Area of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.

Multi-family and single-family residences are located to the north, south, east, and west of the 
Project Site. Commercial uses are located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard, approximately three 
blocks south of the Project Site.

Regional access to the Project Site is provided via Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), approximately 
0.5 miles east of the Project Site and via Interstate 10 Freeway (I-10), approximately two miles 
north of the Project Site. Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice Boulevard provide local access to 
the site and are approximately 0.2 miles and 0.4 miles south of the Project Site, respectively.
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The Project Site is entirely surrounded by urban land uses. The land uses in the general vicinity 
of the Project Site are characterized by a mix of multi and single-family units, which vary in building 
style and period of construction. T o the immediate east of the Project Site (across 6th Avenue) are 
two one-story single-family units separated by a one-story garage. San Juan Court, located 
immediately to the south provides a buffer between the Project Site and additional one-story 
single-family units. One-story single-family units are located to the north (across San Juan 
Avenue), while a two-story single-family unit abuts the west property line. Commercial uses are 
located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard approximately 0.2 miles south of the Project Site.

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS

1. EXISTING USES

The Project Site is approximately 0.12 acres and is currently developed with a 1,068 square foot 
vacant church. A chain link fence runs along the south and east property lines. The existing 
structure is setback from the sidewalk along 6th Avenue and San Juan Avenue. Four Jacaranda 
trees are located along the parkway. The four trees are of common ornamental species; none of 
the trees are of a protected.

LAND USE AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS2.

The Project Site is located within the Venice Community Plan Area, the Venice Local Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan Area, the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Area, and the City of 
Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Area. The General Plan land use 
designation for the Project Site is Low Medium II Residential and the site is zoned Restricted 
Density Multiple Dwelling (RD 1.5-1). The Project Site is 5,005 square feet in size (or 0.12 acres).

C. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed project described below is consistent with the "Revised Project” as described in 
the Final EIR.

The proposed project involves the subdivision and redevelopment of the Project Site. Under 
the proposed Project, the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church located on the Project Site 
would be demolished. In addition, the Project Applicant is requesting a Parcel Map to permit 
the subdivision of the Project Site into two new approximately 2,502 square foot small lots (e.g., 
Lot A and Lot B) each to be developed with one detached single-family unit.

Both single-family units would be three stories in height (34 feet to top of stair shaft/ 30 feet to top 
of roof slope/25 feet to top of flat roof) with a varied roof. The height complies with the RD1.5 
Zone and complies with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. Each small lot would be 
developed with one single-family unit, including two covered parking spaces. In addition, a guest 
parking space for the two units would be provided on the driveway apron. Landscaping would be 
provided for both units along the 6th Avenue frontage of the project. Lot A also includes a 
landscaped side yard in the front setback of the lot, abutting San Juan Avenue.

The proposed Project’s architectural design would be modern in character. The scale and 
massing would be consistent with the existing three and two-story housing units located in the 
vicinity of the Project Area. The two single-family units would be constructed out of stucco with 
glass sided balconies and a large living area window facing onto 6th Avenue.
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The two single-family units would be constructed with alley driveway access. In order to provide 
for safe use of the alley for garage access, the project includes a 5-foot wide dedication of land 
along the alley frontage of the Project Site, to complete a 10-foot half alley, with improvement of 
the alley resulting in a 15-foot wide alley with concrete gutter and new surfacing.

As stated above, both single-family units would be three stories in height (34 feet to top of stair 
shaft / 30 feet to top of roof slope / 25 feet to flat roof) with a varied roof.

The general layout of the two single-family units would be different. The ground floor of Unit 1/Lot 
A includes a living room, dining room, kitchen and powder room, as well as a porch/entryway. 
The ground floor of Lot B includes the garages for the two units, storage for both units and stair 
access to Unit 2/Lot B. The second floor of Unit 1/Lot A includes the Master Bedroom, Master 
Bath and walk-in closet, and two bedrooms with a shared bathroom. In addition, there is a 
separate balcony for each of the three bedrooms on the second floor of Unit 1/Lot A. The second 
floor of Unit 2/Lot B includes a living room, dining room, kitchen, pantry, powder room and balcony. 
The third floor of Unit 1/Lot A includes a second Master Bedroom with Master Bathroom and walk- 
in closet as well as a 498 square foot roof deck. The third floor of Unit 2/Lot B includes a Master 
Bedroom with Master Bathroom and walk-in closet and a bedroom with a bathroom and balcony. 
The roof plan includes a 375 square foot roof deck (and 18 square-foot landing) for Unit 2/Lot B.

Both single-family units would be setback from the surrounding roadways. The 15-foot front yard 
setback located on the northern parcel (Lot A), along San Juan Avenue, would be landscaped. 
The five-foot side setback on 6th Avenue would also be landscaped. Unit 1/ Lot A also includes 
three balconies on the second floor totaling 138 square-feet and a 498 square-foot roof deck on 
the third floor. Unit 2/Lot B includes balconies on the first and second floors totaling 183 square- 
feet and a 375 square-foot roof deck (and 18 square-foot landing) on the roof.

Consistent with the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance, each unit would include two covered parking 
spaces in the garage for each unit. In addition they would share one guest parking space located 
on the driveway apron.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT BY THE INITIAL STUDY
V.

The City prepared an Initial Study that evaluated the Project Applicant’s development program for 
the Project Site at that time. This Initial Study determined that an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) was required and the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on October 14, 
2016. The Initial Study is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a 
discussion of the potential environmental impacts by topic and the reasons that each topical area 
is or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. As further described in the Initial Study, the City 
determined that the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Aesthetics, 
Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources (archeological and 
paleontological), Geology/Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, and Utilities and Service 
Systems.

The rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact will occur in each of these issue areas 
is summarized below (and set forth in the Initial Study contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR). 
Based on that rationale and other evidence in the administrative record, the City finds and 
determines that the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following environmental 
impact categories and that no mitigation measures are needed.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CATEGORIES THE INITIAL STUDY DETERMINED HAD 
NO IMPACTS

A.

The Initial Study determined that the Project would have no impact in the following environmental 
categories for the reasons set forth below and as explained in more detail in the Initial Study. To 
the extent that the no impact conclusions were reached in the Initial Study, the City finds that 
the determinations in the Initial Study are equally applicable to the Revised Project - Garage 
Access From San Juan Court (Revised Project) since no additional less than significant or 
potentially significant environmental impacts beyond those discussed in the Initial Study were 
identified in the Final EIR for the Revised Project.

1. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The Project Site is an infill site located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice 
Community Plan Area. The Project Site is developed with a 1,068 square-foot vacant church. The 
Project Site is not located in a mapped farmland area, therefore, no impacts to Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance would result from development of the 
proposed Project. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural uses, nor do agricultural uses 
occur on the Project Site. There are no Williamson Act contracts in the Project vicinity. No forest 
land or land zoned for timberland production is present on-site or in the surrounding area and 
Project development would, therefore, not cause a loss of forest land or timberland. A few plant 
containers from backyard gardeners are located on the Project parkway. Loss of this limited 
amount of community farming activity does not represent a conversion of farmland to non- 
agricultural use. Impacts would be less than significant.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES2.

a) RIPARIAN HABITAT

There is no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community on the Project Site or in the 
surrounding area. Implementation of the proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b) FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLAND

The Project Site is located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan 
Area. No watercourse or wetlands are present on the Project Site. No impacts to wetlands would 
result from the proposed Project.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS - LANDSLIDES AND SEPTIC TANKS3.

LANDSLIDESa)

According to the Geotechnical Report the Project Site is not subject to earthquake-induced 
landslides or lateral spreading (DEIR Appendix A - Initial Study Appendix D, Page 7, C.Y. 
Geotech, Inc., February 16, 2015). Therefore, no impacts resulting from landslides would occur.

SEPTICb)

The Project Site is located in an area that is served by a City-operated wastewater collection, 
conveyance, and treatment system. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems would be 
required nor are they included as part of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no impact would occur
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relative to the Proposed Project having soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - AIRPORT AND AIR 
STRIP

4.

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan. Los Angeles International Airport 
is located approximately 7 miles from the Project Site. The Project Site is located approximately 
1.4 miles southwest from the end of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport runway. However, it is 
not within the airport influence area or airport runway protection zone (RPZ) and inner safety 
zone. The Project Site is therefore not within an airport hazard zone. Airport-related hazards 
would be less than significant.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - SEICHE, TSUNAMI, OR 
MUDFLOW

5.

According to the Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning for the Venice Quadrangle 
dated March 1,2009, the Project Site is located just outside of the identified tsunami inundation 
area. Tsunami-related impacts are therefore anticipated to be less than significant. A seiche 
is a periodic oscillation of a body of water resulting from seismic shaking or other causes that 
can cause flooding. No water bodies are on or adjacent to the Project Area that would impact 
the proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant. In addition, given the developed 
nature of the Project Area, there are no features adjacent to the Project Area capable of 
inundating the Project Site by mudflow. Thus, no impacts are anticipated with regard to 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

LAND USE AND PLANNING - DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED 
COMMUNITY

6.

The Project Site is an infill site that would be developed with two detached three-story single
family dwelling units and does not include elements that would not physically divide an established 
community. No impact would occur.

MINERAL RESOURCES7.

The Project Site is located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan 
Area of the City of Los Angeles. The Project Site is zoned RD1.5-1, and thus is not zoned for oil 
extraction and drilling, or mining of mineral resources, and there are no such uses at the Project 
Site. Further, the Project Site is not located in an identified Mineral Resource Zone. Thus 
development of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a mineral 
resource that would be a value to the residents of the state, or locally-important mineral resources, 
or a mineral resource recovery site, as delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or land 
use plan. Therefore, no impact to mineral resources would occur.

NOISE - PRIVATE AIRSTRIPS8.

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan and/or within an airport noise contour 
area.2 The Project Site is located approximately 7 miles north of Los Angeles International Airport 
and approximately 1.4 miles southwest from the end of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport

2. Los Angeles County A-Net site: http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/obj/anet/Main.html, accessed 
September 12, 2016.

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/obj/anet/Main.html
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runway. The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would 
occur

POPULATION AND HOUSING - DISPLACE HOUSING OR PEOPLE9.

Under the proposed Project the existing vacant church located on the Project Site would be 
demolished and replaced with two new detached single-family units. As the current structure is 
vacant no housing or persons are being displaced. The proposed Project instead results in a net 
increase in housing. No displacement of persons would occur and thus no displacement impacts 
would result.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION - AIR TRAFFIC10.

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan area, therefore no change in air 
traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location would occur 
and the proposed project would therefore have no impact on air traffic patterns or safety.

ENVIRONMENTAL CATEGORIES THE INITIAL STUDY DETERMINED HAD 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

B.

The Initial Study determined that the Project would have less than significant impacts in the 
following environmental categories for the reasons set forth below and as explained in more detail 
in the Initial Study. To the extent that the less-than-significant conclusions were reached in 
the Initial Study, the City finds that the determinations in the Initial Study are equally 
applicable to the Revised Project since no additional potentially significant environmental 
impacts beyond those discussed in the Initial Study were identified in the Final EIR for the 
Revised Project.

1. AESTHETICS

The nearest scenic vista to the Project Site is the Pacific Ocean, approximately 0.7 miles west of 
the Site. Due to the relatively flat topography, intervening structures, and the density of 
development in the Project area, views of the water are not visible from the Site. As such, the 
proposed Project would not block or otherwise impede and existing view or scenic vista. Impacts 
would be less than significant. The Project Site is not located in close proximity to a state scenic 
highway. Currently, the only portion of a state scenic highway officially designated by the 
California Department of T ransportation (Caltrans) within the City of Los Angeles is a short portion 
of the Pasadena Freeway (also known as the Arroyo Seco Parkway). The proposed Project would 
not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, as none of these resources exist on or near 
the Project Site. The proposed Project would be consistent with the general residential character 
of the surrounding area and the existing uses in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. The 
proposed Project’s design is a modern style that is more compatible with the more contemporary 
designs that have been incorporated in buildings constructed over the past 10 years. From an 
architectural perspective, The City of Los Angeles’ Small Lot Design Guidelines (adopted January 
2014) are applicable to the proposed Project. As detailed in Table 2, City of Los Angeles Small 
Lot Design Guidelines, of the Initial Study in DEIR Appendix A, the proposed Project is consistent 
with the applicable overarching goals and guidelines in regards to the relationship to the street, 
site layout and circulation, building to street proportions, parking and driveways, entryways, height 
and massing, building fa?ade, roofs and materials, landscaping, front and common areas, private 
outdoor spaces, plant materials, privacy, and sustainability. As the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the City’s 2014 Small Lot Design Guidelines and the CEQA Thresholds Guide 
Aesthetics Screening Criteria, impacts would be less than significant.
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2. AIR QUALITY

Under the proposed Project, the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church would be demolished 
and two detached single-family units would be constructed. Given the nature of the proposed use, 
the proposed Project would generate operational emissions well below the SCAQMD’s thresholds 
of significance. It therefore would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations or contribute to new violations. Due to the limited number of single-family units 
developed under the proposed Project, only a minimal increase in population could be expected 
to occur. This population growth would be well within SCAG projections for the City and would 
not exceed the growth assumptions with in the AQMP. Further, the proposed Project is consistent 
with the zoning and land use designation for the Project Site. It is thus consistent with the 
assumptions in the AQMP and the projections included in SCAG’s 2016 RTPP/SCS. Construction 
emissions were modeled using SCAGMD’s CalEEMod 2013.2.2, a land use and construction 
model used to calculate emissions generated from construction and operation of new 
development projects. As shown in Table 5, Project Construction and SCAQMD Construction 
Emissions Thresholds and Table 6, SCAQMD Operational Thresholds, of the Initial Study 
contained in Appendix A of the DEIR, neither construction nor operation of the proposed Project 
would generate air pollutants in excess of the SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause or substantially contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, would not generate pollutants in excess of SCAQMD standards, 
and would not result in a cumulative considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. Due to the 
limited scale and the short duration of the construction activities associated with the proposed 
Project, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations during construction. The proposed Project would not include any sources of risk 
to sensitive receptors during operation. According to the SCAQMD California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook, land uses that are associated with odor complaints 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed Project would not 
include any of these odor-producing uses. Furthermore, all trash receptacles would be covered 
and the properly maintained in a manner as to minimize odors, (as required by City and Los 
Angeles County Health Department regulations), and be emptied on a regular basis. Therefore, 
the implementations of the proposed Project would not generate objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people. Impacts related to odors would be less than significant.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES3.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESa)

The Project Site is not located within an environmentally sensitive habitat area, as identified in 
Exhibit 22 of the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, and no sensitive species are 
identified in the Oakwood neighborhood in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan or Venice 
Community Plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) WILDLIFE MOVEMENT OR NURSERY SITES

The Project Site is located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan 
Area. No wildlife corridors, native wildlife nursery sites, or bodies of water in which fish are present 
are located on the Project Site or in the surrounding area. However, a number of mature trees 
are scattered along the parkways surrounding the project site. Although the trees are mainly 
ornamental and non-native, they may provide suitable habitat, including nesting habitat for 
migratory birds. The proposed Project would be subject to restrictions resulting from the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) that preclude disturbance of nesting birds. The City requires that all 
projects comply with the MBTA by either avoiding grading activities during the nesting season
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(February 15 to August 15) or conducting a site survey for nesting birds prior to commencing 
grading activities. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the 
MBTA. Adherence to the MBTA regulations would ensure that if construction occurs during the 
breeding season, appropriate measures would be taken to avoid impacts to any nesting birds, if 
found on the Project Site. With adherence to the MBTA requirements, less than significant 
impacts would occur.

CONFLICT WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCESc)

According to the arborist’s report completed for the proposed Project (DEIR Appendix A - Initial 
Study Attachment C: Carlberg Associates, March 28, 2015) no protected tress are located on the 
Project Site. The landscape plan shall be required to demonstrate the minimum replacement ratio 
of 1:1 for the existing, significant street trees (that would be removed) and meet the requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Landscape Ordinance No. 170,978. Further, removal or planting of any 
tree in the public right-of-way requires approval of the Board of Public Works. A Tree Removal 
Permit and a subsequent Tree Planting Permit would be required prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy, to certify that all new trees in the public right-of- way are provided per 
the current standards of the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department 
of Public Works. Following the implementation of the City’s standard policies and procedures, 
impacts would be less than significant.

CONFLICT WITH HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN OR 
NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN

d)

The Project Site is located within the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, but is not 
within an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area, as identified in the Plan. The proposed Project 
is designed to be consistent with applicable land use plans. Impacts would be less than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES

ARCHAELOGICAL RESOURCESa)

The Project Site is located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan 
Area and has been previously disturbed and developed. No known archeological resources are 
present on the previously disturbed site. Project-related grading and excavation activities could 
disturb unknown archaeological resources buried in site soils, however, the proposed Project 
would be subject to the numerous laws and regulations, cited below that require state, and local 
agencies to consider the effects of a proposed project on potentially buried cultural resources. 
These laws and regulations stipulate a process for compliance, define the responsibilities of the 
various agencies proposing the action, and prescribe the relationship among other involved 
agencies. Compliance with these protocols would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

b) PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No known paleontological resources or unique geological are present on the previously disturbed 
site. As buildout of the proposed Project may involve grading and excavation to greater depths 
than previously undertaken, project-related grading and excavation activities could disturb 
unknown paleontological resources buried in site soils, however, the proposed Project would be 
subject to the numerous laws and regulations, cited below that require state, and local agencies 
to consider the effects of a proposed project on potentially buried archeological resources. These 
laws and regulations stipulate a process for compliance, define the responsibilities of the various
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agencies proposing the action, and prescribe the relationship among other involved agencies. 
Compliance with these protocols would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

HUMAN REMAINSc)

The Project Site is located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan 
Area. There are no known human remains, formal cemeteries, or areas known to have been used 
for disposal of historic or prehistoric human remains on the previously disturbed Project Site. 
Thus, human remains are not expected to be encountered during construction of the proposed 
Project. However, ground-disturbing activities have the potential to disturb previously 
undiscovered subsurface human remains. In the unlikely event that human remains are 
uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, there are regulatory provisions to address the 
handling of human remains in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, Public Resource 
Code 5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). Compliance with these protocols would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

d) CULTURAL LANDSCAPE OR SACRED PLACE

No known sacred places are present on the previously disturbed site. Project-related grading and 
excavation activities could disturb unknown archaeological resources buried in site soils, 
however, the proposed Project would be subject to the numerous laws and regulations, cited 
below that require state, and local agencies to consider the effects of a proposed project on 
potentially buried cultural resources. These laws and regulations stipulate a process for 
compliance, define the responsibilities of the various agencies proposing the action, and prescribe 
the relationship among other involved agencies. Compliance with these protocols would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.

5. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a) SEISMIC

As indicated by the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation (hereinafter Geotechnical Report) 
prepared for a development on the Project Site, the Project Site is not located within any of the 
mapped Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones and no fault trace of any known active or potentially 
active fault passes through the Site (DEIR Appendix A - Initial Study Appendix D: Geotechnical 
Engineering Investigation, Proposed Two-Story Single Family Residence). Therefore, as the 
Project Site is not located within a mapped Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone, the potential for 
future on-site surface rupture is expected to be very low, and impacts would be less than 
significant. As stated in the Geotechnical Report, "Based on the findings of the faulting and 
seismicity evaluation, it is our opinion that the occurrence of earthquake-induced geologic hazards 
such as lurching, shallow ground rupture, landslide and liquefaction within the site is unlikely.”

The Project Site is located within seismically active Southern California and therefore could be 
subject to moderate and possibly strong ground motion due to earthquakes on the Santa Monica- 
Hollywood fault, Newport-Inglewood fault, Malibu Coast fault, Palos Verdes fault and Elysian Park 
Seismic Zone. However, the risks of exposure to strong seismic ground shaking is no greater for 
residents of the proposed Project, than for other residents in the Project Area. Further, this impact 
would be reduced to a less than significant levels by complying with all relevant California Building 
Code (CBC) and the City of Los Angeles Uniform Building Code (UBC) seismic standards; as well 
as the recommendations of the Geotechnical Report, as required by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety (LADBS). Compliance with existing laws regarding the risk of 
loss, injury, or death, from strong seismic ground shaking would reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels.
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SOIL EROSIONb)

The Project Site is located in a developed neighborhood and is relatively level, with minimal rises 
or changes in elevation. No major slopes or bluffs are on or adjacent to the Project Site. The 
proposed Project would include the construction of two single-family dwelling units with 
landscaped and hardscaped areas, and would not contain large amounts of exposed soil. 
Following completion of construction of the proposed Project, the potential for soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil is expected to be extremely low. Construction activities associated with the 
proposed Project would be subject to local and state erosion control and grading regulations, 
including, but not limited to, grading permits and haul route approval from the LADBS. These 
regulations are in place to limit potential impacts to acceptable levels. In addition, the proposed 
Project would be required to comply with standard regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 402, 
which would reduce construction erosion impacts. Rule 402 requires dust suppression techniques 
be implemented to prevent dust and soil erosion from creating a nuisance off-site. Therefore, soil 
erosion impacts from grading and construction activities associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would not occur and soil erosion impacts would be less than 
significant.

UNSTABLE SOILSc)

The Project Site is not subject to landslides, lateral spreading, and/or liquefaction. Further, the 
proposed Project would comply with all the recommendations of the Geotechnical Report. 
Additionally, the proposed Project would be designed and constructed in conformance with the 
CBC, as well as the Los Angeles UBC requirements and other regulations designed to protect 
occupants from risks related to unstable soil. Compliance with existing laws regarding the risk of 
loss, injury, or death, from lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels.

EXPANSIVE SOILSd)

Based on soil classifications and laboratory tests results performed during the preparation of the 
Geotechnical Report for the Project, on-site soils were found to have low to very low expansion 
indexes. The proposed Project would be designed and constructed in conformance with the CBC 
requirements and in conformance with the Los Angeles UBC. Impacts would therefore be less 
than significant.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS6.

The proposed Project would generate limited construction GHG emissions, which when amortized 
over 30 years, are negligible. The CalEEMod 2013.2.2 model was used to estimate the 
construction-related CO2 emissions. The proposed Project’s construction activities would 
generate approximately 64.8 MTCO2e per year and Project operation activities would generate 
approximately 43.5 MTCO2e per year. The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts are thus less 
than significant.

7. HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE, OR DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS

a)

The proposed Project consists of the construction of two single-family homes and does not involve 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Construction of the proposed 
Project would involve the use of those hazardous materials that are typically necessary for
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construction of a single-family unit (i.e., paints, building materials, cleaners, fuel for construction 
equipment, etc.). The types of hazardous materials associated with routine, day-to-day operation 
of the proposed Project would include small amounts of pesticides, fertilizers, pool related 
chemicals, and cleaning agents required for normal maintenance of landscaping and the facilities. 
The transport, use, and disposal of construction-related and operation-related hazardous 
materials would occur in conformance with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations 
governing such activities. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a significant impact 
related to routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction or 
operation and impacts would be less than significant.

UPSET AND ACCIDENT CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE 
RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

b)

The proposed Project consists of the construction of two single-family homes and does not involve 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Compliance with federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations relating to transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials 
would minimize any potential for accidental release or upset of hazardous materials. The Project 
Site is located in a Methane Buffer Zone. The two single-family homes would be designed to 
comply with the requirements and standards established by the City, and applicable City building 
codes. Thus, the proposed Project would be designed to ensure that methane hazards would be 
less than significant. The existing 1,068 square foot church located on the Project Site was 
constructed prior to 1978, and thus may contain lead-based paints (LBPs) and/or asbestos 
containing materials (ACMs). Development of the proposed Project would be required to comply 
with SCAQMD Rule 1403 which regulates the removal of ACMs to ensure that asbestos fibers 
are not released into the air during demolition and renovation activities. California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 8, Section 1532 et seq. requires that all LBPs be abated and removed 
by a licensed lead contractor. Development that occurs within the Project Site would be required 
to comply with existing local, state, and federal regulations to mitigate potential hazardous 
conditions on the site and in the surrounding area. Compliance with the existing regulations would 
ensure impacts would be less than significant.

EMIT HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS OR MATERIALS WITHIN ONE- 
QUARTER MILE OF A SCHOOL

c)

There are no schools located within a quarter-mile radius of the Project Site, but there are two 
schools located just outside that radius, including Westminster Elementary School, located 0.4 
miles west of the Project Site, and Ecole Clair Fontaine School, located 0.3 miles west of the 
Project Site. Construction of the proposed Project would involve the use of those hazardous 
materials that are typically necessary for construction of single-family units (e.g., paints, building 
materials, cleaners, fuel for construction equipment, etc.). In addition, due to the age of the 
existing structures, the presence of ACMs and LBPs is likely. However, demolition of the existing 
structures, as well as the transport, use and disposal of construction-related hazardous materials 
would occur in conformance with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations governing 
such activities. Construction related activities would be less than significant. Operation of the 
proposed Project would require a small quantity of hazardous materials/chemicals to be 
transported to and used on the Project Site (e.g., for landscaping, pool maintenance, and cleaning 
purposes). As the proposed Project would comply with all federal, state and local standards and 
regulations, it is not anticipated to emit any hazardous emissions during construction or operation. 
Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to adversely affect Westminster Elementary 
School and/or Ecole Clair Fontaine School or other school facilities. Impacts would be less than 
significant.
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LOCATED ON A SITE INCLUDED ON A LIST OF HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS SITES

d)

California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various State agencies, including but not 
limited to, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the SWRCB, to compile lists 
of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from underground storage tanks, 
contaminated drinking water wells and solid waste facilities where there is known migration of 
hazardous waste and submit such information to the Secretary for Environmental Protection on 
at least an annual basis. According to the EnviroStor and GeoTracker databases, the Project Site 
is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.

INTERFERENCE WITH ADOPTED EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
PLAN OR EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN

e)

The Project Site is not located along a designated disaster route. Neither the construction nor the 
operation of the proposed Project would require or result in modifications to any of the roadways 
that would impact emergency traffic. Construction traffic would conform to all access standards 
to allow adequate emergency access. The design of the proposed Project would not cause a 
permanent alteration to the local vehicular circulation routes and patters, or impede public access 
or travel on any public right-of-way. In addition, the Project Applicant would be required to submit 
a parking and driveway plan for review by the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD), the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), and LADOT to ensure compliance with all applicable code-required site 
access and circulation requirements, including code-required emergency access. Thus, 
construction and operation activities associated with the proposed Project are not anticipated to 
significantly impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, any adopted or emergency 
response or evacuation plans of a local, state, or federal. Impacts would be less than significant.

f) EXPOSURE TO WILDLANDS FIRES

The Project Site is located in a developed neighborhood and does not contain any wildlands or 
urbanized areas intermixed with wildlands. Further, the proposed Project would incorporate all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC Fire Code, including, but not limited to, installation of automatic 
smoke detectors. Therefore, potential impacts from wildland fires would be less than significant.

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

VIOLATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTE 
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

a)

Under the proposed Project the Site would be developed with two new single-family units. The 
proposed use is not a point source generator of water pollutants, and thus, no quantifiable water 
quality standards apply to the proposed Project. The proposed Project would add typical, urban, 
nonpoint-source pollutants to storm water runoff. As discussed, these pollutants are permitted by 
the County-wide MS4 permit, and would not exceed any receiving water limitations.

The proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance and therefore, would conform to all requirements of the RWQCB and the LAMC and 
would not result in un-permitted discharges into the sanitary sewer and stormwater systems. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements, and would have less than significant water quality impacts.
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DEPLETE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES OR INTERFERE WITH 
RECHARGE

b)

The Project Site is not located within a designated sole-source aquifer, nor would it adversely 
affect groundwater quality or recharge as the Project Site is an infill site with existing uses, and is 
largely impermeable. The proposed Project would not install any groundwater wells, and would 
not otherwise directly withdraw any groundwater. In addition, there are no known aquifer 
conditions at the Project Site or in the surrounding area, which could be intercepted by the limited 
excavation required for the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
physically interfere with any groundwater supplies. Additionally, water usage associated with 
operation of the proposed Project would be supplied by the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power (DWP) and would not be supplied by drawing on any aquifer within the Project area. 
Project groundwater impacts are therefore considered less than significant.

DRAINAGE PATTERN ALTERATION AND SURFACE RUNOFFc)

The Project Site topography is generally level. There are no natural watercourses on the Project 
Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project Site is developed with a 1,068 square-foot 
vacant church. During a storm event stormwater runoff flows to the local storm drain system. The 
proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s LID Ordinance and implement BMPs 
to reduce runoff and preserve water quality during construction of the proposed Project. Further, 
the proposed Project would be required to implement an LID Plan (during the proposed Project’s 
operation), which would reduce the amount of surface water runoff leaving the Project Site after 
a storm event. The LID Plan would require the implementation of stormwater BMPs to retain or 
treat the runoff from a storm event producing %-inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact in relation to surface water 
hydrology and would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.

d) INCREASE FLOODING

The proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially change the drainage pattern on the Project 
Site. The Project Site topography is level. It is not located in proximity to a stream or watercourse. 
It is not located in a flood zone. In addition, the Project Applicant would be required to implement 
an LID Plan, thus the proposed Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on-or off-site. Impacts would be less 
than significant.

EXCEED CAPACITY OF DRAINAGE SYSTEMe)

The proposed Project is located in an urbanized area with existing drainage facilities. Compliance 
with existing regulations and the approved LID Plan would reduce the potential for the proposed 
Project to exceed the capacity existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff impacts to a less than significant level.

DEGRADE WATER QUALITYf)

The proposed Project’s construction activities would comply with the City’s grading permit 
regulations, which require the implementation of grading and dust control measures, including a 
wet weather erosion control plan if construction occurs during rainy season, as well as inspections 
to ensure that sedimentation and erosion is minimized. Therefore, through compliance with the 
City grading regulations, the proposed Project’s construction impacts related to water quality 
would be less than significant. During the proposed Project’s operational phase, in accordance 
with the City’s LID Ordinance, the Project Applicant would be required to incorporate appropriate 
stormwater pollution control measures into the design plans and submit these plans to the City’s
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Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) for 
review and approval. Upon satisfaction that all stormwater requirements have been met, WPD 
staff would stamp the plan approved. Through compliance with the City’s LID Ordinance, the 
proposed Project would meet the City’s water quality standards. Therefore, project impacts 
related to operational water quality would be less than significant.

PLACE HOUSING IN 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAINg)

The Project Site is not located in a 100-year flood zone area as mapped by the Federal 
Management Agency (FEMA).3 The proposed Project would therefore not place housing within a 
100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance 
Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. Flood-related impacts would be less than 
significant.

REDIRECT FLOOD FLOWS, EXPOSE PEOPLE OR 
STRUCTURES TO INJURY OR DEATH INVOLVING FLOODING

h)

The proposed Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area and would 
not impede or redirect flood flows. Flood-related impacts would be less than significant. As the 
Project Site is not within a flood zone, development of the proposed Project would not expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

LAND USE AND PLANNING - PLAN CONSISTENCY9.

CONFLICT WITH A LAND USE PLAN, POLICY OR 
REGULATION

a)

The Project Applicant is proposing to construct two detached single-family units on the Project 
Site. The Project Site is zoned RD1.5-1. The General Plan land use designation for the Project 
Site is Low Medium II Residential. The proposed Project has been designed to be consistent with 
the requirements of the LAMC, zone designation, Small Lot Design Guidelines, Venice 
Community Plan, Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan, and the Los Angeles Transportation Corridor Specific Plan. A Parcel Map to permit the 
subdivision of the Project Site into two new recorded lots is being requested in order to 
accommodate the propose Project. In addition, the Project Applicant is requesting the following 
entitlements: a Costal Development Permit to allow for the demolition of the existing 1,068 square 
foot vacant church building and the construction of two detached single-family units in the single
jurisdiction coastal zone; and a Project Permit Compliance to determine whether or not the 
proposed Project is in conformance with the regulation of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
With approval of the discretionary entitlements, impacts would be less than significant.

b) CONFLICT WITH HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

The Project Site is not located within the confines of a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or SEA. The Project Site is located within the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan Area, but is not within an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), as 
identified in that Plan. Thus, the proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions of an 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Impacts would be 
less than significant.

3. Los Angeles County Flood Zone Determination Website, http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/floodzone/ 
accessed June 21, 2016 and ZIMAS Parcel Profile Report, accessed March 10, 2016, 
Attachment A.

http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/floodzone/
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10. NOISE

a) NOISE LEVELS IN EXCESS OF STANDARDS

The proposed Project consists of the removal of the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church on 
the Project Site and their replacement with two new detached single-family units. The Project Site 
is level and located in a developed residential neighborhood in the Venice Community Plan Area 
of Los Angeles. Standard construction techniques would be used for demolition and construction. 
No unusual circumstances are present on the Project Site that would result in the use of 
construction techniques that generate high levels of noise such as pile driving. All construction 
would be conducted in accordance with applicable City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 
requirements regarding construction noise and limitations on the hours of construction. No 
construction would occur during nighttime hours. Construction and demotion shall be restricted 
to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturday; demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating 
several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels; and the Project 
contractor shall be required to use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices. Construction noise impacts are therefore anticipated to be short
term and less than significant. On-site operational activities, such as outdoor use of open space, 
mechanical systems, and vehicle use would not generate a substantial amount of noise and thus 
would not result in significant impacts to the existing residences adjacent to the Project Site.

b) GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION

The primary and most intensive vibration source associated with future development would be 
the use of large bulldozers and loaded haul trucks. Bulldozers would be used to move dirt and 
materials around at the Project Site. Loaded trucks and large bulldozers are capable of producing 
vibration levels of approximately 0.076 and 0.089 peak particle velocities (PPV), respectively, at 
25 feet from the source, which is below the Federal Transit Administration threshold of 0.2 PPV 
for non-engineered masonry and other structures; therefore, construction activities would not 
result in significant vibration impacts to off-site sensitive receptors. All mechanical (e.g., HVAC 
equipment) and other on-site operational point sources associated with operation of the proposed 
Project would not produce any perceptible vibration. While there are no FHWA standards for 
traffic-related vibrations, off-site vibration from motor vehicles and any occasional light, medium, 
or heavy-duty trucks traveling to and from the Project Site would not be perceptible along 
roadways of travel. Thus, vibration impacts would be less than significant.

c) SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE

The proposed project consists of the construction and operation of two new single-family homes. 
The limited number of project generated trips and the normal sounds associated with residential 
living are not sufficient to result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. Impacts are 
anticipated to be less than significant.

d) SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY INCREASE IN NOISE

Under the proposed Project the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church located on the Project 
Site would be demolished and replaced with two new detached single-family units. Typical 
construction activities that occur pursuant to the proposed Project have the potential to result in 
a temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels. No unusual circumstances are present 
on the Project Site that would require the use of construction practices that generate high levels 
of noise such as pile driving. While construction of the proposed Project would generate a short
term increase in the ambient noise level, these increases would occur during daytime hours and
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would only be permitted during the hours of Monday through Friday 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and 
Saturday 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. As all construction would be conducted in accordance with 
applicable LAMC requirements regarding construction noise, construction noise impacts would 
be short-term and less than significant.

e) AIRPORT NOISE

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan and/or within an airport noise contour 
area. The Project Site is located approximately seven miles north of Los Angeles International 
Airport and approximately 1.4 miles southwest from the end of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport 
runway. Airport-related noise impacts would to be less than significant.

POPULATION AND HOUSING - INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL 
POPULATION GROWTH

11.

Under the proposed Project the existing vacant church located on the Project Site would be 
demolished and replaced with two new detached single-family units. The proposed number of 
new homes is not sufficient to induce substantial population growth. The proposed Project is 
consistent with existing zoning and General Plan land use designations for the Project Site and 
is therefore growth accommodating, rather than growth inducing. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

12. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) FIRE

The City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) is responsible for providing fire and emergency 
services to the Project Site. The nearest fire station to the Project Site is Station 63, located at 
1930 Shell Avenue in Venice, less than a half-mile from the Project Site. The proposed Project is 
consistent with existing zoning and Venice Community Plan land use designations for the Project 
Site. As the projected population is minimal, LAFD Station 63 would continue to be able to serve 
the Project Site and would not require additional staffing. Impacts to fire and emergency services 
would be less than significant.

b) POLICE PROTECTION

The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) is responsible for providing police protection services 
to the Project Site. Development of the proposed Project would result in a minimal population 
increase. The closest police stations to the Project Site is the Venice Beach Substation at 1530 
West Ocean Front Walk, Los Angeles, CA 90291, which is located approximately 0.6 miles from 
the Project Site. As the projected population is minimal, the LAPD would continue to be able to 
serve the Project Site and would not require additional staffing. Impacts to police services would 
be less than significant.

c) SCHOOLS

The City of Los Angeles collects a school impact fee from new residential developments. By law, 
payment of the fee constitutes full mitigation for any school impacts due to new development. In 
addition, development of the proposed Project would result in a minimal population increase within 
the Venice Community. School impacts would therefore be less than significant.



AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL 32

d) PARKS AND OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES

Under the proposed Project the existing 1,068 square-foot vacant church would be demolished 
and two new single-family units would be constructed on the Project Site. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 17.12, most residential development projects requesting a subdivision or a zone change 
are required, as a condition of approval of the project, to either dedicate land for recreation and 
park purposes or pay a fee in-lieu (Quimby Fees). The in-lieu fee is calculated on a per unit (for 
condominiums) or per lot basis, with the amount of the fee dependent on the zoning of property. 
As of March 1, 2016 the Quimby Fee for Project Sites zoned RD is $4,188 per dwelling unit. The 
increase in population would be minimal and thus would not significantly impact park and 
recreation facilities. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not lead to a 
significant increase in the usage of recreation and park facilities in the surrounding community, or 
a need for additional recreation and park facilities. Impacts to park and recreation facilities would 
be less than significant.

A significant impact would occur if the proposed Project generates substantial population growth 
that could generate a demand for other public facilities (such as libraries), which would exceed 
the capacity available to serve the Project area. In the City of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Public 
Library (LAPL) provides library services. LAPL provides services at the Central Library, eight 
Regional Branch Libraries, and 64 Community Branch Libraries. As there would not be a 
substantial increase in population associated with the proposed Project, there would be no need 
for additional library resources or facilities. Impacts would be less than significant

13. RECREATION

Under the proposed Project the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church would be demolished 
and two new single-family units would be constructed on the Project Site. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 17.12, most residential development projects requesting a subdivision or a zone change 
are required, as a condition of approval of the project, to either dedicate land for recreation and 
park purposes or pay a fee in-lieu (Quimby Fees). The in-lieu fee is calculated on a per unit (for 
condominiums) or per lot basis, with the amount of the fee dependent on the zoning of property. 
As of March 1, 2016 the Quimby Fee for Project Sites zoned RD is $4,188 per dwelling unit. The 
increase in population would be minimal and thus would not significantly impact park and 
recreation facilities. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not lead to a 
significant increase in the usage of recreation and park facilities in the surrounding community, or 
a need for additional recreation and park facilities. Impacts to park and recreation facilities would 
be less than significant.

14. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

CONFLICT WITH PLAN, ORDINANCE OR POLICY 
ESTABLISHING MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

a)

During the construction phase, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s 
LADBS Haul Route Good Neighbor Policies (See LAMC 91.106.4.8). Thus, impacts to the 
surrounding area from construction traffic (e.g., haul truck trips, construction worker trips, delivery 
trucks, and refuse trucks) would be less than significant. According to the Institute or 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual, two single-family units are estimated to 
generate 1.5 a.m. peak hour trips, 2 p.m. peak hour trips and 20 daily trips. The proposed Project 
is consistent with existing zoning and Community Plan land use designations for the Project Site. 
The proposed Project does not meet the City of Los Angeles’ screening criteria for a project with 
the potential to impact transportation facilities. Impacts to the circulation system would be less 
than significant.
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b) CONFLICT WITH CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN

The CMP Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations 
must be examined if a project will add 50 or more trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday 
peak hours. As discussed under threshold XVI(a) above, the proposed Project is estimated to 
generate 1.5 a.m. peak hour trips, 2 p.m. peak hour trips and 20 daily trips. Thus, traffic volumes 
in conjunction with development of the proposed Project would not meet the CMP TIA Guidelines 
requiring intersection monitoring. Impacts would be less than significant.

c) INCREASE HAZARDS DUE TO DESIGN FEATURES

The proposed Project does not contain any features that would substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment). Traffic safety impacts are therefore anticipated to be less than significant.

d) RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS

The Project Site is not located along a designated disaster route. Further, neither the construction 
nor the operation of the proposed Project would require or result in modifications to any of the 
roadways that would impact emergency traffic. In addition, the proposed Project’s construction 
activities would be confined to the Project Site, an infill site located in a residential neighborhood, 
and required to conform to all applicable regulations that address emergency access. Impacts 
would be less than significant.

CONFLICT WITH PUBLIC TRANSIT, BICYCLE OR 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES OR PLANS

e)

Under the proposed Project the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church located on the Project 
Site would be demolished and two new single-family units would be constructed on the Project 
Site. The proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and would not decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

15. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52, on October 6, 2016, the City mailed AB 52 notification letters 
to the Native American Tribes included on NAHC’s Native American Contact list. The Gabrieleno 
Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation responded via email to the AB 52 notification letter with a 
letter dated October 17, 2016. No other responses were received.

Tribal Chairman Salas stated that the Project Site is located in an area previously occupied by 
the Tribe’s villages. Further, due to the Project Site location and sensitivity of the area, the Tribe 
requested that one of their certified Native American Monitors be on the Project Site during any 
ground disturbances. It was unclear from the Tribe’s letter if Tribal Chairman Salas was requesting 
consultation. The City emailed Tribal Chairman Salas, and asked if he was requesting 
consultation pursuant to AB 52. On October 25, 2016 Tribal Chairman Salas confirmed that the 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation was not requesting formal Tribal consultation. 
On October 27, 2016, the City sent a letter to Tribal Chairman Salas, memorializing that the Tribe 
had not requested Tribal consultation pursuant to AB 52.

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area was completed. The Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) notified the City that, "A search of the SFL was completed for the 
project with negative results.”
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The City has developed a standard Tribal Cultural Resources Inadvertent Discovery Condition of 
Approval to address projects such as this, where there is no evidence in the record of the potential 
for Tribal cultural resource impact, but to address the unlikely inadvertent discovery of Tribal 
cultural resources.

Given the absence of any identified Tribal cultural resources and the lack of substantial evidence 
of potential Tribal cultural resources on the Project Site, the City, after acting in good faith and 
after reasonable effort, has determined that no substantial evidence exists to support a conclusion 
that the Project may cause a significant impact on Tribal cultural resources. Thus, impacts to 
Tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) EXCEED WASTEWATER TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS

Wastewater generated in the City is treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant in Playa del Rey. 
The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates the treatment of wastewater at 
treatment plants and the discharge of the treated wastewater into receiving waters. The new two 
single-family units would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements. The Project Site is not 
located in an area of wastewater flow concern The proposed project does not include a change 
in land use limitations (such as a zone change, variance or General Plan amendment), which 
could allow greater average daily flows than could be produced than the current land use 
limitations. Thus, wastewater impacts would be less than significant.

b) REQUIRE NEW WATER OR WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
FACILITIES OR EXPANSION

The proposed Project does not meet the City of Los Angeles’ screening criteria for a project with 
the potential to impact water facilities, because implementation of the proposed Project would not 
cause the Venice Community Plan Area to exceed the projected growth in population, housing, 
or employment for the year of project occupancy/buildout; and, the proposed Project's water 
consumption would not require the construction of additional off-site water infrastructure. LADWP 
would review the proposed Project plans to determine if any additional infrastructure is needed 
on- or off-site. The proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable LADWP 
regulations. Impacts to the existing water distribution systems would be less than significant.

c) REQUIRE NEW STORWATER DRAINAGE FACILITIES OR 
EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITIES

The proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in Site runoff or any changes in 
the local drainage patterns. The proposed Project would involve only minor changes in the Site’s 
drainage patterns and would not require any drainage courses or flood control channels to be 
altered. The proposed Project is subject to the regulatory requirements included in the SUSMP, 
SWPPP, LID, and Storm Drain Connection Permit requirements. Therefore, the proposed Project 
would have a less than significant impact on the storm water drainage system.

d) HAVE SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPLIES

Development of the Project Site with two new detached single-family units would increase water 
demand as compared to existing conditions. According to the LADWP, based on 2010-2013 
historical water demands, the average water consumption per single-family unit is 337.2 gallons 
per day. However, based on the proposed Project’s characteristics and the water-energy-climate 
calculator (WECalc) defaults, the average water consumption of each single-family unit (under
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the Project), is expected to be 150 gallons per day. Thus to ensure a conservative approach, it is 
assumed that each new single-family dwelling unit will consume 675 gallons of water per day, 
approximately 246,375 gallons of water per year. LADWP provides water supply to the Project 
Site. LADWP publishes an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. The UWMP 
considers growth that is projected in regional planning documents, such as SCAG’s Blueprint 
Report, estimates the projected future water demand associated with this growth, and identifies 
water sources and ways to meet the demand during various hydrological conditions over the next 
25 years. In its 2015 UWMP LADWP has analyzed three different hydrological conditions to 
determine the reliability of the City’s water supplies: average, single dry year, and multi-dry year. 
In each of the three hydrological conditions, the projected water demand was calculated taking 
into account growth in billing data, water conservation efforts, and demographics. The UWMP 
states that LADWP can reliably meet the projected water demand in each of the hydrological 
conditions over the next 25 years with its supply portfolio. As the proposed Project is consistent 
with the Site’s existing land use designation and zoning, in addition to SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS 
population projections, which the LADWP used in its 2016 UWMP to determine its water supply 
reliability, impacts related to water demand would be less than significant.

e) ADEQUATE WASTEWATER CAPACITY

The Project Site is not located within an area of constrained sewer capacity. In addition, the 
existing wastewater treatment facilities are adequate to serve the proposed increase in demand. 
Therefore, the impacts to existing wastewater treatment facilities would be less than significant.

f) ADEQUATE LANDFILL CAPACITY

Under the proposed Project the existing 1,068 square-foot vacant church located on the Project 
Site would be demolished. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would 
generate inert waste. Construction waste materials are expected to be typical construction debris, 
including wood, paper, glass, plastic, metals, cardboard, and green wastes. Pursuant to 
CalGreen, the Project Applicant would be required to recycle/divert 65 percent of the construction 
waste. The remainder would be disposed of in a Class III landfill. The Azusa Land Reclamation 
Landfill is owned, operated, and located in Los Angeles County. The landfill has an expected 
lifetime of 189 years. In addition, inert waste collected throughout the County, including from the 
Project Site, could be disposed of in other inert landfills operated by local municipalities. Waste 
generated during the construction phase of the proposed Project would result in an incremental 
and intermittent increase in solid waste disposal at local landfills. As the Azusa Land Reclamation 
Landfill has a life expectancy of 189 years, solid waste impacts related to construction activities 
would be less than significant.

A majority of the City’s solid waste is disposed of in the Sunshine Canyon Landfill; however, 
depending on with whom the hauler has contracts, the waste could be sent to Chiquita Canyon, 
Simi Valley, or any of a number of other sites. The proposed Project would generate a net increase 
in solid waste generation as compared to existing conditions of approximately 12.23 pounds per 
household per day, approximately 86 pounds per week, or 2.2 tons per year. These quantities 
represent no recycling activities in place. Should recycling occur in accordance with the current 
state law (AB 939), the proposed Project would generate a total of approximately 1.1 tons per 
year of solid waste (a 50 percent reduction). As the total amount of solid waste generated under 
the proposed Project would be less than the City’s five-ton threshold, solid waste impacts would 
be less than significant. In addition, sufficient capacity remains at the existing solid waste facilities, 
necessary to accommodate the solid waste generated during operation of the proposed Project.

In the Initial Study for the Original Project, the City also identified impacts that required further 
study in an EIR. The impact areas discussed in this Section VI were determined to be less
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than significant in the Draft EIR. These topics include the following: Cultural Resources 
Cumulative Impacts Historical Resources.

To the extent that the less-than-significant conclusions were reached in the Draft EIR, the 
City finds that the determinations inthe Draft EIR are equally applicable to the Revised Project 
since no additional environmental impacts beyond those discussed in the Draft EIR were 
identified in the Final EIR for the Revised Project. Based on the analysis in the Draft EIR and 
the Final EIR and other evidence in the administrative record relating to the Proposed Project, 
the City finds and determines that the following environmental impact categories will not result 
in any significant impacts and that no mitigation measures are needed.

A. CULTURAL RESOURCES

1. DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS

CUMULATIVE IMPACT - HISTORICAL RESOURCESa)

A total of 113 related projects (LADOT cumulative projects list and Venice Community Plan Area 
small scale projects on weekly case filings list) have been identified in the study area. None of 
the projects on the cumulative projects list will result in significant unmitigated impacts to historical 
resources within the City.

The proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of buildings dating from the time 
that the Oakwood neighborhood was an important black enclave. However, SurveyLA did not 
identify the area in which the proposed Project is located as a potential historic district due to an 
overall loss of integrity of potentially contributing properties. The Project’s contribution to the loss 
of examples from this era would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable.

The Project’s contribution to significant historical resources impacts is less than cumulatively 
considerable because: the existing building is not a contributor to any identified historic district, is 
of a different property type than the other resources which would be lost, and is not located in 
proximity to these other resources which could be significantly impacted by past, present or 
reasonably foreseeable development within the City.

2. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES

There are no Project Design Features are relevant to cumulative historical resources.

3. FINDINGS

The Proposed Project will have a less than significant impact with respect to cumulative historical 
resource impacts. No mitigation is required.

4. RATIONALE FOR FINDINGS

The Project’s contribution to significant historical resources impacts is less than cumulatively 
considerable because: the existing building is not a contributor to any identified historic district, is 
of a different property type than the other resources which would be lost, and is not located in 
proximity to these other resources which could be significantly impacted by past, present or 
reasonably foreseeable development within the City.
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5. REFERENCE

For a complete discussion of cumulative historical resource impacts, please see the following: (1) 
Section 3.1, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR; (2) Section 4.2, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft 
EIR; and (3) Section III, Corrections and Additions, of the Revised Draft EIR.

IMPACTS THE EIR FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATIONV.

Only one issue area is addressed in the EIR: Cultural Resources - Historical Resources. Historical 
Resource impacts were found in the EIR to be significant and unavoidable after mitigation, as 
discussed in Section VI. All other issue areas were found to be less than significant or to have 
no impact, as detailed in Section IV. There are no impacts identified in the EIR to be less than 
significant after mitigation.

IMPACTS THE EIR FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE AFTER 
MITIGATION

VI.

The following impact areas were concluded by the Draft EIR and the Final EIR to be significant 
and unavoidable with the implementation of the mitigation measures described in the Final EIR. 
To the extent that the significant and unavoidable conclusions were reached in the Draft EIR, 
the City finds that the determinations in the Draft EIR are equally applicable to the Revised 
Project since no additional environmental impacts beyond those discussed in the Draft EIR 
were identified in the Final EIR for the Revised Project. Section 21081 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision 
of a public agency allows the occurrence of unavoidable significant impacts, the agency must 
state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the EIR and/or other information in the 
record. Specifically, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), the decision maker must 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant unavoidable adverse environmental effects would occur. As the Proposed Project 
would result in significant unavoidable impacts, a Statement of Overriding Considerations that 
addresses these impacts is presented in Section XII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, of 
these Findings.

A. CULTURAL RESOURCES

1. DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS

a) HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The existing building on the project site appears eligible for listing in National and California 
Registers, as well as for local designation, as a very rare extant clubhouse for a black woman’s 
club, founded in the 1920s. Specifically, the existing building on the project site appears significant 
as the clubhouse for the Monday Women’s Club, a black women’s club located in the Oakwood 
district of Venice, which was historically a black neighborhood. Women in the Monday Women’s 
Club were excluded from joining nearby, white women’s clubs, such as the Santa Monica Bay 
Women’s Club and the Sawtelle Women’s Clubs. Based on evidence that suggests the Monday 
Women’s Club was associated with the California Association of Colored Women’s Clubs, it is 
assumed that the women of the Monday Women’s Club came together not just for social 
engagement, but also to improve the lives of African-Americans through charitable and political 
activities. Specific contributions of the Monday Women’s Club are not known, as activities of this 
club were not recounted in the Los Angeles Times, or even the Los Angele Sentinel or California 
Eagle. As a black women’s clubhouse, the subject property is particularly unique. Numerous 
women’s clubs are listed in the National Register for their contribution to their communities with 
their clubhouses being tangible evidence of those contributions. Few, if any, black women’s clubs
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are included in the National Register, even though they were similarly involved in social and 
political activities of their communities. The subject property remains an important reminder of 
black women in Venice who banded together for social interaction and were actively engaged 
with improving their community and is therefore eligible under criterion A/1/1. The period of 
significance begins in 1926, when the Monday Women’s Club moved the north portion of the 
building to the subject property and extends to 1971, when the property was sold to the Bethel 
Tabernacle Church of God in Christ. The north section of the subject property, which was used 
as a meeting hall and retains a high degree of integrity, is the character-defining feature of the 
property, while the south section and inset hyphen do not contribute to its significance.

Construction of the proposed Project necessitates demolition of the existing building that is 
presumed to be an historical resource. According to the thresholds, a project will result in a 
significant impact if it demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance. Demolition would 
result in the loss of all of the physical characteristics that convey the building on the subject 
property’s historical significance. Demolition of the identified historical resource would constitute 
a substantial adverse change to that resource and this is deemed a significant impact on the 
environment.

2. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES

There are no Project Design Features for this environmental issue included in the Proposed 
Project.

The Revised Project included in the Final EIR includes the following design feature:

Design Feature 1 - In order to communicate the property’s significant historic association with 
the Monday Women’s Club, a commemorative plaque, commemorative signage, 
or public art installation will be constructed on the Project Site, at the corner of 6th 
Avenue and San Juan Avenue. The purpose will be to commemorate the use of 
the site by the Monday Women’s Club. The project applicant shall install an art 
piece consistent with the concept described in the Draft EIR for Alternative 4, or 
commemorative plaque, signage, or other art installation serving the same 
purpose, which is acceptable to the project applicant and the City.

3. MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measure would not eliminate impacts associated with the loss of the 
existing building at 1209 6th Avenue but is incorporated into the Revised Project and alternatives:

Mitigation Cultural-1 - Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Preservation (OHR) shall retain for its 
records a written narrative and photo documentation of the existing structure located on 
the Project Site. The written narrative and photo documentation shall comply with the 
following requirements:

• An architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in architectural history shall prepare a written narrative 
description of the existing structure located on the Project Site. The format of the 
written narrative shall be based on Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) 
guidance for such written narrative documentation.

• The photo documentation shall be prepared by a professional photographer with 
experience documenting historic buildings under direction of an architectural
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historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards in architectural history.

• Photographic documentation shall include one set of large (4 x 5-inch) and medium 
(6 x 7-centimeter) format black and white negatives and two sets of 8 x 10 inch 
photographic prints on black and white paper.

• Film, contact prints, and enlargements shall be archivally processed.

The written narrative and photo documentation shall be submitted to OHR for review and 
comment. Upon review and comment and when final edits are approved by OHR, the 
original documentation package items shall be deposited in the collection of the Los 
Angeles Public Library (negatives, proof sheets, one set of 8 x 10 inch prints, written 
narrative, any other specified documentation) and in the collection of the California 
Historical Resource Information Center (one set of 8 x 10 inch prints, written narrative, 
State of California Department of Parks and Recreation "DPR” series forms, any other 
specified documentation).

Like the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR, the Revised Project included in the Final EIR would 
be subject to Mitigation Cultural-1.

FINDINGS4.

Changes or alterations including project design features and mitigation measures have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project and the Revised Project which reduce the 
Proposed Project’s and the Revised Project’s significant impacts with regard to historical resource 
impacts, as identified in the EIR. While such measures would reduce this impact, the Proposed 
Project or the Revised Project would result in Project-specific historical resource impacts that are 
above the relevant threshold with adoption of the mitigation measures, and therefore, Proposed 
Project or the Revised Project impacts with regard to Project-specific historical resource impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section XII of these 
Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the following Proposed 
Project alternatives identified in the Draft EIR that would avoid these impacts: Alternative 2 - 
Consistent With Secretary’s Standards, and Alternative 3 - No Material Impairment. Alternative 1 
- No Project would not avoid the significant impact, and would not satisfy any of the Project 
objectives nor provide any of the Project benefits, as explained in more detail below in Section IX 
of these Findings. Alternatives 4 - The Proposed Project With Addition of A Public Art Component 
would reduce but not eliminate the historical resource impact, as explained in more detail below 
in Section IX of these Findings and would satisfy the Project objectives.

RATIONALE FOR FINDINGS5.

The design of the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR and the Revised Project in the Final EIR 
include demolition of the existing building on the project site, which is a significant direct impact 
to the existing on-site historical resource. As provided in CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(2), 
documentation will not reduce significant direct impacts of demolition to a level that is considered 
less than significant. The impacts to the existing 1209 6th Avenue historical resource remain a 
significant unavoidable impact after mitigation.

6. REFERENCE

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with historical resources, see Section 3.1, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR; Section 5, Alternatives of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0,
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Executive Summary/ Introduction of the Final EIR; and, Section 2.0, Additions and Corrections of 
the Final EIR.

In addition to the Original Project, the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of four 
alternatives. These alternatives included: (1) No Project / No Change Alternative; (2) Two 
Small Lot Single-Family Units Consistent With The Secretary’s Standards; (3) Two Small Lot 
Single-Family Units Which Are Not Consistent With The Secretary’s Standards But Which 
Do Not Result In Material Impairment; (4) Proposed Project With Addition Of A Public Art 
Component.

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the range of alternatives includes a "No Project" 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Project. These alternatives and their impacts are summarized below.

A. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15096(g)(2), that no feasible alternative or mitigation measure within its powers will 
substantially lessen any significant effect of the Proposed Project, reduce the significant, 
unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project or Revised Project to a level that is less than 
significant, or avoid any significant impact the Proposed Project or Revised Project would 
have on the environment.

B. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

An important consideration in the analysis of alternatives is the degree to which such 
alternatives would achieve the objectives of the Proposed Project. As described in the Draft 
EIR, the objectives of the Proposed Project are as follows:

To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property.
T o provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and contribute 
to the City’s housing stock.
To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale.
To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site.
To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines.
To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments.

C. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED AND REJECTED

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT / NO CHANGE ALTERNATIVE1.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVEa)

Alternative 1 is the No Project / No Change alternative required by CEQA. Under Alternative 1, 
the proposed Project would not be approved and the existing environmental setting would be 
maintained. There would be no change to the existing building or use. There would be no 
subdivision of the Project Site. The existing vacant institutional building would remain on the site. 
Maintenance of the property would continue at current levels, with an attempt made to rent the 
structure. However, it is unlikely that the structure would rent in its current condition, which 
includes severe existing damage to the roof over the north section. In the absence of a tenant, 
the building would remain fenced. Existing structural deterioration would not be remedied and 
would likely continue.
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b) IMPACT SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE

The existing building on the Project Site is important for its association for the period 1926-1971 
with a black women’s club in the Oakwood neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club. 
Although Alternative 1 would eliminate the significant, unmitigatable cultural resource impact of 
the proposed Project resulting from the demolition of the existing building, it would, in the long 
term represent demolition by neglect, thereby resulting in the same significant impact on the 
historical resource. Under Alternative 1, the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the 
association of the building with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public.

FINDINGSc)

The proposed Project would result in one significant unmitigated impact: the loss of the historical 
resource on the Project Site. The resource is important under Criterion A/1/1 for its association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and 
cultural heritage: it is significant for its association with the history and cultural heritage of black 
women’s clubs in southern California. More specifically, the existing building on the Project Site 
is important for its association from 1926-1971 with a black women’s club in the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club. The building at the subject property is a 
modest building. The north section is the principal character-defining feature of the subject 
property. The character-defining features of the building at the subject property that convey its 
historic significance are:

Overall Visual Aspects - Include:

Significant
o Location within Oakwood neighborhood 
o Setback from 6th Avenue 
o Primary, north section 
o Rectangular plan of north section 
o One story height
o Regularly spaced fenestration along three elevations of north section

Contributing
o Hipped roof on north section with wide overhanging boxed eaves

Visual Character at Close Range - Include:

Significant
o Smooth stucco siding of north section with grid of wood beams 
o Concrete entry porch, steps, wood posts, and main entry at east elevation 
o Multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass
o Paired wood casement windows with pebble glass along west elevation of north 

section

Contributing
o Metal pipe railings at main entrance
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Visual Character of Interior Spaces - Include:

Significant
o Configuration of north section as one, large room 
o Picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section 
o Visible ceiling beams in north section

Contributing
Noneo

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b)(3): "Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Secretary’s 
Standards, Weeks and Grimmer, 1995), shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a 
significant impact on the historical resource.”

This alternative is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards as it essentially constitutes 
demolition by neglect, or allowing the building to deteriorate to such an extent that it becomes a 
structural hazard. The roof of the north section of the building at the subject property already has 
a ceiling that sags and has holes through which vegetation is visible, as well as daylight. 
Alternative 1 is not in conformance with the Secretary’s Standards and would materially impair 
the building at the subject property by allowing the north section, the principal character-defining 
feature of the subject property, to continue to deteriorate, constituting demolition by neglect. As 
result of demolition by neglect and subsequent loss of the building, there would be nothing left for 
an early member of the Monday Woman’s Club who revisited the site to recognize as her 
clubhouse. Under Alternative 1 there would be a significant impact on the historical resource and 
the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the association of the building with that use would 
remain untold and unknown to the General Public.

The following fundamental project objectives would not be met by Alternative 1:

To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property
- Under Alternative 1 there would be no increase in economic return on the property, as 
it is unlikely that the vacant church could be rented in its current condition.

To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - The existing structure would remain a 
legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building, and therefore no infill housing would be 
built on the Project Site. The existing building is not currently habitable. It is therefore not 
suitable for use in its existing conformation as housing.

To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale - The existing structure would likely remain an 
abandoned church, and therefore no single-family units suitable for sale would be created.

To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - The
existing vacant church would remain on the Project Site, and therefore no single-family 
units consistent with the RD1.5 zoning would be constructed on the Project Site.

To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - Under Alternative 1, 
the existing vacant church would remain on the Project Site, and no infill housing would 
result. The existing outdoor area is made up of un-kept vegetation, while the structure’s
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interior shows signs of neglect, most noticeable in the severe existing damage to the roof 
over the north section. Alternative 1 would not create high-quality indoor and/or outdoor 
living areas.

The following fundamental project objectives would not be realized, as they would not be 
applicable to Alternative 1:

• To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - The existing legal/non
conforming vacant institutional building would remain, the Project Site would not be 
subdivided and no fee-simple homes would be created on the site. Alternative 1 would 
thus not be subject to the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines.

With this Alternative, the new environmental impacts projected to occur from development of 
the Proposed Project would not be avoided or reduced. Therefore, this Alternative would not 
be an environmentally superior alternative to the Proposed Project. This Alternative would 
accomplish none of the objectives of the Proposed Project. Pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 21081(a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations identified in Section XII of these Findings (Statement 
of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the No Project /No Change Alternative 
described in the EIR.

d) RATIONALE FOR FINDINGS

Under Alternative 1, the proposed Project would not be approved and the existing environmental 
setting would be maintained. There would be no change to the existing building or use. There 
would be no subdivision of the Project Site. The existing vacant institutional building would remain 
on the site. Maintenance of the property would continue at current levels. This alternative 
essentially constitutes demolition by neglect, as it would allow the building to deteriorate to such 
an extent that it becomes a structural hazard. Over time, like the proposed Project, Alternative 1 
would result in a significant unmitigated impact to the historical resource. This alternative would 
be inferior to the Proposed Project as it does not achieve any of the Project objectives. 
Therefore, this Alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the Revised Project and is 
rejected for the reasons stated above.

REFERENCEe)

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 1, see Section 5.3 , Analysis 
of The Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

ALTERNATIVE 2: TWO SMALL LOT SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS 
CONSISTENT WITH THE SECRETARY’S STANDARDS

2.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVEa)

Under this alternative, the property would be subdivided into two small lots. Under Alternative 2, 
the approximately 988-square-foot north section of the building would be relocated on the 
northern parcel, while the south section and hyphen would be demolished. On-site parking would 
be provided via a driveway off San Juan Avenue either in the 15-foot front yard setback, or 
underground parking and exterior stair access either on the south or west elevation would be 
constructed prior to moving the building. The building would be set on a new foundation, 
maintaining the existing setback from 6th Avenue, and the concrete steps and porch would be 
reconstructed. The building would be rehabilitated at its new site. Rehabilitation would include 
required roof and ceiling repairs, window repairs, and required structural repairs. The regularly 
spaced fenestration along three elevations of the north section would be maintained, including
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the multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass; and, paired wood casement 
windows with pebble glass along west elevation of north section. Exterior walls, including smooth 
stucco siding of north section with grid of wood beams and window sash, would be cleaned using 
the gentlest means possible and painted.

On the interior, carpeting and the raised platform at the north side of the space would be removed. 
The picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section and visible ceiling beams in north 
section would be retained and rehabilitated as required. The space would be adaptively reused 
for residential use. A minimal number of interior demising walls would be constructed for a 
restroom and a kitchen while maintaining a sense of one open space. New electrical, mechanical, 
and plumbing would be installed.

On the southern parcel, a new, approximately 3,006 square-foot single-family unit, with 418 
square feet of garage, patio and covered porch areas (3,424 square-foot total area) consistent 
with the existing project plan for that lot would be constructed in a contemporary style.

Under this alternative, the City would require that a consultant meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in architectural history or historic architecture 
review plans for conformance with the Secretary’s Standards through Design Development and 
preparation of Construction Documents, and submit a report evaluating plans for conformance to 
the satisfaction of the City Planning Department prior to issuance of a building permit for the 
proposed Project. Alternative 2 would also be subject to Mitigation Cultural-1 (prior to the start 
of any construction work or relocation activity.

b) IMPACT SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 2 would eliminate the significant, unmitigatable historical resource impact of the 
Project resulting from the demolition of the existing resource. Alternative 2 would be consistent 
with the Secretary’s Standards, and therefore would result in a less than significant historical 
resource impact.

The existing building on the Project Site is important for its association for the period 1926-1971 
with a black women’s club in the Oakwood neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club. 
Under Alternative 2 the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the association of the building 
with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public.

FINDINGSc)

The following character defining features of the building at the subject property would be retained 
under Alternative 2:

Overall Visual Aspects:

Significant
Location within Oakwood neighborhood 
Setback from 6th Avenue 
Primary, north section 
Rectangular plan of north section 
One story height
Regularly spaced fenestration along three elevations of north section

o
o
o
o
o
o

Contributing
Hipped roof on north section with wide overhanging boxed eaveso
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Visual Character at Close Range:

Significant
Smooth stucco siding of north section with grid of wood beams 
Concrete entry porch, steps, wood posts, and main entry at east elevation. 
The new concrete entry porch would be reconstructed to match the 
existing.
Multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass
Paired wood casement windows with pebble glass along west elevation of
north section

o
o

o
o

Contributing
Metal pipe railings at main entrance. New pipe railings would be 
reconstructed to match the existing.

o

Visual Character of Interior Spaces:

Significant
o Configuration of north section as one, large room 
o Picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section 
o Visible ceiling beams in north section

Alternative 2 would eliminate the significant, unmitigatable historical resource impact of the 
Project resulting from the demolition of the existing resource, but the story of the Monday 
Women’s Club and the association of the building with that use would remain untold and unknown 
to the General Public.

The following fundamental project objectives would be met by Alternative 2:

• To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - Similar to the proposed Project, under 
Alternative 2 two single-family units would be located on the Project Site; one new 
single-family unit would be constructed on the south portion of the site and the eligible 
historical resource would be moved to the north portion of the site and rehabilitated.

• To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single
family detached units suitable for sale - Similar to the proposed Project, this 
alternative would provide for two single-family detached units.

• To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - The
two single-family units (e.g., the new unit and rehabilitated eligible historical resource) 
would be designed to be consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site.

The following fundamental project objectives would likely be realized by Alternative 2 but to a 
lesser extent than with the proposed Project:

• To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - This alternative will result 
in less green space than under the proposed Project due to the need to provide parking 
access from San Juan Avenue to the unit on the northern parcel, thus reducing the 
amount of yard area included in the front yard setback. There would be a significant 
difference in the heights of the two units under this alternative. As compared to the 
proposed Project, the one-story unit on the northern parcel created by the relocation 
and rehabilitation of the north section of the existing building would have less private
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outdoor space and would not include any balconies or decks. The three-story unit on 
the southern parcel would overlook the roof of the one-story unit on the northern 
parcel. The existing plan of the north section would limit the ability to provide 
connectivity between indoor and outdoor spaces, for the unit on the northern parcel.

• To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - The new single
family unit would have a comparable amount and similar quality of indoor and outdoor 
living environments as compared to the proposed Project. However, alternative would 
provide for less outdoor living area, than the proposed Project for the unit on the 
northern parcel, since under Alternative 2 the unit on the northern parcel would not 
include balconies and decks as part of the unit created by the relocation and 
rehabilitation of the north section of the existing building.

It is unknown whether Alternative 2 can meet this project objective:

To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property -
Relocation and rehabilitation of the north section and possible construction of underground 
parking will likely cost more than construction of a new single-family unit of similar size. This 
alternative would result in one single-family unit the same size as proposed for the southern 
parcel, and a second unit, in the form of the relocated and rehabilitated north section on the 
northern parcel, which is considerably smaller than the second unit included in the proposed 
Project: approximately 988 square feet as compared to 3,006 square feet under the proposed 
Project. The increased cost, coupled with the small unit size of the unit on the northern parcel 
would result in a smaller economic return on the property. It is unknown the desirability this type 
of small, rehabilitated unit with a large open floor plan in today’s market, given the high land costs 
in the area. The net effect on the likely economic return on the property under this alternative is 
therefore unknown, but the return is expected to be less than under the proposed Project.

Alternative 2 would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project as impacts to the 
historical resource could potentially be reduced to a level considered less than less than 
significant, through the retention of the character-defining features of the north section of the 
existing building. The alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives. However, the 
net effect of Alternative 2 on the likely economic return on the property, and thus the economic 
feasibility of the alternative, is unknown, but would be less than under the proposed Project. In 
addition, the alternative would require relocation of the north section of the existing building. The 
feasibility of moving the north section is assumed, but has not been verified with a Structural 
Engineer. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section 
XII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible Alternative 
2 - Two Small Lot Single-Family Units Consistent With The Secretary’s Standards described in 
the EIR.

d) RATIONALE FOR FINDINGS

The proposed Project would result in one significant unmitigated impact: the loss of the historical 
resource on the Project Site. The resource is important under Criterion A/1/1 for its association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and 
cultural heritage: it is significant for its association with the history and cultural heritage of black 
women’s clubs in southern California. More specifically, the existing building on the Project Site 
is important for its association from 1926-1971 with a black women’s club in the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club.

Under this alternative, the property would be subdivided into two small lots. Unlike the proposed 
Project under Alternative 2, the approximately 988 square foot north section of the building would
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be relocated on the northern parcel and rehabilitated and repurposed as a single-family unit. On 
the southern parcel, a new, approximately 3,006 square-foot single-family unit, with 418 square 
feet of garage, patio and covered porch areas (3,424 square-foot total area) consistent with the 
existing project plan for that lot would be constructed in a contemporary style.

Alternative 2 would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project as impacts to the 
historical resource could potentially be reduced to a level considered less than less than 
significant, through the retention of the character-defining features of the north section of the 
existing building. However, under Alternative 2 the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the 
association of the building with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public. 
The alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives. However, the net effect of 
Alternative 2 on the likely economic return on the property, and thus the economic feasibility of 
the alternative, is unknown, but would be less than under the proposed Project. In addition, the 
alternative would require relocation of the north section of the existing building. The feasibility of 
moving the north section is assumed, but has not been verified with a Structural Engineer.

Overall, Alternative 2 - Two Small Lot Single-Family Units Consistent With The Secretary’s 
Standards would be inferior to the Revised Project with respect to achieving all of the 
important Project objectives. Although it would eliminated the project’s one significant 
unmitigated impact resulting from the demolition of the potential historic resource, it’s 
economic and technical feasibility are unknown, and the story of the Monday Women’s Club 
and the association of the building with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General 
Public. Therefore, this Alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the Proposed Project 
and is rejected for the reasons stated above.

REFERENCEe)

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 2, see Section 5.3, Analysis 
of The Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

ALTERNATIVE 3: TWO SMALL LOT SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS 
WHICH ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE SECRETARY’S 
STANDARDS BUT WHICH DO NOT RESULT IN MATERIAL 
IMPAIRMENT

3.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVEf)

Under this alternative the property would be subdivided into two small lots. The north section of 
the existing building would be relocated to the northern parcel, while the south section and hyphen 
would be demolished.

Parking would be provided via a driveway off San Juan Avenue either in the 15-foot front yard 
setback, or underground parking and exterior stair access either on the south or west elevation 
would be constructed prior to moving the building. The building would be set on a new foundation, 
maintaining the existing setback from 6th Avenue, and the concrete steps and porch would be 
reconstructed.

A new, second floor addition would be added at the southwest corner of the relocated north 
section. The new second floor addition would be up to 50 percent of the floor area of the existing 
north section of the building, resulting in approximately up to 1,482 square feet of residential 
space. The second story addition would be setback from the northeast corner of the building with 
walls flush with the south and west elevations of the relocated north section. Construction of the 
second floor may require demolition of the south and west elevations and construction of new 
south and west elevations to structurally support the second floor addition. If this were required,
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new walls for the south and west elevations would be reconstructed to maintain the same 
dimensions of the north section and finished with salvaged siding or siding that matches the 
existing. New load bearing walls may also need to be constructed on the interior of the relocated 
north section. The visible portion of the remaining north section roof would be replaced in kind, 
with the wide overhanging boxed eaves design retained. The second floor addition would be 
designed in a compatible style that is differentiated from the existing north section, but maintains 
a similar mass, scale, and proportions.

The first floor (north section) would be rehabilitated at its new site. Rehabilitation would include 
required roof and ceiling repairs, window repairs, and required structural repairs. The regularly 
spaced fenestration along three elevations of north section would be maintained, including the 
multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass, and paired wood casement windows 
with pebble glass along west elevation of north section. Exterior walls, including the smooth 
stucco siding of the north section with grid of wood beams and window sash, would be cleaned 
using the gentlest means possible and painted.

On the interior, carpeting and the raised platform at the north side of the space would be removed. 
The picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section, and visible ceiling beams in north 
section, would be retained and rehabilitated as required. The space would be adaptively reused 
for residential use by adding interior demising walls/load bearing walls and stairs to the second 
floor. New electrical, mechanical, and plumbing would be installed, as well as kitchen and 
bathroom facilities.

On the southern parcel, a new, approximately 3,006 square-foot single-family unit, with 418 
square feet of garage, patio and covered porch areas (3,424 square-foot total area) consistent 
with the existing project plan for that lot would be constructed in a contemporary style.

Under this alternative, the City would require that a consultant meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in architectural history or historic architecture to 
review Plans and Construction Documents, in order to ensure that key character-defining features 
are retained as described and that material impairment would not occur. The consultant would be 
required to submit a report evaluating plans for conformance to the satisfaction of the City 
Planning Department prior to issuance of a building permit for the proposed Project. Alternative 
3 would also be subject to Mitigation Cultural-1 prior to the start of any construction work or 
relocation activity.

IMPACT SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVEg)

Alternative 3 would eliminate the significant, unmitigatable historical resource impact of the 
Project resulting from the demolition of the existing resource. While Alternative 3 conforms with 
some of the ten standards, the overall effect of construction of interior demising walls does not 
conform with the Secretary’s Standards. However, as most of the character-defining features are 
retained, Alternative 3 does not constitute material impairment. Therefore, Alternative 3 would 
result in a less than significant historical resource impact.

The existing building on the Project Site is important for its association for the period 1926-1971 
with a black women’s club in the Oakwood neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club. 
Under Alternative 3 the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the association of the building 
with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public.

h) FINDINGS

While Alternative 3 does not conform with the Secretary’s Standards, specifically Standards 1 and 
2, it does not constitute material impairment. Material impairment occurs when a project
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“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility 
for” listing as an historical resource. Under this alternative two character-defining features would 
be lost: the open interior space and the one story height. While the character-defining feature of 
an open interior space would be lost with addition of load bearing/demising walls, from the 
exterior, the perception of an open, interior space will be maintained by retaining the same 
dimensions and fenestration pattern of the north section.

Although a second floor addition has not been designed, as noted under the discussion of the 
Secretary’s Standards, it is possible for an addition to conform with Standard 9 if it is designed in 
a contemporary style that differentiates it from the north section and is compatible in mass, scale, 
and proportion. The second-story addition is proposed for the southwest corner and is setback to 
minimize visibility from the public right-of-way. All other character-defining features would be 
retained. The following character defining features of the building at the subject property would 
be retained:

Overall Visual Aspects:

Significant
Location within Oakwood neighborhood 
Setback from 6th Avenue 
Primary, north section 
Rectangular plan of north section
Regularly spaced fenestration along three elevations of north section

o

o
o
o
o

Contributing
Hipped roof on north section with wide overhanging boxed eaveso

Visual Character at Close Range:

Significant
Smooth stucco siding of north section with grid of wood beams 
Concrete entry porch, steps, wood posts, and main entry at east elevation. 
The new concrete entry porch would be reconstructed to match the 
existing.
Multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass
Paired wood casement windows with pebble glass along west elevation of
north section

o
o

o
o

Contributing
Metal pipe railings at main entrance. New pipe railings would be 
reconstructed to match the existing.

o

Visual Character of Interior Spaces:

Significant
o Picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section 
o Visible ceiling beams in north section

If an early member of the Monday Woman’s Club revisited the site, she would recognize the 
building as her clubhouse. The subject property would continue to convey its historical 
significance that justifies its eligibility for designation. Alternative 3 would eliminate the significant, 
unmitigatable historical resource impact of the Project resulting from the demolition of the existing
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resource, but the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the association of the building with that 
use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public.
The following fundamental project objectives would be met by Alternative 3:

• To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - Similar to the proposed Project, under 
Alternative 3 two single-family units would be located on the Project Site; one new single
family unit would be constructed on the south portion of the site and the eligible historical 
resource would be moved to the north portion of the site and a second story addition would 
be constructed above.

• To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale - As would the proposed Project, this alternative would 
provide for two single-family detached units.

• To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - The two
single-family units (e.g., the new unit and rehabilitated eligible historical resource) would 
be designed to be consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site.

The following fundamental project objectives would likely be realized by Alternative 3 but to a 
lesser extent that the proposed Project:

• To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - This alternative will result in 
less green space than under the proposed Project due to the need to provide parking 
access from San Juan Avenue to the unit on the northern parcel, thus reducing the amount 
of yard area included in the front yard setback for the northern parcel. There would be a 
difference in the heights of the two units under this alternative. As compared to the 
proposed Project, the two-story unit on the northern parcel created by the relocation and 
rehabilitation of the north section of the existing building would have less private outdoor 
space and would not include any balconies or decks. The three-story unit on the southern 
parcel would overlook the roof of the two-story unit on the northern parcel. The existing 
plan of the north section would limit the ability to provide connectivity between indoor and 
outdoor spaces, for the unit on the northern parcel.

• To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - Under Alternative 3 
the new single-family unit would have a comparable amount and similar quality of indoor 
and outdoor living environments as compared to the proposed Project. However the unit 
on the northern parcel would have less outdoor living area, than the proposed Project, 
since it would not include balconies and decks as part of the unit created by the relocation 
and rehabilitation of the north section of the existing building and outdoor space may be 
lost to parking, as compared to the proposed Project.

It is unknown whether Alternative 3 can meet this project objective:

• To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property
- Relocation and rehabilitation of the north section, structural improvements necessary to 
support a second floor, and possible construction of underground parking will likely cost 
more than construction of a new single-family unit of similar size. This alternative would 
result in one single-family unit the same size as proposed for the southern parcel, and a 
second unit, in the form of the relocated and rehabilitated north section on the northern 
parcel, which is considerably smaller than the second unit included in the proposed 
Project: approximately up to 1,482 square feet as compared to 3,006 square feet under 
the proposed Project. The increased cost, coupled with the smaller unit size of the unit on
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the northern parcel would result in a smaller economic return on the property. 
unknown the desirability this type of small, rehabilitated unit with a floor plan constrained 
by the need to avoid material impairment, in today’s market, given the high land costs in 
the area. The net effect on the likely economic return on the property under this alternative 
is therefore unknown, but the return is expected to be less than under the proposed 
Project.

It is

Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project as impacts to the 
historical resource could potentially be reduced to a level considered less than less than 
significant, through the retention of the character-defining features of the north section of the 
existing building. The alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives. However, the 
net effect of Alternative 3 on the likely economic return on the property, and thus the economic 
feasibility of the alternative, is unknown, but would be less than under the proposed Project. In 
addition, the alternative would require relocation of the north section of the existing building. The 
feasibility of moving the north section is assumed, but has not been verified with a Structural 
Engineer. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section 
XII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible Alternative 
3 described in the EIR.

RATIONALE FOR FINDINGSi)

The proposed Project would result in one significant unmitigated impact: the loss of the historical 
resource on the Project Site. The resource is important under Criterion A/1/1 for its association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and 
cultural heritage: it is significant for its association with the history and cultural heritage of black 
women’s clubs in southern California. More specifically, the existing building on the Project Site 
is important for its association from 1926-1971 with a black women’s club in the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club.

Under this alternative, the property would be subdivided into two small lots. Unlike the proposed 
Project which would result in the construction of a new 3,006 square-foot single-family unit on the 
northern parcel, under Alternative 3, the approximately 988 square foot north section of the 
building would be relocated on the northern parcel and rehabilitated and repurposed as a single
family unit. A new, second floor addition would be added at the southwest corner of the relocated 
north section. The new second floor addition would be up to 50 percent of the floor area of the 
existing north section of the building, resulting in approximately up to 1,482 square feet of 
residential space. On the southern parcel, a new, approximately 3,006 square-foot single-family 
unit, with 418 square feet of garage, patio and covered porch areas (3,424 square-foot total area) 
consistent with the existing project plan for that lot would be constructed in a contemporary style.

Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project as impacts to the 
historical resource could potentially be reduced to a level considered less than less than 
significant, through the retention of the character-defining features of the north section of the 
existing building. However, under Alternative 3 the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the 
association of the building with that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public. 
The alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives. However, the net effect of 
Alternative 3 on the likely economic return on the property, and thus the economic feasibility of 
the alternative, is unknown, but would be less than under the proposed Project. In addition, the 
alternative would require relocation of the north section of the existing building. The feasibility of 
moving the north section is assumed, but has not been verified with a Structural Engineer.

Overall, Alternative 3 - Two Small Lot Single-Family Units Which Are Not Consistent With The 
Secretary’s Standards But Which Do Not Result in Material Impairment, would be inferior to
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the Proposed Project with respect to achieving all of the important Project objectives. 
Although it would eliminated the project’s one significant unmitigated impact resulting from 
the demolition of the potential historic resource, it’s economic and technical feasibility are 
unknown, and the story of the Monday Women’s Club and the association of the building with 
that use would remain untold and unknown to the General Public. Therefore, this Alternative is 
infeasible and less desirable than the Proposed Project and is rejected for the reasons stated 
above.

REFERENCEj)

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 3, see Section 5.3, Analysis 
of The Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

ALTERNATIVE 4: PROPOSED PROJECT WITH THE ADDITION OF A 
PUBLIC ART COMPONENT

4.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVEk)

Under this alternative, the Project as proposed would be constructed. The property would be 
subdivided into two small lots. The existing historical resource on the Project Site would be 
demolished and replaced with two fee-simple homes. Like the proposed Project, Alternative 4 
would be subject to Mitigation Cultural-1 prior to the start of any construction work. Alternative 4 
would also include the following design feature:

Design Feature 1 - In order to communicate the property’s significant historic association 
with the Monday Women’s Club, a public art installation would be constructed on the 
Project Site, at either the corner of 6th Avenue and San Juan Avenue, or along the San 
Juan Avenue frontage of the Project Site. The purpose of the art installation constructed 
on the site will be to commemorate the use of the site by the Monday Women’s Club. The 
project applicant shall install an art piece consistent with the concept described in the EIR 
for Alternative 4, or art installation serving the same purpose that is acceptable to the 
project applicant and the City.

It is currently anticipated that the public art installation would be constructed at the corner of 6th 
Avenue and San Juan Avenue on a triangular portion of the Project Site with approximately 11 
feet of frontage on 6th Avenue and 11 feet of frontage on San Juan Avenue, as shown in Draft 
EIR Figure 5.3-2, representing approximately 60.5 sq. ft. of the Project Site to be set aside for the 
art installation.

Concept: The project applicant has been in discussion with a local Venice artist, known for public 
art works in the Venice area that commemorate the history of the area, on the development of a 
preliminary concept for the art installation. The current preliminary concept involves the 
installation of 4 or 5 roughly life-size steel-frame and wire female figures depicting archetypical 
club members from the period of significance, with several of the women gathered around a 
representation of a table and possibly a chair. As preliminarily envisioned, the construction 
method would be similar to that used for the Venice Camels art installation at 600 Main Street. 
The steel-frame and wire structure would be set in concrete and would function as permanent 
topiary frame, which would have the option to be covered with vines. Drip irrigation for the vines 
would be provided as part of the landscape irrigation for the unit on the northern parcel. Under 
Alternative 4 the project applicant would provide a maintenance fund, covering approximately 10 
years of maintenance costs for the art installation, with maintenance to be provided by the artist 
or appropriate maintenance service.
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Under the preliminary concept, the installation would include an etched metal sign explaining that 
the art installation commemorates the Monday Women’s Club, and providing a brief history of the 
club and its significance, as well as context on the Oakwood neighborhood. A photo of the existing 
building on the site would be etched on the sign. If desired by the City, the sign would also provide 
the web address for the SurveyLA record for the Project Site.

IMPACT SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVEl)

Alternative 4 would result in a significant unmitigated historical resource impact, as a result of the 
demolition of the existing historical resource on the Project Site. As previously explained, CEQA 
treats the destruction of the physical building as an impact, regardless of whether the building is 
important for its architecture, or for its association events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage. However, Alternative 4 would, 
through art, communicate what was important about the subject property and pass along an 
appreciation for that history to the next generation.

National Register Bulletin; Telling the Stories: Planning Effective Interpretive Programs for 
Properties Listed in the National Register of Historic Places states that "we have an obligation to 
communicate the powerful stories these places [those listed in the National Register] have to tell 
to the public. Only in this way can we inspire the passion, commitment, and action that is 
necessary to ensure that the places we care about will survive to educate future generations.” In 
fact, the preamble of the National Historic Preservation Act specifically notes that the purpose of 
preservation is so that "the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved 
as a living part of our community life and development.” Both these documents underscore the 
importance of education and interpretation as an integral part of preservation of physical objects. 
Without education and interpretation, the physical building is not a living part of the community. 
Alternative 4, through interpretation may more effectively tell the important story of the Monday 
Woman’s Club than preservation of the physical building without interpretation.

FINDINGSm)

Alternative 4 would result in a significant unmitigated historical resource impact, as a result of the 
demolition of the existing historical resource on the Project Site. Alternative 4 would result in loss 
of the following character defining features of the building at the subject property:

Overall Visual Aspects:

Significant
Location within Oakwood neighborhood 
Setback from 6th Avenue 
Primary, north section 
Rectangular plan of north section 
One story height
Regularly spaced fenestration along three elevations of north section

o
o
o
o
o
o

Contributing
Hipped roof on north section with wide overhanging boxed eaveso
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Visual Character at Close Range:

Significant
Smooth stucco siding of north section with grid of wood beams 
Concrete entry porch, steps, wood posts, and main entry at east elevation 
Multi-light, wood sash hopper windows with pebble glass 
Paired wood casement windows with pebble glass along west elevation of 
north section

o
o
o
o

Contributing
Metal pipe railings at main entranceo

Visual Character of Interior Spaces:

Significant
o Configuration of north section as one, large room 
o Picture rail and chair rail around interior of north section 
o Visible ceiling beams in north section

However, Alternative 4 would, through art, communicate what was important about the subject 
property and pass along an appreciation for that history to the next generation.

As with the proposed Project, the following fundamental project objectives would be met by 
Alternative 4:

To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property
- Similar to the proposed Project, two single-family units would be constructed on the 
Project Site under Alternative 4. Development of Alternative 4 would result in a similar 
economic return as the proposed Project. As discussed above, the project applicant would 
maintain the public art installation for 10 years, which could increase the costs associated 
with the two single-family units under Alternative 4, as compared to the proposed Project.

To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - Similar to the proposed Project, under 
Alternative 4 two single-family units would be located on the Project Site.

To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale - Under Alternative 4, the abandoned church would be 
replaced with two infill housing units, the same as the proposed Project.

To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - Under 
Alternative 4, two housing units would be constructed, consistent with the RD1.5 zoning 
for the site, the same as the proposed Project.

To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - As the design of the housing 
units would be the same under Alternative 4 as under the proposed Project, Alternative 4 
would similarly comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines.

To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - As the design of the 
single-family units would be the same under Alternative 4 as under the proposed Project, 
Alternative 4 would similarly create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments. 
The private outdoor living area of the unit on the northern parcel would be reduced by
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approximately 60.5 square feet, the amount of space needed for the public art installation 
under Alternative 4.

Alternative 4 would result in a significant unmitigated historical resource impact as a result of the 
demolition of the existing historical resource on the Project Site. However, unlike the other three 
alternatives in the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 would, through art, communicate the historical 
significance of the subject property. Alternative 4 would therefore be environmentally superior to 
the proposed Project. The alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. Like the 
Revised Project, while not an impact, Alternative 4 would include driveway access from 6th 
Avenue, resulting in the loss of a limited number of on-street parking spaces, which the local 
community findings objectionable. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section XII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding 
Considerations), make infeasible the Revised Project With The Addition Of A Public Art 
Component Alternative described in the EIR.

RATIONALE FOR FINDINGSn)

The proposed Project would result in one significant unmitigated impact: the loss of the historical 
resource on the Project Site. The resource is important under Criterion A/1/1 for its association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and 
cultural heritage: it is significant for its association with the history and cultural heritage of black 
women’s clubs in southern California. More specifically, the existing building on the Project Site 
is important for its association from 1926-1971 with a black women’s club in the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice, the Monday Women’s Club.

Under this alternative, the property would be subdivided into two small lots. Like the proposed 
Project a new 3,006 square-foot single-family unit in a contemporary style would be constructed 
on each lot, with 418 square feet of garage, patio and covered porch areas (3,424 square-foot 
total area).

Alternative 4 would result in a significant unmitigated historical resource impact as a result of the 
demolition of the existing historical resource on the Project Site. However, unlike the proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1 through 3, Alternative 4 would, through art, communicate the historical 
significance of the subject property. Alternative 4 would therefore be environmentally superior to 
the proposed Project. The alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. However, like 
the Revised Project, Alternative 4 would include driveway access from 6th Avenue, resulting in the 
loss of a limited number of on-street parking spaces, which the local community findings 
objectionable. Therefore, this Alternative is less desirable than the Revised Project and is 
rejected for the reasons stated above.

REFERENCEo)

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 5, please see Section 5.3, 
Analysis of The Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

5. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives 
to a project shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives 
evaluated in an EIR and that if the "no project" alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative, the EIR shall identify another environmentally superior alternative among the 
remaining alternatives. With respect to identifying an Environmentally Superior Alternative 
among those analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Final EIR , the range of feasible Alternatives
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includes the following: (1) Alternative 1 - No Project; (2) Alternative 2 - Consistent With the 
Secretary’s Standards; (3) Alternative 3 - No Material Impairment; and (4) Alternative 4 - 
Project and Public Art.

The extent of cultural resource impacts is the main differences in the impacts of the alternatives. 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project as 
impacts to the historical resource could potentially be reduced to a level considered less than less 
than significant, through the retention of the character-defining features of the north section of the 
existing building. Since Alternative 2 is consistent with the Secretary’s Standards, it would be 
considered superior to Alternative 3. These two alternatives would meet most of the basic project 
objectives. However, the net effect of Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 on the likely economic return 
on the property, and thus the economic feasibility of these two alternatives, is unknown, but clearly 
less than under the proposed Project. Alternative 4 would result in a significant unmitigated 
historical resource impact as a result of the demolition of the existing historical resource on the 
Project Site. However, unlike the other alternatives, Alternative 4 would, through art or a 
commemorative plaque, communicate what was important about the site and pass along an 
appreciation for that history to the next generation. Alternative 4 is therefore superior.

C. ALTERNA TIVE REJECTED AS BEING INFEASIBLE

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines,4 the Lead Agency initially considered, but 
ultimately rejected, the feasibility of evaluating an Alternative Site Alternative. Under this 
alternative, the Proposed Project would be constructed on an alternate site within the area. 
While development of the Proposed Project on an alternative site was considered, this 
alternative was rejected because of a lack of available properties in the vicinity of the Project 
Site that would satisfy the objectives for the Proposed Project. Additionally, development of 
the Proposed Project on an alternative site within the area would be infeasible because the 
Project Applicant does not own or control any other comparable sites. As such, the 
Alternative Site Alternative was rejected from further consideration and was not examined in 
detail in this EIR.

A. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a 
project could induce growth. This includes ways in which a project would foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states:

Discuss the ways in which the original project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste 
water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more 
construction in service areas). Increases in the population may 
tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction 
of new facilities that could cause significant environmental 
effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which 
may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or 
cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is

4 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2).
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necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the 
environment.

Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or 
through the stimulation of economic activity within the region. The discussion of removal of 
obstacles to growth relates directly to the removal of infrastructure limitations or regulatory 
constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval. Under CEQA, 
induced growth is not considered necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the 
environment.

In general, a project may foster spatial, economic or population growth in a geographic area if it 
meets any one of the criteria identified below:

• The project removes an impediment to growth
• The project results in the urbanization of land in a remote location
• Economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project
• The project establishes a precedent-setting action like a change in zoning or general plan 

amendment

If a project meets any one of these criteria, it may be considered growth inducing. Generally, 
growth-inducing projects are either located in isolated, undeveloped, or underdeveloped area, 
necessitating the extension of major infrastructure such as sewer or water facilities or roadways, 
or encourage premature or unplanned growth.

Under the Revised Project the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church located on the Project 
Site would be demolished. The existing small lot would be subdivided into two new small lots 
(e.g., Lot A and Lot B) and each lot developed with one detached single-family unit.

The Revised Project is consistent with the existing General Plan Land Use designation and zoning 
for the Project Site. The Revised Project would be consistent with the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) regional and local growth forecasts. The Revised Project 
would not result in the removal of an impediment to growth or the urbanization of land in a remote 
location. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area within the City of Los Angeles. The 
Project Site is an infill site and development of the Revised Project would not require any major 
roadway improvements, installation of new infrastructure, and/or development of undeveloped 
land. In addition, the Revised Project would not generate an economic expansion of the area or 
generate growth. The Revised Project is designed to serve housing demand anticipated in the 
City’s General Plan. It is therefore not growth inducing. Growth-inducing impacts would be less 
than significant.

B. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) provides that:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued 
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large 
commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse 
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary 
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access 
to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future 
generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result 
from environmental accidents associated with the project. 
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to 
assure that such current consumption is justified.
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Under the Revised Project the existing 1,068 square foot vacant church located on the Project 
Site would be demolished. The existing small lot would be subdivided into two new small lots 
(e.g., Lot A and Lot B) and each lot developed with one detached single-family unit.

The Project Site is developed with a vacant structure potentially eligible for listing as an historical 
resource on the National and California Registers. Development of the Revised Project would 
require the historical resource to be demolished. Demolition of the potential historical resource 
would be considered significant and irreversible.

Nonrenewable resources used during the construction of the Revised Project include construction 
materials and fossil fuels to power construction equipment. During operation of the proposed 
Project water and energy resources would be required. As discussed in the analysis within the 
Initial Study impacts associated with increased resource use and consumption would not be 
significant. Nonetheless, the nonrenewable resources utilized for the Revised Project would be 
permanently committed.

The City, acting through the Department of City Planning, is the "Lead Agency" for the 
project evaluated in the EIR. The City finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently 
reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the Proposed Project, that the Draft EIR that was 
circulated for public review reflected its independent judgment and that the Final EIR 
reflects the independent judgment of the City.

1.

2. The EIR evaluated the following potential Proposed and Revised project and 
cumulative environmental impacts: Cultural Resources (Historic Resources). 
Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes, and the Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed and 
Revised Project. The significant environmental impacts of the Proposed and Revised 
Project and the alternatives were identified in the EIR.

The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision makers 
and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences of 
the Proposed and Revised Project. The public review periods provided all interested 
jurisdictions, agencies, private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit 
comments regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review 
period and responds to comments made during the public review periods.

3.

The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues 
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the 
Department of City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of 
the significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good 
faith and reasoned responses to the comments. The Department of City Planning 
reviewed the comments received and responses thereto and has determined that 
neither the comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant 
new information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency 
has based its actions on a full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments 
received up to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental 
impacts identified and analyzed in the EIR.

4.

5. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision- makers for 
review and consideration. The City staff has made every effort to notify the decision
makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the various 
documents associated with project review. These textual refinements arose for a variety
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of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would 
require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated to 
describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process.

6. The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Department of 
City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and reasoned 
response to the comments. The Department of City Planning reviewed the comments 
received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received 
nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding 
environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency has based its actions on full 
appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of 
these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the EIR.

7. The Final EIR documents changes to the Draft EIR and accordingly provides 
additional information that was not included in the Draft EIR. Having reviewed the 
information contained in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and the administrative record, 
as well as the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding 
recirculation of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there is no new significant impact, 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously disclosed impact, significant 
information in the record of proceedings or other criteria under CEQA that would 
require additional recirculation of the Draft EIR, or that would require preparation of a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR. Specifically, the City finds that:

The Responses To Comments contained in the Final EIR fully considered and 
responded to comments and include substantial evidence that none of these 
comments provided substantial evidence that the project would result in changed 
circumstances, significant new information, considerably different mitigation 
measures, or new or more severe significant impacts than were discussed in the 
Draft EIR.

a)

The City has thoroughly reviewed the public comments received regarding the 
Proposed Project and the Final EIR as they relate to the Proposed Project to 
determine whether under the requirements of CEQA, any of the public 
comments provide substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the 
EIR prior to its adoption, and has determined that recirculation of the EIR is not 
required.

b)

c) None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, including 
testimony at the public hearings on the Proposed Project, constitutes 
significant new information or otherwise requires preparation of a supplemental 
or subsequent EIR. The City does not find this information and testimony to be 
credible evidence of a significant impact, a substantial increase in the severity 
of an impact disclosed in the Final EIR, or a feasible mitigation measure or 
alterative not included in the Final EIR.

d) The Revised Project added to the Final EIR does not require recirculation of 
the EIR because the Revised Project is not considerably different from the 
Proposed Project and the other previously analyzed alternatives, would not 
clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project beyond that described 
in the Draft EIR, and the project’s proponents are willing to adopt it.
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8. The mitigation measures identified for the Project were included in the Draft EIR, and 
Final EIR. As revised, the final mitigation measures for the Proposed and Revised 
Project are described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program ("MMP"). The mitigation 
measure identified in the MMP is incorporated into the Proposed and Revised Project. 
The City finds that the impacts of the Proposed and Revised Project have been 
mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the MMP.

CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring 
Program ("MMP") or the changes to the project, which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to ensure compliance with the mitigation 
measures during project implementation. The mitigation measure included in the EIR 
as certified by the City and as adopted by the City serve that function. The MMP 
includes all of the mitigation measures and project design features adopted by the 
City in connection with the approval of the Revised Project and has been designed to 
ensure compliance with such measures during implementation of the Revised Project. 
In accordance with CEQA, the MMP provides the means to ensure that the mitigation 
measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMP.

9.

In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City hereby adopts the mitigation measure expressly set forth herein as conditions of 
approval for the Revised Project.

10.

11. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based is the City Department of City 
Planning, Major Projects Section, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, 
California 90012.

The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in 
the record of proceedings in the matter.

12.

The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the Revised 
Project.

13.

14. The EIR is a Project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the Proposed and 
Revised Project. A Project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific 
project. The EIR serves as the primary environmental compliance document for 
entitlement decisions regarding the Revised Project by the City and the other 
regulatory jurisdictions.

The City finds that none of the public comments to the Draft EIR or subsequent public 
comments or other evidence in the record, including any changes in the project in 
response to input from the community and the Council Office, include or constitute 
substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the Final EIR prior to its certification 
and that there is no substantial evidence elsewhere in the record of proceedings that 
would require substantial revision of the Final EIR prior to its certification, and that the 
Final EIR need not be recirculated prior to its certification.

15.

The EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from implementation of 
the Revised Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 
15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency allows the 
occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially
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mitigated, the agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the 
completed EIR and/or other information in the record. The State CEQA Guidelines require, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the decisionmaker adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant adverse 
environmental effects have been identified in the EIR, which cannot be substantially mitigated to 
an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the record, including but not limited to the 
EIR, and documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings.

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the Revised Project, as 
identified in the EIR: Cultural Resources (project site Historical Resource impact). It is not feasible 
to mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level.

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives to the Project, 
(iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project 
against the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits 
outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Revised Project, 
and provide the detailed rationale for the benefits of the Revised Project. These overriding 
considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits for the Revised Project 
justify adoption of the Revised Project and certification of the completed EIR. Each of the following 
overriding considerations separately and independently (i) outweighs the adverse environmental 
impacts of the Revised Project, and (ii) justifies adoption of the Revised Project and certification 
of the completed EIR. In particular, achieving the underlying purpose for the Project would be 
sufficient to override the significant environmental impacts of the Revised Project. Each of the 
listed project benefits set forth in this Statement of Overriding Considerations provides a separate 
and independent ground for the City’s decision to approve the Revised Project despite the 
Revised Project’s significant and unavoidable environmental impacts.

The underlying purpose is:

1. To develop a project that will realize an increased economic return on the property
- Similar to the proposed Draft EIR Project, implementation of the Revised Project will 
result in two single-family units being constructed on the Project Site. Development of the 
Revised Project would result in a similar economic return as the proposed Draft EIR 
Project.

To provide housing on an infill lot to address the City’s housing shortage and 
contribute to the City’s housing stock - Similar to the proposed Draft EIR Project, under 
the Revised Project two single-family units would be located on the Project Site.

2.

To replace the existing abandoned church on the Project Site with two single-family 
detached units suitable for sale - Under the Revised Project, the abandoned church 
would be replaced with two infill housing units, the same as the proposed Draft EIR 
Project.

3.

4. To replace the existing legal/non-conforming vacant institutional building on the 
Project Site with a use that is consistent with the RD1.5 zoning for the site - Under 
the Revised Project, two housing units would be constructed, consistent with the RD1.5 
zoning for the site, the same as the proposed Draft EIR Project.
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To comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines - The Revised Project would 
comply with the City’s Small Lot Design Guidelines.

5.

6. To create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments - As the design of the 
single-family units under the Revised Project, includes balconies and roof decks, the 
Revised Project would similarly create high-quality indoor and outdoor living 
environments.

GENERAL FINDINGS.X.

The City, acting through the Department of City Planning, is the "Lead Agency” for the 
project that is evaluated the EIR. The City finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has independently reviewed 
and analyzed the EIR for the project, that the Draft EIR which was circulated for public 
review reflected its independent judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the independent 
judgment of the City.

1.

2. The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental impacts: 
Air Quality; Biological Resources; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Land Use and Planning; 
Noise; Public Services-Fire Protection; Transportation; Utilities and Energy. Additionally, 
the EIR considered Growth Inducing Impacts and Significant Irreversible Environmental 
Changes. Alternatives were identified in the EIR. After implementation of the mitigation 
measures referenced above, all impacts were reduced to less than significant.

The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision- makers 
and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences of the 
project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, private 
organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to comments made 
during the public review period.

3.

4. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision- makers for 
review and consideration. The City staff has made every effort to notify the decision
makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the various 
documents associated with project review. These textual refinements arose for a variety 
of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would 
require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated to 
describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process.
The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Department of 
City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and reasoned 
response to the comments. The Department of City Planning reviewed the comments 
received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received 
nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding 
environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency has based its actions on full 
appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of 
these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the EIR.

5.

6. The Final EIR documents changes to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR provides additional 
information that was not included in the Draft EIR. Having reviewed the information 
contained in the Draft EIR and the Final EIR and in the administrative record, as well as 
the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding recirculation of Draft EIRs, 
the City finds that there are no new significant impacts, substantial increase in the severity
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of a previously disclosed impact, significant information in the record of proceedings or 
other criteria under CEQA that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR, or preparation 
of a supplemental or subsequent EIR.

Specifically, the City finds that:

a. The Responses To Comments contained in the Final EIR fully considered and 
responded to comments claiming that the project would have significant impacts or 
more severe impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR and include substantial evidence 
that none of these comments provided substantial evidence that the project would 
result in changed circumstances, significant new information, considerably different 
mitigation measures, or new or more severe significant impacts than were discussed 
in the Draft EIR.

b. The City has thoroughly reviewed the public comments received regarding the project 
and the Final EIR as it relates to the project to determine whether under the 
requirements of CEQA, any of the public comments provide substantial evidence that 
would require recirculation of the EIR prior to its adoption and has determined that 
recirculation of the EIR is not required.

c. None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, including 
testimony at and documents submitted for the public hearings on the project, 
constitutes significant new information or otherwise requires preparation of a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR. The City does not find this information and 
testimony to be credible evidence of a significant impact, a substantial increase in the 
severity of an impact disclosed in the Final EIR, or a feasible mitigation measure or 
alternative not included in the Final EIR.

7. The mitigation measures identified for the project were included in the Draft and Final 
EIRs. The final mitigation measures for the project are described in the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program (MMP). Each of the mitigation measures identified in the MMP is 
incorporated into the project. The City finds that the impacts of the project have been 
mitigated to less than significance by the feasible mitigation measures identified in the 
MMP.

CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a MMP or the changes to 
the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval to ensure 
compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The mitigation 
measures included in the EIR as certified by the City as adopted by the City serves that 
function. The MMP includes all the mitigation measures and project design features 
adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the project and has been designed 
to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation of the project. In 
accordance with CEQA, the MMP provides the means to ensure that the mitigation 
measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources 
Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMP.

8.

In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions of 
approval for the project.

9.

10. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based is the City Department of City 
Planning, Major Projects Section, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, 
California 90012.
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The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in the 
record of proceedings in the matter.

11.

The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety of 
the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the project.

12.

13. The EIR is a project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the project. A project 
EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR serves as the 
primary environmental compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the 
project by the City and other regulatory jurisdictions.

The City finds that none of the public comments to the Draft EIR or subsequent public 
comments or other evidence in the record, including any changes in the project in 
response to input from the community and the Council Office, include or constitute 
substantial evidence that would require recirculation of the Final EIR prior to its certification 
and that there is no substantial evidence elsewhere in the record of proceedings that 
would require substantial revision of the Final EIR prior to its certification, and that the 
Final EIR need not be recirculated prior to its certification.

14.

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

In connection with the approval of Parcel Map No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL, the Advisory Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, .61 and .63 of the State of 
California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), makes the prescribed findings as follows:

PROPOSED MAP IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC 
PLANS.

(a)

The adopted General Plan Land Use Element is composed of 35 Community Plans. The 
subject property is located within the Venice Community Plan area, which designates the 
subject property for Low Medium II Residential land use corresponding to the RD1.5, RD2, 
RW2, and RZ2.5 zones. The subject lots are zoned RD1.5, consistent with the range of 
zones corresponding to the associated land use designation. The project proposes to 
subdivide a 5,005 square-foot site to into two new small lots. Lot sizes will be 2,455 square 
feet and 2,311 square feet after dedications, thereby meeting the minimum 600-square- 
foot lot size of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. The proposed map indicates that both 
lot widths will between 38 feet 5 inches, thereby meeting the minimum lot width 
requirement of 16 feet. A two-lot subdivision on a 4,766-square-foot lot (after dedications) 
meets the minimum density of 1,500 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit as required 
in the RD1.5 Zone. All required yards per LAMC Section 12.22-C,27 and a prevailing front 
yard setback are provided in the proposed project.

Small lot subdivision projects located within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan area 
are required to comply with approved ZI-2406, which references DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A, a 
Director’s Determination that clarifies the required development restrictions for small lots 
located within the Specific Plan. The proposed small lot subdivision as designed complies 
with the required setbacks, lot coverage, driveway access, and parking requirements. A 
total of five (5) onsite parking spaces are provided and located on Parcel B; two covered 
parking spaces are allocated to each unit plus one additional guest parking space located 
on the driveway apron to be shared among the two dwelling units. The lot areas for Parcels 
A and B are respectively 2,455 and 2,311 square feet. As such, the proposed lot sizes 
comply with the minimum lot size of 1,500 square feet, as required under the Specific
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Plan. Access to the proposed lots will be from the rear public alley as required in the 
Specific Plan. Approval of the subject subdivision is conditioned to comply with all 
requirements of the Specific Plan, as noted in Condition 20d and 20j of this Determination. 
Additional recommendations from City departments and agencies are included in the 
conditions of approval.

Section 17.05-C of the Los Angeles Municipal Code enumerates design standards for 
Subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with the 
Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan. The map provides the 
required components of a parcel map. The design and improvement of the proposed 
subdivision are consistent with the Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks Community Plan and 
are not subject to any specific plan requirements. For the purposes of approving the 
proposed map, the "design” of the parcel map refers to the configuration and layout of the 
proposed lots in addition to the proposed site plan layout. Easements and/or access and 
"improvements” refers to the infrastructure facilities serving the subdivision. The project 
was reviewed by various city agencies that have the authority to make improvement 
recommendations.

The Preliminary Parcel Map was prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer and 
contains the required components, dimensions, areas, notes, legal description, 
ownership, applicant, and site address information as required by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code.

Therefore, the proposed map is substantially consistent with the applicable General Plan 
affecting the project site and demonstrates compliance with Sections 17.53 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as well as the intent and purpose of the General Plan.

THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

(b)

Section 66418 of the Subdivision Map Act defines the term "design” as follows: "Design” 
means: (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) drainage and sanitary facilities and 
utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) location and size of all required 
easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and firebreaks; (5) lot size and configuration; 
(6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land to be dedicated for park or recreational purposes; 
and (9) such other specific physical requirements in the plan and configuration of the entire 
subdivision as may be necessary to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the 
general plan or any applicable specific plan. In addition, Section 66427 of the Subdivision 
Map Act expressly states that the "Design and location of buildings are not part of the map 
review process for condominium, community apartment or stock cooperative projects.”

Section 17.51 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code enumerates design standards for 
Subdivisions and requires that each subdivision map be designed in conformance with the 
Street Design Standards and in conformance to the General Plan. In compliance with 
such standards, the submitted preliminary parcel map contains the following information: 
1) dimensions and record boundaries of the total parcel together with a legal description 
of the total parcel attached to the map; 2) dimensions and boundaries of each proposed 
parcel; 3) the names, addresses and telephone number of the property owners, the person 
filing the map, and the registered civil engineer or licensed land surveyor, if any, who 
prepared the map; 4) the abutting streets and alleys and existing surface improvements 
and proposed dedications and improvements; 5) the location of other existing public 
easements and/or private street easements; and 6) the accurate location of any structures 
on the property.
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In addition to standard requirements of a preliminary parcel map, Section 12.22-C,27 of 
the Municipal Code requires that requested small lot subdivisions comply with the required 
minimum lot width of 16 feet; lot area of 600 square feet; lot coverage limitation of 80%; 
and five-foot setback requirements for the boundary of the subdivision. The map provides 
the required components of, both, a preliminary parcel map and a small lot subdivision.

The existing site consists of a rectangular shaped lot to be subdivided into two Small Lots, 
as established by Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance No. 176,354. Pursuant to the 
Subdivision Map Act, design includes (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) 
drainage and sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) 
location and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and firebreaks; 
(5) lot size and configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land to be dedicated for 
park or recreational purposes; and (9) other specific physical requirements in the plan and 
configuration of the entire subdivision that are necessary to ensure consistency with, or 
implementation of, the general plan or any applicable specific plan. Likewise, improvement 
refers to any street work and utilities to be installed, or agreed to be installed, by the 
subdivider on the land to be used for public or private streets, highways, ways, and 
easements, as are necessary for the general use of the lot owners in the subdivision and 
local neighborhood traffic and drainage needs as a condition precedent to the approval 
and acceptance of the final map.

The proposed subdivision substantially complies with all applicable standards and 
requirements of the General Plan and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. A Director’s 
Interpretation, DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A, clarifies the development standards for small lot 
subdivision projects within the Venice Coastal Specific Plan Area (Ordinance No. 175,693) 
as it relates to Section 12.22-C.27 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, established by the 
Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176,354). The Director’s Interpretation 
applies to all Small Lot Subdivision cases within the boundary of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. The proposed parcel map complies with all applicable provisions of DIR- 
2014-2824-DI-1A. A total of five (5) parking spaces are provided onsite. Driveways and 
vehicular access are from the rear alley as required under the Specific Plan. The front, 
rear, and side yard setbacks provided are consistent with the Specific Plan. The lot 
coverage for Parcel A and B are 58 and 58.5 percent respectively. The proposed lot sizes 
comply with the minimum lot size of 1,500 square feet required under the Specific Plan.

In addition, the proposed layout of the subdivision is designed with lot sizes that meet the 
minimum 600 square-foot lot size and minimum lot width of 16 feet as required under the 
Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. Upon review of the proposed Preliminary Parcel Map, 
the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) found the subdivision layout to be generally satisfactory 
as submitted.

BOE requires that a 15-foot radius property line return be dedicated at the southerly corner 
of the intersection of 6th Street and San Juan Avenue, a five (5) foot wide strip of land be 
dedicated along San Juan Court to complete a 10-foot wide half alley dedication, and 
improvement of the alley, including construction of a two (2) foot wide longitudinal concrete 
gutter and a suitable surfacing to complete a 15-foot wide alley, including standard 
improvement of the alley intersection with 6th Avenue. They also require improvements to 
the street that include concrete gutters and curbs, trees and landscaping. The site is level 
and is not located in a hillside area, a special grading area, a flood zone, or a landslide 
area. All current utilities serving the existing lots will remain to serve the newly created 
lots. As conditioned, the design and improvement of the proposed preliminary parcel map 
is consistent with the applicable General Plan and Specific Plans.
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THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT.

(c)

The project site is 5,005 square-feet (4,766 square feet after dedications) and rectangular 
in shape with a uniform depth of 110 feet and four (4) inches and a width of 38 feet and 
five (5) inches. If the proposed project is approved, an on-site triangular area 
(approximately eight (8) feet by five (5) feet by nine (9) feet and four (4) inches) at the 
corner of San Juan Avenue and 6th Avenue will be dedicated as a place for a plaque, 
public art piece, or sign to commemorate the Monday Women’s Club and to convey the 
history of the site. (See Design Feature included in the Mitigation Monitoring Program). 
The site is level and not located in a slope stability area, high erosion hazard area, or fault- 
rupture zone.

The project site is located on the southwest corner of 6th Avenue and San Juan Avenue. 
The land uses in the general vicinity of the project site are characterized by a mix of multi 
and single-family units, which vary in building style and period of construction. The parcels 
to the north, south, east, and west are zoned RD1.5-1 and designated Low Medium II. To 
the immediate east of the project site (across 6th Avenue) are two one-story single-family, 
which vary in building style and period of construction. T o the immediate east of the Project 
Site (across 6th Avenue) are two one-story single-family units separated by a one-story 
garage. San Juan Court, located immediately to the south provides a buffer between the 
Project Site and additional one-story single-family units. One-story single-family units are 
located to the north (across San Juan Avenue), while a two-story single-family unit abuts 
the west property line. Commercial uses are located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
approximately 0.2 miles south of the Project Site.

The Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety review the parcel map 
along with a soils and geology report dated February 20, 2018. LADBS issued a Soils 
Report Approval Letter (Log #102254 dated March 19, 2018) deeming the proposed 
subdivision as acceptable provided that all conditions described in the Approval Letter are 
complied with to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, and as it may 
be subsequently amended or modified. The site is level and is not located in a flood zone, 
or landslide area.

The site, however, is located in a liquefaction area. The project applicant originally 
submitted a soils report dated February 16, 2015 and received a City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) Soils Approval Letter dated September 14, 
2016. However, based on the redesigned project and addition of the third story for each 
single-family unit, the LADBS Grading Division requested that a liquefaction study be 
completed as part of the original soils report. As requested by the LADBS Grading 
Division, the project applicant submitted a liquefaction study dated February 20, 2018. On 
March 19, 2018 the LADBS Grading Division confirmed that the site does not possess any 
liquefaction potential and the requirement of the 2017 Los Angeles City Building Code 
Section 1802.2.7 has been met.

In addition, the parcel map was circulated to other City departments and agencies for their 
review and recommendations. Conditions of approval were included to assure the physical 
development of the site is suitable for the proposed small lot subdivision.

The Preliminary Parcel Map has been approved contingent upon the satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division, prior to the recordation of the map 
and issuance of any permits. Therefore, material evidence supports that the project site is 
physically suitable for the proposed type of development.
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THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT

(d)

The General Plan identifies (through its Community and Specific Plans) geographic 
locations where planned and anticipated densities are permitted. Zoning applying to 
subject sites throughout the City are allocated based on the type of land use, physical 
suitability, and population growth that is expected to occur.

The 4,766 square-foot lot (after dedications) is sufficient in size to support a two-lot small 
lot subdivision with one single-family dwelling on each newly created lot. The proposed 
development is in a single- and multi-family residential neighborhood and the proposed 
density of two units is consistent with the low-medium density of the development in the 
surrounding area. The development of this tract is an infill of a mix density neighborhood. 
While there are no existing on-site residential units, the addition of two new Small Lot 
single-family units is permitted under the RD1.5 zone and Low Medium II Residential land 
use designation.

The site is level and is not located in a Special Grading Area, Flood Zone, High Erosion 
Hazard Area, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Tsunami Inundation Zone, or Fault 
Zone. The site is located in a Methane Buffer Zone. In accordance with LAMC Section 
91.7102 prior to the issuance of a building permit, the site shall be independently analyzed 
by a qualified engineer that is hired by the applicant. The engineer shall investigate and 
design a methane mitigation system in compliance with the LADBS Methane Mitigation 
Standards for the appropriate Site Design Level which will prevent or retard potential 
methane gas seepage into the building. The applicant shall implement the engineer’s 
design recommendations subject to DOGGR, LADBS and LAFD plan review and 
approval.

There are no known physical impediments or hazards that would be materially detrimental 
to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or 
vicinity in which the property is located. Therefore, the project site is physically suitable for 
the proposed density of development.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE 
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT.

(e)

The Department of City Planning issued an Environmental Impact Report ENV-2014- 
1988-EIR as the environmental clearance for the subject subdivision project. No potential 
adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources or their habitats will result from the project. 
As stated in the Statement of Overriding Conditions (SOC), the proposed project includes 
the demolition of the subject property, which is a significant direct impact to the existing 
on-site historical resource. As provide din CEQA Guidelines 15126(b)(2), documentation 
will not reduce significant direct impacts of demolition to a level that is considered less 
than significant. The impact to the existing 1209 6th Avenue historical resource remain a 
significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation. However, the project site area is urban, 
developed with residences, and does not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE 
NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS.

(f)

The proposed subdivision and subsequent improvements are subject to the provisions of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (e.g., the Fire Code, Planning and Zoning Code, Health
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and Safety Code) and the Building Code. Other health and safety related requirements 
as mandated by law would apply where applicable to ensure the public health and welfare 
(e.g., asbestos abatement, seismic safety, flood hazard management).

There are no apparent health problems that might be caused by the design or construction 
of the proposed homes. The Bureau of Engineering has reported that an existing sanitary 
sewer is available under San Juan Court adjoining the subdivision. This development is 
required to be connected to the City’s sewer system where the sewage will be directed to 
the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has been upgraded to meet statewide ocean 
discharge standards. The development on the proposed parcels will be connected to the 
public sewer system and will not violate the existing California Water Code. Therefore, the 
design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause serious 
public health problems.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT LARGE 
FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE PROPOSED 
SUBDIVISION.

(g)

There are no recorded instruments identifying easements encumbering the project site for 
the purpose of providing public access. The site is surrounded by private properties that 
adjoin improved public streets and sidewalks designed and improved for the specific 
purpose of providing public access throughout the area. The project site does not adjoin 
or provide access to a public resource, natural habitat, Public Park or any officially 
recognized public recreation area. No such easements are known to exist. However, 
needed public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the City prior to recordation 
of the proposed Parcel Map.

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

(h)

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the 
proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted materials which 
consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the parcel(s) to be subdivided and 
other design and improvement requirements.

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in reducing 
allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or 
structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time the tentative map was 
filed.

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of the 
north/south orientation.

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or natural 
heating and cooling opportunities.

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider building 
construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of windows, insulation, 
exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the height of the buildings on the 
site in relation to adjacent development.
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These findings shall apply to the Parcel map for Parcel Map No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-
SL.

THE FOLLOWING NOTES ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES AND ARE NOT
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL OF THIS PARCEL MAP:

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of power facilities due 
to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for the underground installation of 
all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 17.05-N.

As part of the construction of your project, you may wish to make arrangements, with the 
Telecommunications Bureau regarding the cable television franchise holder for this area at 213 
922-8363.

The above action shall become effective upon the decision date noted at the top of this letter 
unless an appeal has been submitted to the South Valley Area Planning Commission within 15 
calendar days of the decision date. If you wish to appeal, a Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769, 
must be submitted, accepted as complete, and appeal fees paid by 4:30 PM on April 8, 2019 at 
one of the Department’s Development Services Centers, located at:

San Fernando Valley
Marvin Braude San Fernando 

Valley Constituent Service 
Center

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251

Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

Downtown
Figueroa Plaza 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

West Los Angeles
West Los Angeles 

Development Services 
Center

1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 
2nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2598

*Please note the cashiers at the public counters close at 3:30 PM.

Forms are also available on-line at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 176,321, effective January 15, 2005, Parcel Map determinations are 
only appealable to the Area Planning Commission. There is no longer a second level of appeal 
to the City Council for Parcel Map actions of the Advisory Agency.

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

If you have any questions, please call Public Counter staff at (213) 482-7077, (818) 374
5050, or (310) 231-2598.

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
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No sale of separate parcels is permitted prior to recordation of the final parcel map. The owner 
is advised that the above action must record within 36 months of the effective date of this grant, 
unless an extension of time has been requested prior to the expiration of the grant. No requests 
for time extensions or appeals received by mail shall be accepted.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Advisory Agency

bergro Ibarra 
Deputy Advisory Agency

SI:AV:dn
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March 22, 2019

Kevin Zhang (A)(O)
Rockport Development, INC 
1619 Garvey Avenue North Suite 207 
West Covina, CA 91790

CASE NO. ZA-2014-1987-CDP
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
1209 South 6th Avenue
Venice Planning Area
Zone : RD1.5-1
D. M. : 108-B145
C. D. : 11
RELATED CASE: AA-2014-1989-SL 
CEQA:ENV-2014-1988-EIR 
Legal Description: Lot 1, Block Q, Ocean 

Park Villa Tract No. 2

Brian Silveira (R)
Brian Silveira & Associates 
23021/2 Strongs Drive 
Venice, CA 90291

Approved Actions:

FOUND: based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration 
of the whole of the administrative record, the project was assessed in the previously 
certified 1209 South 6th Street Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which includes 
the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2014-1989-EIR (SCH No. 2016101038), dated March 16, 2017 
and the Final EIR, dated August 28, 2018 (1209 6th Avenue Project EIR), as well as the 
whole of the administrative record, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162 
and 15164, no subsequent EIR or addendum is required for approval of the Project;

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.20.2, I hereby APPROVE:

a Coastal Development Permit to authorize the demolition of an existing vacant 
church building and the construction of two small lot homes; the project provides 
a total of five (5) parking spaces including one guest parking space and is located 
in the single permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone; and

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

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped "Exhibit A,” and attached to

http://planning.lacity.org
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the subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior review by the 
Department of City Planning, Plan Implementation Division, and written approval by 
the Director of Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor 
deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code or the project conditions.

2. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other 
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the 
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein 
specifically varied or required.

3. Density. One (1) small lot residence shall be permitted on each newly created lot 
pursuant to Parcel Map No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL and Small Lot Subdivision 
Ordinance 176,354. The parcel map will result in two (2) small lots.

3. Height. The subject project shall be limited to three stories, 30 feet to the top of the 
sloped roof in height.

4. Parking and Access. As shown in "Exhibit A”, the subject project shall provide five (5) 
parking spaces onsite; two covered for each residential unit, and one un-covered 
guest space.

5. Roof Structures. The Roof Access Structure (RAS) is limited to a height of 34 feet. 
The area within the outside walls shall be minimized and shall not exceed 100 square 
feet as measured from the outside walls. Solar equipment, chimneys, exhaust ducts, 
ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for building function may not 
exceed the maximum height by more than five feet.

6. This approval is tied to Case No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL. The applicant shall comply 
with the conditions of approval listed in Case No. AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL, which are 
incorporated herein by reference.

7. No deviations from the Venice Coastal Specific Plan have been requested or 
approved herein. All applicable provisions of the Specific Plan shall be complied with. 
The Applicant shall obtain a Venice Sign Off prior to the issuance of any permits.

8. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding so that light does not 
overflow into adjacent residential properties.

9. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface 
to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence.

10. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal 
of this grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed 
on the building plans submitted to the Development Services Center and the 
Department of Building and Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 11

11. Prior to the commencement of site excavation and construction activities, construction 
schedule and contact information for any inquiries regarding construction activities 
shall be provided to residents and property owners within a 100-foot radius of the
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project site. The contact information shall include a construction manager and a 
telephone number, and shall be posted on the site in a manner, which is readily visible 
to any interested party.

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

Administrative Conditions

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

14. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions 
of Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or 
notations required herein.

15. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to 
clearance of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.

16. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification 
of the subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ 
herein.

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

19. Tribal Cultural Resource Inadvertent Discovery. In the event that objects or artifacts 
that may be tribal cultural resources are encountered during the course of any ground 
disturbance activities1, all such activities shall temporarily cease on the Project Site 
until the potential tribal cultural resources are properly assessed and addressed 
pursuant to the process set forth below:

• Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the Project Permittee 
shall immediately stop all ground disturbance activities and contact the 
following: (1) all California Native American tribes that have informed the City 
they are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 
proposed Project; (2) and the Department of City Planning.

• If the City determines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074 
(a)(2), that the object or artifact appears to be a tribal cultural resource, the City 
shall provide any effected tribe a reasonable period of time, not less than 14 
days, to conduct a site visit and make recommendations to the Project 
Permittee and the City regarding the monitoring of future ground disturbance 
activities, as well as the treatment and disposition of any discovered tribal 
cultural resources.

• The Project Permittee shall implement the tribe’s recommendations if a 
qualified archaeologist, retained by the City and paid for by the Project 
Permittee, reasonably concludes that the tribe’s recommendations are 
reasonable and feasible.

• The Project Permittee shall submit a tribal cultural resource monitoring plan to 
the City that includes all recommendations from the City and any effected tribes 
that have been reviewed and determined by the qualified archaeologist to be 
reasonable and feasible. The Project Permittee shall not be allowed to 
recommence ground disturbance activities until this plan is approved by the 
City.

• If the Project Permittee does not accept a particular recommendation 
determined to be reasonable and feasible by the qualified archaeologist, the 
Project Permittee may request mediation by a mediator agreed to by the 
Permittee and the City who has the requisite professional qualifications and 
experience to mediate such a dispute. The Project Permittee shall pay any 
costs associated with the mediation.

• The Project Permittee may recommence ground disturbance activities outside 
of a specified radius of the discovery site, so long as this radius has been 
reviewed by the qualified archaeologist and determined to be reasonable and 
appropriate.

• Copies of any subsequent prehistoric archaeological study, tribal cultural 
resources study or report, detailing the nature of any significant tribal cultural 
resources, remedial actions taken, and disposition of any significant tribal

1 Ground disturbance activities shall include the following: excavating, digging, trenching, plowing, 
drilling, tunneling, quarrying, grading, leveling, removing peat, clearing, pounding posts, augering, 
backfilling, blasting, stripping topsoil or a similar activity
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cultural resources shall be submitted to the South Central Coastal Information 
Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton.

• Notwithstanding the above, any information determined to be confidential in 
nature, by the City Attorney’s office, shall be excluded from submission to the 
SCCIC or the general public under the applicable provisions of the California 
Public Records Act, California Public Resources Code, and shall comply with 
the City’s AB 52 Confidentiality Protocols.

20. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.

Applicant shall do all of the following:

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

(i)

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

(ii)

Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. 
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its 
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall 
the initial deposit be less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(iii)

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

(iv)

If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition.

(v)

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

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

"City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers.

"Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or 
local law.

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

BACKGROUND

The project site is a relatively flat, rectangular shaped property comprised of one parcel 
(Lot 1, Block Q, Ocean Park Villa Tract No. 2) totaling approximately 5,005 square feet of 
gross lot area (0.11 acres) prior to dedications, and 4,766 square feet after dedications 
associated with the Revised Project. The site has approximately 38 feet and five inches 
of frontage along the southern side of San Juan Avenue (a designated Local Street- 
Standard), 125 feet and four inches along the western side of Sixth Avenue (a designated 
Local Street-Standard), 38 feet and five inches along the northern side of San Juan Court, 
(a named public alley), and 125 feet and four inches abutting the eastern side of a single
family unit to the west. The site is currently developed with a 1,068-square-foot vacant 
church. There are four Non-Protected street trees located along the site’s San Juan 
Avenue and 6th Avenue frontages. All on-site Non-Protected Trees will be replaced at a 
1:1 ratio.

The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan within the Oakwood Sub
Area of the Venice Costal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan Area, and the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
Area. The General Plan land use designation for the Project Site is Low Medium II 
Residential and the site is zoned Restricted Density Multiple Dwelling (RD 1.5-1). The site 
is not located within a hillside area or BOE Special Grading area, flood zone, landslide, 
liquefaction, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Fire District No. 1, or tsunami 
inundation zone. As the site is located in a methane buffer zone, in accordance with 
LAMC Section 91.7102 prior to the issuance of a building permit, the site shall be 
independently analyzed by a qualified engineer that is hired by the applicant. The 
engineer shall investigate and design a methane mitigation system in compliance with the 
LADBS Methane Mitigation Standards for the appropriate Site Design Level which will 
prevent or retard potential methane gas seepage into the building. The applicant shall
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implement the engineer’s design recommendations subject to DOGGR, LADBS and 
LAFD plan review and approval.

The project proposes to subdivide the site into two Small Lots, demolish the existing 
1,068-square-foot vacant church and construct two new 2,502-square-foot small lot 
residences (e.g., Lot A and Lot B), each to be developed with one detached single-family 
unit. Two covered parking spaces would be provided for each single-family unit and one 
un-covered guest parking space shall be provided for the two units. Parking would be 
accessed via San Juan Court. Landscaping would be provided for both units along the 6th 
Avenue frontage of the project. Lot A also includes a landscaped side yard in the front 
setback of the lot, abutting San Juan Avenue. Both single-family units would be three 
stories in height (30 feet to top of the sloped roof, 34 feet to the top of the roof access 
structure).

The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision and Coastal Development 
Permit are consistent with the Venice Community Plan, Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan, and the design standards established by the Subdivision Map Act and Division of 
Land Regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. San Juan Avenue is a Local Street- 
Standard dedicated to a width of 60 feet at the project street’s frontage, 6th Avenue is a 
designated Local Street-Standard dedicated to a 60-foot width at the project street’s 
frontage, and San Juan Court is a named alley.

The land uses in the general vicinity of the Project Site are also zoned RD1.5-1 and are 
characterized by a mix of multi- and single-family units, which vary in building style and 
period of construction. To the immediate east of the Project Site (across 6thAvenue) are 
two one-story single-family units separated by a one-story garage. San Juan Court, 
located immediately to the south, provides a buffer between the Project Site and 
additional one-story single-family units. One-story single-family units are located to the 
north (across San Juan Avenue), while a two-story single-family unit abuts the west 
property line. To the west and south, approximately 0.2 miles south of the project site, in 
the C2 Zone, commercial uses are located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard.

San Juan Avenue, adjoining the project site to the north, is classified as a Local Street- 
Standard, which carries a 60-foot width designation. San Juan Avenue is currently 
dedicated to a 50-foot width at the project’s street frontage and is improved with 
sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. BOE recommends that a 15-foot radius property line return 
be dedicated at the southerly corner of the intersection of 6th Street and San Juan Avenue. 
Additionally, a concrete curb, gutter, and a minimum 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk, 
including the dedicated corner cut area, will be constructed; trees will be planted and a 
landscaped parkway area will be constructed as part of the project.

San Juan Court, adjoining the project site to the south, is designated as a Public Alley, 
which carries a 20-foot width designation. San Juan Court is currently dedicated to a 10- 
foot width at the project’s street frontage and is paved but not otherwise improved. BOE 
recommends that a 5-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along the alley (San Juan Court) 
to complete a 15-foot wide alley.

6th Avenue, adjoining the project site to the east, is designated as a Local Street - 
Standard, which carries a 60-foot width designation. 6th Avenue is currently dedicated to 
a 60-foot width at the project’s street frontage and is improved with sidewalks, curbs and
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gutters. BOE recommends the reconstruction of the concrete curb and gutter; the repair 
and replacement of any broken or raised concrete sidewalk; and the planting of trees and 
landscaping the parkway area along 6th Avenue.

Previous zoning related actions on the site/in the area include:

DIR-2018-1103-CDP - On November 7, 2018, the Designee of the Director of Planning 
approved a Coastal Development Permit to allow for an addition to a single-family 
dwelling located at 532 East San Juan Avenue.

DIR-2017-1144-CDP-MEL - Filed on March 20, 2017, an application for Mello Act 
Compliance in conjunction with the construction of a single-family home located at 635 
East Santa Clara Avenue. No hearing has been held. No decision has been made.

DIR-2016-1319-CDP - On November 8, 2016, the Designee of the Director of Planning 
approved a Coastal Development Permit to allow for an addition to a single-family 
dwelling located at 528 East San Juan Avenue.

DIR-2016-125-CDP-MEL - On February 6, 2017, the Designee of the Director of Planning 
approved a Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance in conjunction with 
the construction of a three-story single-family dwelling located at 514 East Santa Clara 
Avenue.

AA-2016-3290-PMLA-SL / DIR-2016-3291-CDP-MEL - Filed on August 31, 2016, a 
Parcel Map for the subdivision of the subject lot and Coastal Development Permit and 
Mello Act Compliance in conjunction with the construction of two small lot homes located 
at 635 East San Juan Avenue. No hearing has been held.

Case No. ZA-2015-607-CDP-ZAA - On May 12, 2016 the Zoning Administrator approved 
the demolition of an existing one-story single family dwelling unit and construction of a 
new two-story single family dwelling unit with a detached garage.

Case No. ZA-2015-56-CDP - On October 13, 2015, the Zoning Administrator approved 
the construction of a new single family dwelling unit, located at 1100 South 6th Avenue.

ZA-2014-4054-CDP-MEL - On February 16, 2017, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance in conjunction with the 
conversion of a duplex into a single-family dwelling located at 628 San Juan Avenue.

ZA-2014-3538-CDP - On August 6, 2015, the Zoning Administrator approved a Coastal 
Development Permit to allow for the construction of a single-family dwelling located at 
550-554 East San Juan Avenue.

AA-2014-1989-PMLA-SL - A concurrent case, approved by the Advisory Agency on 
September 12, 2018 for the subdivision of one lot(s) into two parcels for the construction 
of two new small lot homes on the project site.

ZA-2013-4078-CDP-ZAA - On November 18, 2015, the Zoning Administrator approved 
a Coastal Development Permit and Zoning Administrator Adjustments in conjunction with
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the construction of a 30-foot high two-unit condominium building and a 30-foot tall single
family dwelling on two lots located at 1212-1222 Electric Avenue.

Ordinance No. 164,844 - Effective June 21, 1989, implementing Case No. CPC-1986- 
824-GPC to bring the Zoning Code into conformance with the General Plan, the zoning 
on the site was changed from R3-1 to RD1.5-1. The Project site was located in Subarea 
1790.

Public Hearing

The Public Hearing for this case was heard at 9:30 A.M. on September 12, 2018, jointly 
by the Hearing Officer and the Deputy Advisory Agency. The Applicant’s representative 
spoke favorably of the project’s design and the applicant’s outreach with the community, 
but no other members of the public spoke on the case. The Deputy Advisory Agency 
approved the subdivision case with the recommended conditions.

Correspondence

Letter dated August 30, 2017
Sue Kaplan, a Venice resident, opposes the project. She asserts that the project will be 
materially detrimental to the neighborhood. Ms. Kaplan cites case law to infer precedence 
of Coastal Act policies. She believes the project is not in conformance with the Coastal 
Act, stating that the project’s mass, scale, and character are inconsistent with the 
surrounding neighborhood. She is concerned with the cumulative impacts of small lot 
development and asks that a study be done to address such impacts. Ms. Kaplan 
requests an infrastructure assessment for the project.

Email dated October 7, 2017
Sylvia Lavin, a Venice resident, opposes the project. She is concerned that the 
development will reduce light and air and increase traffic along California Avenue. She 
states that the infrastructure of the area cannot support the proposed density. She states 
that other developed lots have not been sold for over a year. She mentions parking as a 
critical problem and posits that the project will likely be short-term rentals to serve non
residents.

FINDINGS

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

In order for a coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings 
maintained in Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the 
affirmative.

The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976.

1.

The project proposes the demolition of an existing church building and the 
construction of two single-family homes as part of a Small Lot Subdivision to merge 
and subdivide two lots totaling 5,005 square feet (4,766 square feet after 
dedications) into two lots in the RD1.5-1 Zone. The property is located within the
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single permit jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan (Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Subarea), the Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, a Calvo Exclusion Area, and within4.7 
kilometers from the Santa Monica Fault.

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of 
development on public services, infrastructure, the environment and significant 
resources, and coastal access. Applicable provisions are as follows:

Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential 
impacts on archeological or paleontological resources.

The project consists of the demolition of an existing vacant church building and the 
construction of two new three-story small lot homes. The subject site is not located 
within an area with known Archaeological or Paleontological Resources. However, 
if such resources are later discovered during excavation or grading activities, the 
project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local regulations already 
in place.

Section 30250 states that new development shall be located in areas able to 
accommodate it, areas with adequate public services, and in areas where 
such development will not have significant adverse impacts on coastal 
resources.

The proposed development is located in the single permit jurisdiction area of the 
California Coastal Zone. The proposed project is located in an urban residential 
neighborhood developed with similar single-family dwellings, duplexes and small 
apartment buildings. Currently, the site contains a vacant church building which is 
to be demolished and replaced with two, three-story small lot homes over two 
newly subdivided lots. The proposed density of two dwelling units complies with 
the density permitted in the Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Subarea (a maximum of 
two units per lot). The site is located within a developed neighborhood and the 
project as designed will be comparable in size, scale and use with the developed 
area. The property provides access for emergency vehicles on San Juan Avenue 
as well as 6th Avenue. Sufficient parking and setbacks required by local zoning and 
building and safety requirements are provided. Each lot will be developed with a 
single-family dwelling that maintains connections and access to all public services 
typically required for residential uses, including water and sewage, waste disposal, 
gas, and electricity. The project is replacing one vacant church building with two 
new small lot homes and will not overload the capacity of public services and 
infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed development will be adequately serviced 
and will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal resources.
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Section 30251 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 land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas.

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 property 
is not located along a bluff with views to the Pacific Ocean. The project proposes 
the construction of one, three-story small lot home on each subdivided lot. The 
subject site is situated on South 6th Avenue in a neighborhood zoned RD1.5-1. The 
existing structures within 100 feet are comprised of mostly one-story and two-story 
structures, with both flat and varied rooflines. The proposed structures are 
composed of three stories and a roof-top deck. The massing and scale of the 
proposed structures are visually compatible with the existing structures in the 
neighborhood. Across the street from the property are two detached residential 
units. To maintain visual compatibility with the neighborhood, the project is 
designed with seamless breaks in the plan, exuding a contiguous appearance 
across the two structures without abating the individual character of each home. 
The use of mixed materials is used to soften the appearance of the structure.

Section 30252 states that new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast.

The project proposes the demolition of a vacant church building and the 
construction of two new small lot homes over two new small lots. The subject site 
is located within 0.60 miles of the Pacific shoreline. The project provides four onsite 
parking spaces for residents and one guest parking space for the two units. No 
permanent structures will be erected within the public right-of-way and public 
access to the coast will not be obstructed.

Section 30253 requires new development to minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, minimize impacts 
along bluffs and cliffs, and protect special communities and neighborhoods 
that are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.

The project site is a flat lot located in an area designated for residential 
development. The project is not located by a bluff and is not directly adjacent to 
any popular visitor destinations. The property is located within 4.7 kilometers from 
the Santa Monica Fault and a liquefaction zone. Therefore, the project must 
comply with Zoning, Building, and Fire Safety Code regulatory compliance 
measures and requirements that minimize risks to life and property in hazard 
areas.

As conditioned, the proposed project is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act. The resulting single-family homes will have no adverse 
impacts on public access, recreation, public views or the marine environment, 
since the site is within a developed residential area located 0.6 miles away from



CASE NO. ZA-2014-1987-CDP PAGE 12

the shoreline. The project will neither interfere with nor reduce access to the 
shoreline or beach. There will be no dredging, filling or diking of coastal waters or 
wetlands, and there are no sensitive habitat areas, archaeological or 
paleontological resources identified on the site. The proposed project will not block 
any designated public access views.

The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976.

2.

Coastal Act Section 30604(a) states that prior to the certification of a Local Coastal 
Program (“LCP”), a coastal development permit may only be issued if a finding can 
be made that the proposed development is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. The Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the 
California Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001; however, the necessary 
implementation ordinances were not adopted. The City is in the initial stages of 
preparing the LCP; prior to its adoption the guidelines contained in the certified 
LUP are advisory.

The project consists of the development of two, three-story, single-family dwellings 
with a rooftop deck, in conjunction with a preliminary parcel map to subdivide one 
lot to create two newly subdivided small lots pursuant to LAMC Section 17.53 and 
the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176,354). The subject site is 
zoned RD1.5-1 with a General Plan Land Use Designation of Low Medium II 
Residential and is located in the Oakwood-Milwood-Southeast Subarea of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The following are applicable policies from the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan:

Policy I.A.1 identifies general residential development standards regarding 
roof access structures and lot consolidation restrictions.

The project proposes a roof access structure that is no more than 100 square feet 
in area, measured from the exterior walls and is less than 10 feet in height. The 
project will subdivide one lot to create two small lots.

Policy I.A.7 describe the intention to accommodate multi-family 
development in the areas designated Low Medium II Density provided that 
the project complies with the density and development standards set forth 
in the LUP.

Use: Single-family and multi-family structures are allowed. The project consists of 
the construction of two single-family homes, one on each newly sub-divided lot.

Density: One unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area is permitted. Lots smaller than 
4,000 square feet are limited to a maximum density of two units. The project 
proposes a density of two dwelling units.

Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommodate the need for fire safety, 
open space, permeable land area for on-site percolation of stormwater, and on
site recreation consistent with the existing scale and character of the
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neighborhood. After taking out areas for street dedication, the following yard 
setbacks are provided:

WEST
FRONT REAR SIDE

EAST
SIDELOT

A 11’5: 0’ 5’ 5’
B 10’ 5’ 0 0

Height: Building height shall not exceed 34 feet to top of stair shaft and 30 feet to 
top of roof slope. The portion that exceeds 30 feet in height shall be setback from 
the required front yard one foot for every foot in height above 30 feet. The proposed 
project features both flat and varied rooflines that comply with the requirements 
set forth.

Policy II.A.3 outlines the Parking Requirements for the project.

Pursuant to Z.I. No. 2406, required parking for subdivision projects shall be the 
parking requirements for multiple dwelling uses, based on the width of the pre
subdivided lot, under Section 13.D of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. Five 
(5) parking spaces are required; 2 spaces for each dwelling unit plus a minimum 
of 1 guest parking space per four units. The project meets this requirement by 
providing five parking spaces onsite. As proposed, Lot B contains four covered 
parking spaces with two spaces designated for each individual lot and an additional 
guest parking space to be shared between the two homes.

Pursuant to Z.I. No. 2406 (Case No. DIR-2014-2824-DI-1A) where provisions in 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan differ from provisions contained in the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan shall supersede 
those other regulations. Where provisions are silent in the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan, regulations of the Los Angeles Municipal Code apply.

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

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

3.

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

The project includes the demolition of an existing vacant church building and the 
construction of two new small lot homes, in conjunction with a Small Lot 
Subdivision to merge and subdivide one lot to create two new small lots. The 
Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewed and the proposed project is 
consistent with the requirements with the policies of the LUP and other applicable 
provisions of the Specific Plan.

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

The project consists of the development of two, three-story, small lot homes, each 
with a roof deck and is located within the single permit jurisdiction of the Coastal 
Zone, where the local jurisdiction (City of Los Angeles) issues Coastal 
Development Permits. The Coastal Commission will render decisions on appeals 
of the City’s Coastal Development Permits or Coastal Exemptions. The Coastal 
Commission took action on the following residential projects in the Venice Coastal 
Zone:

In April 2018, the Commission approved an Administrative Permit for the 
demolition of a one-story single-family dwelling and the construction of a two- 
story, 3,330 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage, 
within the dual permit jurisdiction, located at 2800 S. Dell Avenue (Application 
No. 5-18-0086).

In February 2018, the Commission approved a coastal development permit for 
the construction of a three-story, 4,579 square-foot single-family home with 
three onsite parking spaces on a vacant lot located at 210 E. Linnie Canal 
(Application No. 5-17-0598).

In August 2017, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of 
a Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding 
the City’s approval of a coastal development permit for the demolition of a two- 
story single-family dwelling and construction of a new two-story, 3,004 square 
foot single-family dwelling, in the single permit jurisdiction, located at 2318 
Clement Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0036).

In June 2017, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of a 
Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles and approved
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the remodel of a 948 square-foot single-family dwelling comprised of a new 
second story, resulting in a 2,482 square-foot, two-story (28 feet in height) 
single-family dwelling with a two-car garage, located at 938 Amoroso Place. 
(Appeal No A-5-VEN-17-0018).

In June 2017, the Commission found no substantial issue with a City approval 
of a coastal development permit for the demolition of a one-story single-family 
home and the construction of a two-story, 3,400 square-foot single-family 
dwelling with an attached two-car garage and roof deck on a lot located at 2325 
Wilson Avenue (Application No. A-5-VEN-17-0016).

In February 2017, the Commission approved a coastal development permit for 
the demolition of a one-story single-family home and the construction of a two- 
story, 2,702 square-foot single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage 
and rooftop deck on a lot located at 3021 Stanford Avenue (Application No. 5
16-0685).

In March 2016, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal of 
a Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding 
the City’s approval for the demolition of a single-family dwelling, a small-lot 
subdivision of a 4,670 square-foot lot into two lots, and the construction of a 
new two-story single-family dwelling on each lot, located at 758 Sunset Avenue 
(Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0071).

In October 2014, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with an appeal 
of a Coastal Development Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles, upholding 
the City’s approval for the demolition of two single-family dwellings and a 
detached garage on a 6,752 square-foot lot and the subdivision of the lot into 
three lots in conjunction with the construction of three single-family dwellings, 
on each lot with an attached garage, located at 644 Sunset Avenue and 607 
7th Avenue (Appeal No. A-5-VEN-14-0041).

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

5. The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea 
or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, and the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

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

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, right of private 
property owners, and natural resources from overuse.
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Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states the following in regards to public recreation 
policies:

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

The subject property is located approximately 0.6 miles from the Pacific coast. The 
project could have a cumulative effect on public access to the coast if it resulted in 
a loss of on-street parking spaces or did not provide adequate parking for the 
dwellings. The project provides five (5) parking spaces; Lot B contains a large four 
car garage with two spaces allocated for each residence, and it also contains an 
uncovered guest parking space. All parking spaces are accessed from the alley. 
By increasing parking capacity and shifting vehicle traffic to the alley, the project 
enhances the public right-of-way. As proposed, the project will not conflict with any 
public access or public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

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

6.

The project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Major 
Projects Section (serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the requirements 
of the CEQA. An Initial Study was prepared in accordance with Section 15063(a) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 15082 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, the City then circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to 
State, regional and local agencies, and members of the public for a 30-day period 
commencing on October 14, 2016. The purpose of the NOP was to formally 
inform the public that the City was preparing a Draft EIR for the project, and to 
solicit input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information to 
be included in the Draft EIR.

Written comment letters responding to the NOP were submitted to the City by 
public agencies and interested organizations. Comment letters were received 
from various public agencies. The NOP and NOP comment letters are included 
in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the project. It also 
analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of four alternatives to the project, 
including a "No Project” alternative. The Draft EIR for the project (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2016101038), incorporated herein by reference in full, was 
prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City CEQA Guidelines (Pub. 
Resources Code § 21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et seq.; City of 
Los Angeles California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR was 
circulated for a 47-day public comment period beginning on March 16, 2017 to 
May 1, 2017. A notification of the release of the Draft EIR was published by the 
City in the Los Angeles Times newspaper notifying interested parties of the 
availability of the Draft EIR for the Project. This notice was also mailed to 
government agencies, interested parties, entities that commented on the Initial
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Study, and owners and occupants residing within 500 feet of the Project Site. The 
notice included information on how to access the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was 
also made available for review on the City’s Department of City Planning website 
and at three libraries. A NOC and Draft EIR was also submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse. Copies of the written comments received are provided in the Final 
EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as Lead 
Agency, reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft 
and responded to each comment in the Final EIR.

The City released a Final EIR for the project on August 28, 2018, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR is intended to serve as an 
informational document for public agency decision-makers and the general public 
regarding objectives and components of the project. The Final EIR addresses the 
environmental effects associated with implementation of the project, identifies 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or 
eliminate these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received 
on the Draft EIR during the public review period. Responses were sent to all public 
agencies that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to 
certification of the Final EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). In 
addition, all individuals that commented on the Draft EIR also received a copy of 
the Final EIR. The Final EIR was also made available for review on the City’s 
Department of City Planning website. Copies of the Final EIR were also made 
available at three libraries and the City Department of Planning. Notices regarding 
availability of the Final EIR and the Notice of Public Hearing were sent to those 
within a 500-foot radius of the project site, as well as individuals who commented 
on the Draft EIR, or provided comments during the NOP comment period.

A duly noticed public hearing for the project was held by the Hearing 
Officer/Deputy Advisory Agency on behalf of the Zoning Administrator on 
September 12, 2018.

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on 
which the City’s CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, 
Los Angeles, California 90012. This information is provided in compliance with 
CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2).

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA)

The City of Los Angeles, as lead agency, acting through the Department of City Planning, 
prepared an environmental impact report (EIR), consisting of a Draft EIR, Final EIR, and 
the Errata to the Final EiR under case number ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH No. 
2016101038). Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public 
Resources Code Sections 21000-21189.57)(CEQA), the EIR is intended to serve as an 
informational document for public agency decision-makers and the general public 
regarding the objectives and components of the project at 1209 6th Avenue, in the Venice 
Community Plan Area and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Area in the City of Los 
Angeles. The Project involves the demolition of an existing 1,068 square foot vacant 
church and the subdivision of the existing lot into two new small lots (e.g., Lot A and Lot 
B). Under the Revised Project Lot A would be 2,455 square feet in area and Lot B would 
be 2,311 square feet in area. Each lot would be developed with one detached Small Lot
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single-family unit, both of which would be three stories in height (34 feet to top of stair 
shaft/ 30 feet to top of roof slope/25 feet to top of flat roof). Unit A would include 3,203 
square feet of residential floor area and Unit B would include 2,258 square feet of 
residential floor area (exclusive of garages, balconies and decks). The total square 
footage of each Unit including balconies, stairwells, etc., would be 4,371 square feet for 
Lot A and 3,357 square feet for Lot B. Both single-family units would be set-back from the 
surrounding roadways, with landscaped areas along San Juan Avenue and 6th Avenue. 
A total of five (5) onsite parking spaces are provided and located on Parcel B; two covered 
parking spaces are allocated to each unit plus one additional guest parking space located 
on the driveway apron to be shared among the two dwelling units. Driveways and 
vehicular access are from San Juan Court (the adjacent alley).

In a determination letter dated March 22, 2019, the City’s Deputy Advisory Agency (DAA) 
certified the EIR; adopted the environmental findings prepared for the Project as well as 
a statement of overriding considerations and a mitigation monitoring program (MMP); and 
approved the Project’s vesting tentative tract map (VTTM).

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 
3, Sections 15000-15387) allow the City to rely on the previously certified EIR unless a 
Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is required. Specifically, CeQa Guidelines Sections 
15162 and 15163 require preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR when an EIR 
has been previously certified or a negative declaration has previously been adopted and 
one or more of the following circumstances exist:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of 
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects;

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project 
is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative 
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR 
was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following:

The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 
EIR or negative declaration;

a.

Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR;

b.

Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or

c.



CASE NO. ZA-2014-1987-CDP PAGE 19

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative.

Likewise, Public Resources Code Section 21166 states that unless one or more of the 
following events occur, no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR shall be required by the lead 
agency or by any responsible agency:

Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions 
of the environmental impact report;

Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental 
impact report; or

New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time 
the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available.

SECTION 2. CEQA FINDINGS

FIND, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after 
consideration of the whole of the administrative record, the project was assessed 
in the1209 6th Avenue Project EIR No. ENV-2014-1988-EIR (SCH No. 
2016101038); and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162 and 15164, no 
subsequent EIR, negative declaration, or addendum is required for approval of the 
Project.

SECTION 3. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

All mitigation measures in the previously adopted Mitigation Monitoring Program attached 
as Exhibit "B”, are imposed on the project through Condition of Approval No. 60, to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects of the proposed Project on the environment and to 
ensure compliance during Project implementation.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

7. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood 
Hazard Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 
172,081, have been reviewed and it has been determined that the subject property 
is not located in the Flood Zone.

TIME LIMIT - OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS

All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use 
may be established. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.25 A.2, the instant authorization is 
further conditional upon the privileges being utilized within three years after the effective 
date of this determination and, if such privileges are not utilized, building permits are not 
issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun within said time and carried
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on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization shall terminate and 
become void.

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and 
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public 
agency. Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then 
the applicant or his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions 
the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or 
the approval may be revoked.

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications 
are done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either 
Figueroa Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles, the Marvin Braude Constituent Service Center 
in the Valley or at the Development Services Center’s Public Counter at the Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety Building in West Los Angeles. In order to assure that 
you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to 
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling (213) 
482-7077, (818) 374-5050, 310-231-2901 or through the Department of City Planning 
website at http://planning.lacity.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any 
consultant representing you of this requirement as well.

Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): "It shall be unlawful for any person to violate 
any provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person 
violating any of the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements 
of this Code shall be guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in 
that section to be an infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided 
in Section 19.6 of the Penal Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this 
Code that is designated as a misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either 
a misdemeanor or an infraction.

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is 
otherwise made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $2,500 or by 
imprisonment in the County Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine 
and imprisonment.”

TRANSFERABILITY

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, 
rented or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that 
you advise them regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is 
utilized, then all other conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately 
operative and must be strictly observed.

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The Director's determination in this matter will become effective after 10 working days, 
unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the Department of City Planning. It is strongly 
advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal period and in person so that 
imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period expires. Any

http://planning.lacity.org
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appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy 
of the Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the Department of 
City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are 
available on-line at http://planninq.lacitv.org. Public offices are located at:

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

Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 482-7077

Valley Public Counter 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., 

2nd Floor
Los Angeles, CA 91401 

(818)374-5050

West Los Angeles 
Public Counter 

1828 Sawtelle Blvd., 
2nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310)231-2901

Furthermore, this Coastal Development Permit shall be subject to revocation as provided 
in Section 12.20.2-J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by Section 30333 
of the California Public Resources Code and Section 13105 of the California 
Administrative Code.

Provided no appeal has been filed by the above-noted date, a copy of the permit will be 
sent to the California Coastal Commission. Unless an appeal is filed with the California 
Coastal Commission before 20 working days have expired from the date the City's 
determination is deemed received by such Commission, the City's action shall be deemed 
final.

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

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning , *

CHARLES J. RAUS 
Associate Zoning He

JR
ministrator

Approved by: Reviewed and Prepared by:

Heather Bleemers, Senior City 
Planner

Adam Villani, City Planner 
(213) 847-3688

http://planninq.lacitv.org
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EXHIBIT D

Mitigation Monitoring Plan



4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

4.1 INTRODUCTION

To ensure that the mitigation measures identified in an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) are implemented the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the 
Lead Agency for a project to adopt a program for monitoring or reporting the revisions it 
has required for a project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental effects. As specifically set forth in Section 15097(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the public agency may choose whether its program will monitor 
mitigation, report on mitigation, or both. As provided in Section 15097(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, "monitoring” is generally an ongoing or periodic process of project oversight. 
"Reporting” generally consists of a written compliance review that is presented to the 
decision-making body or authorized staff person.

An EIR has been prepared to address the Project’s potential environmental impacts. 
The evaluation of the Project’s impacts takes into consideration project design features, 
which are measures proposed by the Applicant as features of the Project and which are 
detailed in the EIR. Where appropriate, the EIR also identifies mitigation measures to 
avoid or substantially lessen any significant impacts. This Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (MMP) is designed to ensure monitoring of the implementation of those project 
design features and mitigation measures. The MMP has been prepared in compliance 
with the requirements of CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. 
It is noted that while certain agencies outside of the City of Los Angeles (City) may be 
listed as the monitoring/enforcement agencies for individual project design features and 
mitigation measures listed in this MMP, the City, as Lead Agency for the Project, is 
responsible for overseeing and enforcing implementation of the MMP as a whole.

4.2 PURPOSE

The intent of this MMP is to:

1. Verify compliance with the project design features and mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR;

2. Provide a framework to document implementation of the identified project 
design features and mitigation measures;

3. Provide a record of mitigation requirements;

4. Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;

5. Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of project 
design features and mitigation measures;

6. Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and

7. Utilize the existing agency review processes wherever feasible.

1209 6th Avenue
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Los Angeles
August 20184-1



4 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

4.3 ORGANIZATION

As shown on the following pages, each required mitigation measure and project design 
feature for the Proposed Project is listed and categorized by impact area, with an 
accompanying identification of the following:

• Enforcement Agency, the agency with the authority to enforce the mitigation 
measure or project design feature; and

• Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports including feasibility, 
compliance, implementation, and development are made.

• Monitoring Phase, the phase of the project during which the mitigation measure 
or project design feature shall be monitored;

o Pre-Construction, including the design phase 
o Construction
o Occupancy (post-construction)

• Monitoring Frequency, the frequency at which the mitigation measure of project 
design feature shall be monitored.

• Actions Indicating Compliance, the action(s) of which the Enforcement or 
Monitoring Agency indicates that compliance with the identified mitigation 
measure or project design feature has been implemented.

4.4 ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES AND ENFORCEMENT

This MMP shall be enforced throughout all phases of the Project. The Applicant shall 
be responsible for implementing each project design feature and mitigation measure 
and shall be obligated to provide certification, as identified below, to the appropriate 
monitoring agency and the appropriate enforcement agency that each project design 
feature and mitigation measure has been implemented. The applicant shall maintain 
records demonstrating compliance with each design feature and mitigation measure. 
Such records shall be made available to the City upon request.

4.5 PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS

After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and 
modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made subject to City approval. 
The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or department, will 
determine the adequacy of any proposed change or modification. This flexibility is 
necessary in light of the nature of the MMP and the need to protect the environment. No 
changes will be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy the requirements of 
CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency.

1209 6th Avenue
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Los Angeles
August 20184-2



4 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

The Project shall be in substantial conformance with the project design features and 
mitigation measures contained in this MMP. The enforcing departments or agencies 
may determine substantial conformance with the project design features and mitigation 
measures in the MMP in their reasonable discretion. If the department or agency 
cannot find substantial conformance, a project design feature or mitigation measure 
may be modified or deleted as follows: the enforcing department or agency, or the 
decision maker for a subsequent discretionary project-related approval finds that the 
modification or deletion complies with CEQA, including CEQA guidelines Sections 
15162 and 15164, which could include the preparation of an addendum or subsequent 
environmental clearance, if necessary, to analyze the impacts from the modification to 
or deletion of the project design features or mitigation measures. Any addendum or 
subsequent CEQA clearance that may be required in connection with the modification 
or deletion shall explain why the project design feature or mitigation measure is no 
longer needed, not feasible, or the other basis for modifying or deleting the project 
design feature or mitigation measure. Under this process, the modification or deletion of 
a project design feature or mitigation measure shall not in and of itself require a 
modification to any project discretionary approval unless the Director of Planning also 
finds that the change to the project design features or mitigation measures results in a 
substantial change to the Project or the non-environmental conditions of approval.

1209 6th Avenue
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of Los Angeles
August 20184-3



4 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

4.6 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

A. Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measures

Cultural-1:
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Preservation (OHR) shall retain for its 
records a written narrative and photo documentation of the existing structure located on 
the Project Site. The written narrative and photo documentation shall comply with the 
following requirements:

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the City of Los Angeles

• An architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards in architectural history shall 
prepare a written narrative description of the existing structure located 
on the Project Site. The format of the written narrative shall be based 
on Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) guidance for such 
written narrative documentation.

• The photo documentation shall be prepared by a professional 
photographer with experience documenting historic buildings under 
direction of an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in architectural history.

• Photographic documentation shall include one set of large (4 x 5-inch) 
and medium (6 x 7-centimeter) format black and white negatives and 
two sets of 8 x 10 inch photographic prints on black and white paper.

• Film, contact prints, and enlargements shall be archaically processed.

The written narrative and photo documentation shall be submitted to OHR for review 
and comment. Upon review and comment and when final edits are approved by OHR, 
the original documentation package items shall be deposited in the collection of the Los 
Angeles Public Library (negatives, proof sheets, one set of 8 x 10 inch prints, written 
narrative, any other specified documentation) and in the collection of the California 
Historical Resource Information Center (one set of 8 x 10 inch prints, written narrative, 
State of California Department of Parks and Recreation "DPR” series forms, any other 
specified documentation).

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources
Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction
Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to issuance of demolition permit 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of 
applicable building permit

1209 6th Avenue
Final Environmental Impact Report
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4 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

Design Features (DF)

The following design feature is included as part of the Revised Project - Garage Access 
From San Juan Court:

DF: In order to communicate the property’s significant historic association with 
the Monday Women’s Club, a commemorative plaque, commemorative 
signage, or public art installation will be constructed on the Project Site, at 
the corner of 6th Avenue and San Juan Avenue. The purpose will be to 
commemorate the use of the site by the Monday Women’s Club. The 
project applicant shall install an art piece consistent with the concept 
described in the Draft EIR for Alternative 4, or commemorative plaque, 
signage, or other art installation serving the same purpose, which is 
acceptable to the project applicant and the City.

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources
Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources
Monitoring Phase: Occupancy
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to issuance of occupancy permit 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of 
occupancy permit
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president KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP
EXECUTIVE OFFICERI3*■VAHID KHORSAND 
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DEPUTY DIRECTOReric garcetti
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR

lisa m. Webber, aicp
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION 
MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE REVIEW

July 25, 2019

Owner/Applicant
Kevin Zhang
Rockport Development, Inc. 
1619 Garvey Avenue North 
Suite 207
West Covina, CA 91790

Case No: 
Related Cases:

DIR-2019-4305-MEL 
ZA-2014- 1987-CDP 
ZA-2014-1987-CDP-1A 
AA-2014-1989-PMLA 
AA-2014-1989-PMLA-1A 
1209 S. 6th Avenue,
566 E. San Juan Avenue
11 - Bonin
Venice
Venice
Low Medium II Residential 
RD1.5-1
Ocean Park Villa Tract No. 2 
Block Q, Lot 1

Location:

Council District: 
Neighborhood Council 
Community Plan Area: 
Land Use Designation: 

Zone:
Legal Description:

Representative
Brian Silveira
Brian Silveira & Associates 
2302 % Strongs Drive 
Venice, CA 90291

Last Day to File an Appeal: August 5, 2019

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1 (commonly called the 
Mello Act) and the City of Los Angeles Interim Administrative Procedures for complying with the 
Mello Act, I have reviewed the proposed project and as the designee of the Director of Planning, 
I hereby find that:

1. No Affordable Existing Residential Units were found to exist at 1206 South 6th Avenue 
or 566 East San Juan Avenue and;

2. The proposed project will develop two (2) new Residential Units (single-family 
dwellings), defined as a Small New Housing Development and is therefore exempt 
from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement.



MELLO ACT COMPLIANCE FINDINGS

The proposed project is located in the Coastal Zone, as defined in California Public Resources 
Code, Division 20 (commencing with Section 30000), and as depicted on the City of Los Angeles 
Coastal Zone Maps. The proposed project involves the conversion, demolition, or development 
of one or more residential units. Therefore, the proposed project is subject to the Mello Act, as 
set forth in California Government Code Section 65590 and 65590.1.

Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the 
Mello Act, all Conversions, Demolitions, and New Housing Developments must be identified in 
order to determine if any Affordable Residential Units are onsite and must be maintained and if 
the project is subject to the Inclusionary Residential Units requirement.

Accordingly, pursuant to the settlement agreement between the City of Los Angeles and the 
Venice Town Council, Inc., the Barton Hill Neighborhood Organization, and Carol Berman 
concerning implementation of the Mello Act in the Coastal Zone Portions of the City of Los 
Angeles, the following findings are provided:

1. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0).

The project proposes the demolition of an existing church building. As detailed in the 
Historic Resource Assessment for the Project, the most recent documentation showing 
any residential use of the building, a Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, was in 1950. The 
building was used first as a women’s club in 1926, then shared its space with a church 
beginning in 1938, and was purchased by a church in 1971 and continued to be used as 
a church until 2014, when it was sold. The building has been vacant since.

As no residential units of any type are on site, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are 
proposed for demolition or conversion; and the applicant is not required to provide any 
Affordable Replacement Units.

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

The project proposes the construction of two (2) new single-family dwellings. Pursuant to 
Part 2.4.2 of the Interim Administrative Procedures, developments which consist of nine 
or fewer Residential Units are Small New Housing Developments and are categorically 
exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement. Therefore, the proposed 
development of one new Residential Unit is found to be categorically exempt from the 
Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement for New Housing Developments.

DIR-2019-4305-MEL Page 2 of 3



APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final ten (10) working days after 
the date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is 
filed with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during 
the appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before 
the appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by 
the required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
Forms are available on-line at www.citvplannina.lacitv.org.

Planning Department public offices are located at:

Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street,
4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

West Los Angeles 
Valley Constituent Service Center Development Services Center

1828 Sawtelle Boulevard,
2nd Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2912

Marvin Braude San Fernando

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818)374-5050

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley. In order to assure 
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to 
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling (213) 482-7077, 
(310) 231-2912, or (818) 374-5050 or through the Department of City Planning website 
at http://citvplanninq.lacitv.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant 
representing you of this requirement as well.

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Approved by: Prepared by:

r~a
her Bleemers, Senior City'Planner Adam Villani, City Plannerlea
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