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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

CLL̂r-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.


