REQUEST & FINDINGS

SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTION
PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE REVIEW
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

248 WESTMINSTER AVENUE, VENICE

REQUEST:
The instant request is for:

» Specific plan exception@ursuant to LAMC Sec. 11.5.7-F(c)), to permit:

o0 10 parking spaces in lieu of 40 parking spacesraike required by Sections
13.D & 13.E.1 of the Venice Specific Plan.

o Afloor area ratio (FAR) of 1.67:1 for a mixed-usammercial/residential
building, in lieu of 1.5:1 otherwise permitted bgciion 11.B.3 of the Venice
Specific Plan.

» Project permit compliance reviefpursuant to Section 8.B of the Venice Specific
Plan and LAMC Sec. 11.5.7-C), to permit the corgohuse and maintenance of an
existing office/residential building.

» A coastal development pernfgursuant to LAMC Sec. 12.20.2), to permit the
continued use and maintenance of an existing dféselential building.

BACKGROUND & PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The subject property is an existing irregular sligpa&rcel of land, varying from
approximately 32 to 92 feet in width, and 112 feadepth at its maximum, and
containing 5285 square feet of lot area. It is tlgyed with an existing 3-story building
which contains commercial office uses and a residedwelling. It is bounded by
Westminster Avenue on the west (which it frontdyi&a Avenue on the southwest, San
Juan Avenue on the southeast (the rear of theibg)ldand a public alley (Cabrillo
Avenue) on the north., which is barricaded at @sterly end adjacent to the site. Ten
enclosed onsite parking spaces take access vutilie alley.

The site faces Westminster Avenue Elementary Sdiodble west; a multifamily
residential use in the C2-1 Zone to the southweestixed-use 2-story commercial/



residential building in the C2-1-O Zone to the he#dst; and older multifamily uses of
varying sizes in the RD1.5-1-O Zone to the eastsmdheast. Overall, the vicinity is
characterized by the elementary school on the westmercial uses to the north,
particularly along Abbot Kinney Boulevard, and lemedium density older residential
uses in the interior areas to the east and south.

The property is located within the Venice Commuiidtsin area, which designates the
subject site for Neighborhood Office Commerciald avithin the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan.

History. In October, 1988, under Case Nos. ZA 1988-08804)YV) and CDP 1988-
022, the property was approved for the constructise and maintenance of a 3-story
artist-in-residence unit (joint living/work quargdrand office building, with 10 onsite
enclosed parking spaces. As a residential unitzdmeng administrator also approved
setback variances along all the frontages to zeb(Except on Riviera Avenue for 2
feet). The proposed building was to contain 800fasg| feet of floor area. In December,
1988, a letter of clarification was issued by tbaing administrator to reduce all
setbacks to zero feet (which would be consistetit thie C2 Zone for entirely
commercial uses); to permit traffic to back intdo@lo Avenue (the public alley); and to
allow the maximum height of the building to be &8t including a 3-foot-high parapet
wall above the roof.

In March, 1989, a building permit was issued fa $ite, for a “combination office &
residential” use (artist-in-residence), 3 storied 83 feet in height, with 10 parking
spaces (including compact spaces), containing 8§Q@re feet of gross floor area, and
with the 2% and & floors of the building to be an artist-in-residenmit. The certificate
of occupancy was issued in June, 1991.

The original owner of the property made modificai@nd additions to the property
without benefit of building permits, including chging the basic use of the building from
an artist-in-residence to a general office useating a 380 square-foot studio
apartment on the third floor.

An Order to Comply was issued by the Departmewolding & Safety in September,

2007 (Case No. 208895). The stated violations were:

1. “Unapproved occupancy of th8%and ¥ floor dwelling as commercial office.”

2. “The approximate 25’ x 30’ construction of an apaht out of an exterior deck to
the artist-in-residence dwelling wasl/is construatétiout the required permits and
approvals.”

3. “Interior remodeling with walls moved or removed the £', 2@ and 3 floors.”

Item 1 was evidently based on the limitation ie building permit that those floors be
an artist-in-residence unit (notwithstanding tinet standard LADBS policy is that not
more than 1/3 of a joint living/work quarters bsidential, which in this instance would
equal approximately one floor of the building). Tawee for this violation would be to
submit building plans reflecting the existing uaes obtain a new certificate of



occupancy. The existing uses in the building areniged in the C2-1-O Zone and the
present owner is under no obligation to continuetilize the 1988 conditional use grant.
Therefore, the zoning violation per se would reguo Planning Department approval to
correct.

Items 2 and 3 are also violations based on a lapkrnits and not, per se, zoning
violations requiring Planning Department approVidley, too, can be cured by obtaining
a new building permit and certificate of occuparmyvided all improvements meet
building codes.

However, the existing uses of the building haveipar requirements which differ from
those originally required in 1988, for which distmeary entitlements are needed.
Similarly, the addition of floor area (the studipaatment and perhaps other areas) has
increased the floor area ratio (FAR) to greatenttinee 1.5:1 ratio presently permitted in
the Specific Plan, which also requires a discrettgrentittement. Those requests must
be approved before the applicant can obtain a neMibg permit.

Existing building The primary use of the building is as officesyated mainly to motion
picture film editing. That use is wholly consistevith the C2 Zone under LAMC Sec.
12.14-A,12, which permits film and tape editing andtion picture reconstructing, and
projection and screening rooms associated with sgel seating no more than 100
persons. As noted, it is not the uses of the gigier se which are in violation of City
zoning regulations.

The first floor of the building is occupied primigrby offices (there are also 10 enclosed
parking spaces adjacent to the ground floor). Boerd floor is occupied primarily by
offices and a theater/editing bay (screening rodrmg third floor has a variety of uses,
including offices, lunch room, recreation room,ragge and a studio apartment. The
height of the building (as measured in accordande twe Venice Coastal Zone Specific
Plan, from the centerline of the lowest adjaceret] is 32 feet, 11 inches to the top of
the tallest parapet wall, consistent with the 33 feeight limit permitted by the zoning
administrator and the building permit. Elementschiiouse/screen mechanical
equipment on the roof go to a maximum height ofe®t, 9 % inches, as permitted by
LAMC Sec. 12.21.1-B,3.a, which allows such to extcte specified height limit by up
to 5 feet (in this instance, the specified heighitlis 30 feet under the Specific Plan).
Subsection 3.b allows chimneys to observe thatteigen at the perimeter of the roof.

It is the applicant’s intent to obtain approval floe building as it presently exists, since it
was purchased and occupied in good faith spedifibahouse the business which the
applicant operates. There will be no physical cleartg the building, either exterior or
interior, as a direct result of the instant zomeguests. There will be no removal of
structures, no removal of trees and no grading.eMigting apartment on the third floor

is to be retained, so there will be no loss of &ltiag unit onsite. The unit is not rented,
since it is occupied as needed in relation to titegry business onsite. According to the
applicant, there are 35 to 40 core employees ofdngpany; as labor needs require, that



number increases to 45 to 50 personnel when tempana/or contractual staff are
added.



SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTIONS FOR

PARKING & FLOOR AREA RATIO
(LAMC SEC. 11.5.7-F,2)

FINDING NO 1: Thestrict application of the regulations of the specific plan to the
subject property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships
inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the specific plan.

The first request for an exception from the VerG@mastal Zone Specific Plan is to permit
the continued use and maintenance of the existingntlosed parking spaces onsite, in
lieu of 40 spaces otherwise required under Secb. 48d 13.E.1 of the specific plan.
This request is also based upon the provision ditiadal parking spaces and
mitigations, as will be described hereafter.

As was described within the history under the Baokgd & Project Description, the
original development of the site was approved énd living/work quarters (artist-in-
residence) with 10 spaces required by the conditiose approval and the subsequent
building permit (2 parking spaces for the artist@sidence unit and 8 spaces for the
ground floor offices).

The nominal parking requirement for the subjecpprty is calculated as follows, based
upon the specific plan:

» Under the original conditional use approval andding permit/certificate of
occupancy, 10 parking spaces for a residentialamdt8 parking spaces for ground
floor offices.

* Under the Venice Specific Plan, 25 additional pagkspaces for office uses on the
2" and & floors of the building, based upon combined calted floor area on those
floors of 6213 square feet (after subtraction@® 3quare feet for thé*Jloor studio
apartment). This is based upon the Specific Plparking requirement for general
offices and other business, technical servicesspfate for each 250 square feet of
floor area. The original building permit noted @8 and 3" floors as being
residential, and their use for offices was citethie Notice to Comply as a violation.

(Under the provisions of the Specific Plan, thewasion of the upper two floors to
office uses constituted a “Change in Use” (in ttase, from residential to
commercial), which resulted in a “Change in thehsity of Use” (Sec. 5 of the
Specific Plan). Therefore, under Sec. 13.C, th@gbs in use must comply with the
present parking requirements of the Specific Plan.)

» Under the Specific Plan, for one multiple dwellioig a lot 35 or more feet in width if
adjacent to an alley: 2 spaces plus 1 guest spageded up). The 2 spaces were
already provided as part of the original 10 spased, additional space is required.



» Under the Specific Plan, in the Beach Impact Zdngpace for each 640 square feet
of ground floor commercial. For 2241 square fegiarking spaces would be
required.

Total required parking for the building is the safithe 10 original required spaces, plus
25 for the 2% and ¥ floor offices, plus 1 residential guest parkingsp, plus 4 Beach
Impact Zone spaces, for a total of 40 parking space

Under Sec. 13.C of the specific plan, all of thenawided office parking spaces could be
compensated for by paying an in-lieu fee to theiv®oastal Parking Impact Trust
Fund. Under Sec. 13.D, a residential guest parkpage may also be paid for by an in-
lieu fee. Under Sec. 13.E.1, up to 50 percent (gpates in this instance) of the required
Beach Impact Zone parking may be paid for by alemfee.

The applicant is supplying onsite all the parkipgaes which can be physically
provided, given the configuration of the buildiddne building has no practical
alternative use other than as a commercial buildimdy as an office use, the impacts of
the occupancy of the building are substantiallg sn for alternative types of
commercial uses, including retail or service usess a medical office building. The
nature of the applicant’s business insures a veligthigh ratio of office equipment and
fixtures per employee, thereby reducing the occopérad of the site.

The applicant is providing additional parking spabeyond the 10 spaces contained in
the garage in the following manner:

* Five spaces are provided along the public alleyo(ila Avenue) as parallel parking
in front of the building’s garage doors. This pakiarrangement has no impact upon
other properties and uses abutting the alley, dime& vehicle spaces are located
directly adjacent to the onsite parking of the a@pit and block only the garage
doors of the applicant.

* The applicant has a lease arrangement with a chocaked at 1041 Abbot Kinney
Boulevard for 17 parking spaces during the hourgpairation for the applicant’s
business, which are 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Mortdeyugh Friday. This does not
conflict with the times when the church requireskpay spaces for its own activities,
which are primarily on Sunday morning and severkday evenings. The church
is located within 400 feet (along streets) of thbjsct property.

In further mitigation of the parking requiremerttse applicant notes the following:

* The core number of employees for the businessfate 80. Depending upon the
labor needs generated by specific projects, whapaeary/contractual personnel are
added, the average number of staff at any givee tianies from 45 to 50. Because a
high percentage (approximately 50 percent) of ieant’'s employees live in the
Venice community, at least 30 percent of all empkyyeither walk, bike or drive
motorcycles to work.



* If required, the applicant is willing to establigfisite parking for employees under a
lease or other arrangement (beyond 750 feet disfaand provide shuttle service in
the morning and evening (or more frequently) farsénemployees.

* The applicant is also willing to pay in-lieu fees & portion of the parking shortfall
onsite, under the applicable provisions of the gpgaan.

Between 10 garaged spaces onsite, 5 alley spatemtrof the garage doors and 17
spaces under lease arrangement with the churctbbatAinney Boulevard, the
applicant is providing a total of 32 parking spacgasre than sufficient in consideration
of the number of employees who arrive at work byanseother than an automobile or
who telecommute.

On street parking on adjacent streets is perméatedl times, with the following
exceptions: On Mondays, between 12 noon and 2rQ parking is restricted on the
southeast side of San Juan Avenue and the nortidastf Riviera Avenue. On
Tuesdays, between the same hours, parking isatestron the northwest side of San Juan
Avenue and the southwest side of Riviera Avenuariig weekday daytime hours,

much of the available onstreet parking in the imiaiedis utilized, largely by residents of
the neighboring apartments. The employees ofpb&cant use onstreet parking as
available, but do not rely upon it.

The second specific plan exception is to permitarfarea ratio (FAR) of 1.67:1 in lieu
of the 1.5:1 FAR permitted for a mixed-use develeptnWhen the building was
originally permitted, it was as an 8000 square fooject, which corresponded to a FAR
of 1.5:1. As was noted previously, an apartmentaciied on the third floor, in what was
previously an open deck area, without benefit ofrpis by a previous owner. Therefore,
as is true for the present parking requirements,the illegal actions of a prior owner
which are now compelling the applicant to seelefellhat addition, among perhaps
other changes, has increased total floor area3d 8§uare feet.

Notwithstanding, the existing floor area ratio isetatively minor increase from that first
permitted. While a deck area was enclosed, theiexfeotprint and envelope of the
building remains unchanged from that originallyrpigted in 1991. It would be a
practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship, sgrwio beneficial purpose, to require
the applicant to reduce the interior floor areth®original 8000 square feet.

The applicant purchased the property in good faitilarch, 2005, to be used for their
primary business. Since the applicant acquiregbtbperty, they have maintained the
property in good condition, including seeking tomgy with any requirements and
corrections mandated by the Department of Buildirgafety.

They believed at the time of purchase that the building was in compliance with all
existing laws and regulations of the City. The original owner of the property made
modifications and additions to the property without benefit of building permits, including



changing the basic use of the building from an artist-in-residence to a general office use
and adding a studio apartment on the third floor. The applicants are innocent victims of
those pre-existing violations and are seeking to bring the building into compliance to the
best of their ability under the existing circumstances. Their primary concern isto be able
to continue to operate their businessin a viable manner.

In summary, the strict application of the regulai®f the specific plan would result in
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship®msistent with the general purpose and
intent of the specific plan, in that:

» The applicant is supplying onsite all the parkipgees which can be physically
provided, given the configuration of the buildidde building has no practical
alternative use other than as a commercial buildimdy as an office use, the impacts
of the occupancy of the building are substantils than for alternative types of
commercial uses.

* Between onsite garaged spaces, alley spaces awddgangements with a nearby
church, the applicant is providing a total of 32kag spaces, more than sufficient in
consideration of the number of employees who am@iweork by means other than an
automobile or who telecommute.

» If necessary, the applicant is willing to establisthuttle service for employees
between an offsite parking area and the subjeqgrty, and/or to pay in-lieu fees for
a portion of the required parking spaces.

* The existing floor area is a minor increase froat first permitted. The exterior
footprint and envelope of the building remains wargded from that originally
constructed. It would serve no beneficial purpaseetjuire the applicant to reduce
the interior floor area at this time.

» There will be no exterior physical changes of arpetto the building. The property
has functioned for 17 years as a primarily comna¢emterprise without apparent
detriment to occupants/owners of either the prgpeself or adjacent properties.

FINDING NO. 2: There are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicableto
the subject property involved or to theintended use or development of the subject
property that do not apply generally to other property in the specific plan area.

These exceptional circumstances include:

* The subject property is a highly-irregular shapsdbunded on all four sides by
public streets and or an alley, with no physicaltguity to any other parcel. The
size, shape and boundaries of the site made deweluof the property difficult to
design and build, if it were to be aestheticallyaative as well as functional.



» The parcel is developed with an existing 3-stompowercial building which has
existed for 17 years, and it is the intent of tpplant to continue to use and
maintain the as-built building, with no exterior difications.

* The applicant purchased the property in good faitdarch, 2005, to be used for
their primary business. They believed at the timpuochase that the building was in
compliance with all existing laws and regulatiomsh@ City. They are innocent
victims of violations created by previous ownerd ane seeking to bring the building
into compliance to the best of their ability untieg existing circumstances. Their
primary concern is to be able to continue to oettag¢ir business in a viable manner.

* The applicant is providing onsite all the parkipgses which can be physically
provided, given the configuration of the buildiddne building has no practical
alternative use other than as a commercial buildimdy as an office use, the impacts
of the occupancy of the building are substantils than for alternative types of
commercial uses, including retail or service usess a medical office building.

FINDING NO. 3: An exception from the specific plan isnecessary for the
preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right or use generally
possessed by other property within the specific plan area in the same zone and
vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or
unnecessary hardshipsisdenied to the property in question.

The applicant is seeking parity with numerous ottenmercial properties within the
immediate vicinity which seek to operate viableibass enterprises, and who have long-
established, functional uses, within a zone whiehnts the uses as a matter of right, and
which have operated without adverse impacts upayhbering occupants and

properties.

The applicant purchased the property in good faitdarch, 2005, to be used for their
primary business. They believed at the time of pase that the building was in
compliance with all existing laws and regulatiomsh@ City. They are innocent victims
of violations created by previous owners and ae&isg to bring the building into
compliance to the best of their ability under thestng circumstances. Their primary
concern is to be able to continue to operate thesmess in a viable manner.

The applicant is providing onsite all the parkipgises which can be physically provided,
given the configuration of the building. The buidihas no practical alternative use other
than as a commercial building and, as an office tiieimpacts of the occupancy of the
building are substantially less than for alternatiypes of commercial uses, including
retail or service uses, or as a medical officedmg. The nature of the applicant’s
business insures a relatively high ratio of oficlipment and fixtures per employee,
thereby reducing the occupancy load of the site.



Between onsite garaged spaces, alley spaces amddaangements with a nearby
church, the applicant is providing a total of 32hag spaces, more than sufficient in
consideration of the number of employees who amiweork by means other than an
automobile or who telecommute.

The existing floor area is a minor increase froat first permitted. The exterior footprint
and envelope of the building remains unchanged tra@noriginally constructed. It

would serve no beneficial purpose to require th@ieant to reduce the interior floor area
at this time.

Previous discretionary cases similar to the instaqiiests have been approved in the
immediate vicinity:

* Under Case No. APCW-2003-2696-SPE-SPP, In JanR@éy, the West Los
Angeles Area Planning Commission approved a rediicti parking required under
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan from 7 paylspaces to 2 spaces, in
conjunction with the conversion of an existing 2-garage to commercial art craft
space, located at 1341 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. &into the instant request, the use
in that case had existed since 1993 and it was eeégmysically impossible to
provide the amount of parking otherwise requiredaurthe specific plan.

* Under Case No. APCW-2007-2489-SPE-SPP-MEL, in Déezn2007, the West
Los Angeles Area Planning Commission approved aatash in parking required
under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan frgpaiking spaces to zero spaces, in
conjunction with an existing 3-unit multifamily idential building, located at 543
Grand Boulevard. Again, this was in recognitiort tive@ use had long existed and it
would be physically impossible to provide the regdiparking under the specific
plan.

» Under Case No. ZA 2002-1848 (PPA)(SPP)(CDP)(CUB)I(MEL, in February,
2003, the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commisapproved a reduction in
parking required under the Venice Coastal Zone Bpé&dan from 34 parking spaces
to 31 spaces, in conjunction with a 9-unit comnedh@sidential mixed-use
condominium project, located at 1119-1123 Abbotrieiy Boulevard.

FINDING NO. 4: The granting of an exception will not be detrimental to the public
welfare or injuriousto the property or improvements adjacent to or in thevicinity
of the subject property.

The following recapitulates previous discussioniolihs repeated here to support the
instant finding:
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The subject property is a highly-irregular shapgdbunded on all four sides by
public streets and or an alley, and is therefosesiglally separated from all adjacent
properties and uses, relative to impacts.

Other than the instant requested exceptions, thjegircomplies with all the
requirements of the Venice Specific Plan.

The requested exceptions will require no exterigrscal modifications to the
property; it will continue to have the appearandeas possessed for the past 17
years. The property has functioned during that @as@ primarily commercial
enterprise without apparent detriment to occupantsérs of either the property itself
or adjacent properties.

Since the property has existed as it presentlgrngigured since 1991 and no
functional changes are proposed, there will beew impacts upon traffic, parking,
noise or other effects from the approval of théansrequest. Any impacts upon
neighboring uses and properties have been longedahnd absorbed.

The applicant is supplying onsite all the parkipgaes which can be physically
provided, given the configuration of the buildiddhe building has no practical
alternative use other than as a commercial buildimdy as an office use, the impacts
of the occupancy of the building are substantis than for alternative types of
commercial uses.

The core number of employees for the businessfte 80. Depending upon the
labor needs generated by specific projects, theageenumber of employees at any
given time varies from 45 to 50. Because a higlegr@age of the applicant’s
employees live within the Venice community, at te23 percent of the applicant’s
employees either walk, bike or drive motorcyclesvtok.

Between onsite garaged spaces, alley spaces amddaangements with a nearby
church, the applicant is providing a total of 32kag spaces, more than sufficient in
consideration of the number of employees who am@iweork by means other than an
automobile or who telecommute.

If necessary, the applicant is willing to establisthuttle service for employees
between an offsite parking area and the subjeqgrty, and/or to pay in-lieu fees for
a portion of the required parking spaces.

The existing floor area ratio is a relatively mimocrease from that first constructed.

While a deck area was enclosed, the exterior fattpnd envelope of the building
remains unchanged from that originally permitted 991.
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FINDING NO. 5: The granting of an exception will be consistent with the principles,
intent and goals of the specific plan and any applicable element of the general plan.

The subject property is located within the Veniaar®nunity Plan and Venice Coastal
Zone Specific Plan area. The subject property ssgpti@ted for the C2 Zone (the existing
zoning) and the Neighborhood Commercial land usegoay. The existing use is
consistent with the zoning and plan designation.

The purposes of the Venice Coastal Zone Speciéin Bie stated in Section 2 of the plan.
They relate primarily to the protection, maintermaad enhancement of aspects of the
Venice Coastal Zone and to the regulation of dguakent. The granting of the deviation
in this case leaves intact the consistency of tlegadl use of the subject property with the
principles, intent and goals of the specific pl@ther than the exception requested
herein, for which findings in support have beersprded, the property is consistent with
all provisions of the Venice Specific Plan.

12



PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE REVIEW
(SEC. 8.C OF VENICE SPECIFIC PLAN & LAMC SEC. 11.5.7-C,2)

FINDING NO. 1: TheVenice Coastal Development Project iscompatiblein scale
and character with the existing neighborhood, and the Venice Coastal Development
Project would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lotsor theimmediate
neighborhood.

The subject building was approved in October, 19@8ler Case Nos. ZA 1988-0880
(CUZ2)(YV) and CDP 1988-022, for the constructiosewand maintenance of a 3-story
joint living/work quarters and office building, eomaximum height of 33 feet including
parapet walls, with 10 onsite enclosed parking epaZariances were also approved for
zero setbacks from all abutting streets and thdigalbey. In March, 1989, a building
permit was issued for the above-described buildangl, a certificate of occupancy was
issued in June, 1991.

The exterior of the existing building is identi¢althe building approved and constructed
17 years ago. There have been no exterior modditsito the building and none are
proposed in conjunction with the instant requeBitere will be no change to the
footprint, volume or height of the existing buildiror to any cosmetic detailSince no
functional changes are proposed, there will beew impacts upon traffic, parking,
noise or other effects from the approval of theéansrequest.

The building was deemed to be compatible in saadecharacter with the existing
neighborhood, and not materially detrimental taadpg lots or the immediate
neighborhood, when it was approved and constru&@ede nothing has changed in
relation to the exterior of the building or the lgag provided, that remains true at the
present time.

FINDING NO. 2: TheVenice Coastal Development Project isin conformity with the
certified Venice Local Coastal Program.

* For the North Venice subarea, in which the suljjeaperty is located, the Venice
Coastal Zone Specific Plan and the Venice LandRJae permit a building with a
flat roof to have a maximum height of 30 feet (SE:F.3.a). The subject building
complies with that height, but was expressly paedi8 additional feet for a parapet
wall under the conditional use grant in 1988. Tkisteng building has a total height,
as measured from the centerline of the lowest adjssireet, of 32 feet, 11 inches.
Elements which house/screen mechanical equipmetiteoroof go to a maximum
height of 34 feet, 9 % inches, as permitted by LABE. 12.21.1-B,3.a, which
allows such to exceed the specified height limitpyto 5 feet (in this instance, the
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specified height limit is 30 feet under the Speciian). Subsection 3.b allows
chimneys to observe that height even at the peeinoétthe roof.

Driveways and vehicular access shall be provideohfalleys, unless the Department
of Transportation determines that is not feasig@ec. 10.F.5.a). The subject project
takes vehicular access from the public alley (GlabAvenue) on its north side, in
conformance with the provisions of the SpecificrPla

With respect to floor area ratio, Sec. 11.B.3 ef specific plan states that, in
commercial zones, the floor area ratio shall bellf@r mixed-use office and
residential uses. This same provision is within\fleaice Land Use Plan. The
building was approved at that ratio under the edxtanditional use approval and
building permit. The original owner of the buildiagded a studio apartment on the
third floor of the building without benefit of perts. The overall FAR for the
building is now 1.67:1. With the approval of theuested exception to the Specific
Plan for FAR, the project will be in compliance lvihis provision.

The parking requirement for the subject propertyailsulated as follows, based upon
the specific plan:

o Under the original building permit, 10 parking seador one residential unit
and ground floor offices.

o For 6213 square feet (net a residential unit) diitazhal offices on the and
3" floors, 25 parking spaces at 1 space for eactsg@re feet of floor area.
(General offices and other business, technicalsesy)

o For one multiple dwelling on a lot 35 or more feetvidth if adjacent to an
alley: 1 additional guest parking space.

o Inthe Beach Impact Zone, 1 space for each 640redeat of ground floor
commercial. For 2241 square feet, 4 parking spaoesd be required.

Under Sec. 13.C of the specific plan, all of thenawided office parking spaces
could be compensated for by paying an in-lieu éethé Venice Coastal Parking
Impact Trust Fund. Under Sec. 13.D, a residentiakgparking space may also be
paid for by an in-lieu fee. Under Sec. 13.E.1,mwp@ percent (or 2 spaces in this
instance) of the required Beach Impact Zone parkiag be paid for by an in-lieu
fee.

With the approval of the requested exception to3pecific Plan for parking, the
project will be in compliance with this provision.
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FINDING NO. 3: The applicant has guaranteed to keep therent levels of any
Replacement Affordable Unit at an affordable level for thelife of the proposed
Venice Coastal Development Project and to register the Replacement Affordable
Unitswith the L os Angeles Department of Housing.

The subject property was approved as an artistsidence unit in 1988. The present
building continues to retain a dwelling unit ontiterd floor, which the applicant intends
to continue to maintain and use. The dwelling isreated and is used in conjunction
with the primary commercial operation within thal@ing. There is no intention to rent
the dwelling at any time in the future.

FINDING NO 4: The Venice Coastal Development Project is consistent with the
special requirementsfor low and moder ate income housing unitsin the Venice
Coastal Zone as mandated by California Gover nment Code Section 65590 (Mello
Act).

As a development containing one dwelling, the ptoyeould not be required to

incorporate low and moderate income housing usiitee developments of nine or fewer
dwellings are not subject to that requirement.

FINDING NO. 5 (LAMC 11.5.7-C,2(a)): The project substantially complieswith the
applicableregulations, findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan.

This finding is identical to Finding No. 2 for peat permit compliance review pursuant
to the Venice Specific Plan. In summary:

* With respect to height, the existing building coraplwith the specific plan and will
not be modified.

» With respect to vehicular access, the projecttakk access from the abutting public
alley, which is in compliance with the specificpla

» With respect to floor area ratio, the project, aftpproval of a specific plan
exception, will comply with the provisions of theexific plan.

» With respect to parking, the project, after appr@fa specific plan exception, will
comply with the provisions of the specific plan.
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FINDING NO. 6 (LAMC 11.5.7-C,2(b)): The project incor por ates mitigation
measur es, monitoring measur es when necessary, or alternativesidentified in the
environmental review which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of
the project, to the extent physically feasible.

The project will incorporate all mitigation meassyrand monitoring measures if

necessary, as may be required pursuant to theommvental clearance for the project, to
reduce any potential impacts to a level of lesa #ignificance.
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(LAMC Sec. 12.20.2-G,1)

FINDING NO. 1: Thedevelopment isin conformity with Chapter 3 of the California
Coastal Act of 1976.

The Venice Coastal Zone Local Coastal Program babeen certified by the State and,
therefore, a coastal development permit in the #nommunity continues to be subject
to the findings under LAMC Sec. 12.20.2.

The existing building, substantially as it is pra$e configured, was granted a coastal
development permit in October, 1988 under Case(N\Di? 1988-022. A new coastal
development permit is requested because the bgildino longer being used as it was
originally permitted.

The Coastal Act provides that new development, gixag otherwise provided in this
division, shall be located within, contiguous witi,in close proximity to, existing
developed areas able to accommodate it or, wheteaeas are not able to
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate psbhaces and where it will not have
significant adverse effect, either individuallyamulatively, on coastal resources.

The proposed project is located within a highlyamized existing commercial/residential
area. The building and infrastructure capable ppsuting it have been in place for many
years. The building is not new development, sih@gs permitted and has existed since
1991.

Since the subject property is not adjacent to ttweedine, it will neither interfere with nor
reduce access to the shoreline. Recreation artdrvegrving facilities are unaffected by,
and unrelated to, the subject property and its avmgments. Water and marine resources
are not affected by this project, nor are coastdkvs or wetlands. The project will not
affect any environmentally sensitive habitat area,archaeological or paleontological
resources. No external physical changes are prdgogdée existing development of the
subject site. The project will not entail any gragliThe project will not block any
designated public access viewpoints.

FINDING NO. 2: The permitted development will not preudice the ability of the
City of Los Angelesto prepare a Local Coastal Program that isin conformity with
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

The proposed project is substantially consistettt e Venice Community Plan and

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, which servéiadunctional equivalent in
conjunction with any pending Local Coastal Plane Tland Use Plan (LUP), a portion of
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the Venice Local Coastal Program (LCP), was cedifiy the California Coastal
Commission on June 14, 2001. The proposed proj#atet change or impede the
adoption and certification of other componentshef ILCP.

FINDING NO. 3: Thelnterpretive Guidelinesfor Coastal Planning and Per mits as
established by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1997 and any
subsequent amendments ther eto have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in
thelight of theindividual project in making its deter mination.

In this instanceGuideline standards concerning the following atevant:

a. Height — Height of structures shall not exc@@deet above the centerline of the
frontage road. As approved in 1988, and desdrin more detail elsewhere in the
instant findings, the existing building isdanformity.

b. Parking — Three spaces should be provided fesidential unit (including one guest
space) and offices should be parked at a ohibme space for each 250 square feet of
floor area. The parking appendix for the Guitked contains the following statement:
“The following parking guidelines are intendednsure beach access. They should be
used as a general indicator of parking need.diversity of circumstances occurring
within the various areas of the coastal zogeire care in the application of these
guidelines. Local parking requirements showdabnsidered.”

The existing development is not close to thecheFurther, the above standards would
require 37 parking spaces for the project, Whwould be physically impossible. The
applicant provides 10 garaged spaces ons#ipaées in front of the garage

doors and 17 spaces under lease arrangeménd witurch on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard. the applicant is providing a totaB@ parking spaces, more than sufficient
in consideration of the number of employees atrve at work by means other than
an automobile or who telecommute. With the apal of a specific plan exception, the
project will be in conformity with the parkirggjandard.

FINDING NO. 4: Thedecision 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 Resour ces Code.

This section of the California Public Resources €prbvides that prior decisions of the
Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall gudallgovernments in their actions in
carrying out their responsibility and authority endhe Coastal Act of 1976. This request
is in conformity with such known applicable decrsso
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FINDING NO. 5: If the development islocated between the nearest public road and
the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, that the
development isin confor mity with the public access and public recreation policies of
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

The development is not located between the nepuddic road and the shoreline.

FINDING NO. 6: An appropriate environmental clearance under the California
Environmental Quality Act has been granted.

A mitigated negative declaration has been grantédh is adequate to satisfy the
requirements of the California Environmental Quahftt of 1970, as amended.
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