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The project proposes the demolition of one 2,442 square-foot restaurant, the existing 
private school, 2,200 square feet of office space, and the surface parking lot; and the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a 70,310 square-foot, mixed-use development 
(includes existing and new floor area). The mixed-used development is comprised of two 
existing restaurants and a new 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant having 2,514 square-
feet of Service Floor area, four dwelling units and a Hotel with 78 guest rooms, 2,935 
square feet of ground floor retail space including a market with 170 square feet of Service 
Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 2,027 square feet of office use. The project will 
construct three new three-story mixed-use buildings, each with a maximum of 30 feet in 
height, and one new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; all new structures 
are connected by pedestrian bridges. The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, 
at grade and within three subterranean levels. The project also requires excavation, 
grading, and approval of a haul route for the export of approximately 24,591.65 cubic 
yards of dirt.   

 
REQUESTED 
ACTIONS: 

An appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s determination to certify the Environmental Impact 
Report, adopt Environmental Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a 
Mitigation Monitoring Program, approve a Conditional Use Permit for alcoholic 
beverages, Conditional Use Permit to allow an Apartment Hotel within 500 feet of a 
residential zone, Coastal Development Permit, Site Plan Review, Project Permit 
Compliance Review, Mello Act Compliance Review, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) Section 12.20.2 and Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1 and 
the City of Los Angeles Interim Mello Act Compliance Administrative Procedures. 

 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 
 
Deny in part the appeals and grant in part the appeals to sustain the following modified actions of the Zoning 
Administrator in approving the Project: 
 

1. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) and 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, Find the West Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission (“Commission”) has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR, No. 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR (SCH No. 2016061033) dated January 10, 2019, and the Final EIR, dated July 3, 
2019 (Venice Place Project EIR), Erratum, dated July 2020, as well as the whole of the administrative 
record, and 
 
CERTIFY the following:  
(a) The Venice Place Project EIR has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA);  
(b) The Venice Place Project EIR was presented to the Commission as the decision-making body of 

the lead agency; and 
(c) The Venice Place Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
 
ADOPT the following:  
(a) The related and prepared modified Venice Place Project Environmental Findings; 
(b) The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and  
(c) The modified Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Venice Place Project EIR  

 
2. Sustain the Zoning Administrator’s Determination to Approve a Conditional Use, pursuant to Los Angeles 

Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,1, authorizing: (a) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with a proposed hotel restaurant having 195 indoor 
seats and 65 outdoor seats, operating 24 hours and serving alcohol between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 
1:00 A.M., (b) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The subject site is located within the Venice Community Plan, the North Venice Subarea of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, 
Calvo Exclusion Area (not applicable to this project), is within the single permit jurisdiction of the 
California Coastal Zone, a Methane Zone, is within 4.7 kilometers from the Santa Monica Fault, 
and is within a Liquefaction Area.  The subject site, comprised of nine lots totaling approximately 
46,877 square feet, (one of which was formerly used for public parking), is a level, irregularly-
shaped parcel located within the C2-1-CA Zone. The project site includes a major portion of the 
block, with approximately 240 feet of frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south, 360 feet 
of frontage on Electric Avenue to the north, 160 feet of frontage on Broadway to the west, and 
137 feet of frontage on Westminster Avenue. 
 
The property west of the subject site is improved with a two-story office building in the C2-1-CA 
zone; the properties north and northeast of the site are developed with one and two-story, single 
and multi-family residential buildings in the RD1.5-1 zone; the property east of the site is improved 
with a one-story commercial building (fitness use) and two-story residential building above 
groundfloor parking in the C2-1-CA zone; the property south of the site includes the Westminster 
Avenue Elementary School located within the [Q]PF-1XL zone, the school’s frontage on Abbot 
Kinney includes a two-story structure, open recreation field, and a parking lot. Three lots abutting 
the project site are developed with a parking lot, a building formerly used as a church (1039-1041 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard), and an office formerly used as a multifamily residence (1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard). A number of recently developed two and-three-story mixed developments are 
located southeast of the subject site.  
 
The subject site is improved with approximately 12,560 square feet of development, comprised 
of three restaurants totaling 7,444 square feet, a private school consisting of 1,572 square feet 
within three (residential) structures, 3,544 square feet of office space and a 60-space surface 
(former public) parking lot. There is also 2,963 square feet of existing outdoor landscaped area at 
the project site used as a retail nursery known as the Sculpture Garden that will remain. There is 
also a temporary vegetable garden, the Cook’s Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Two of 
the three restaurant businesses and two of the three buildings in which they reside will be 
maintained, preserving the street frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. One of the three 
restaurant buildings, at 1031 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, will be demolished and replaced with a 
new restaurant hotel. 
 
Proposed Project 
 
The proposed project is the demolition of one 2,442 square-foot restaurant, an existing private 
school within three single-family structures, 2,200 square feet of office space, and a 60-space, 
surface parking lot for the construction, use, and maintenance of a three-story, 70,310 square-
foot (includes existing and new floor area), mixed-use development. The proposed mixed-use 
development is comprised of (3) new three-story structures, each with a maximum of 30 feet in 
height, and one (1) new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; the new structures 
are connected by pedestrian bridges and a three-level subterranean parking structure  extending 
throughout the project site.  
 
The proposed mixed-use development is comprised of two existing restaurants and a new 3,810 
square-foot hotel restaurant having 2,514 square-feet of Service Floor area, four dwelling units 
and a Hotel with 78 guest rooms, 2,935 square feet of ground floor retail space including a market 
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with 170 square feet of Service Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 2,027 square feet of 
office use. Tenant improvements are proposed to the existing restaurant structures. A total of 184 
parking spaces are required for the Project (for new and existing uses), provided at grade and 
within the three-level subterranean parking structure. The required loading area is provided 
onsite. The project also requires excavation, grading, and approval of a haul route for the export 
of approximately 24,591.65 cubic yards of dirt. 
 
The project proposes several improvements to the abutting public right-of-ways: 
 

- Abbot Kinney Boulevard. An existing passenger loading area will be maintained.  
- Electric Avenue. The project proposes to relocate an existing driveway, remove two 

parking spaces and add two new driveways. A 5-foot dedication is required to construct a 
new sidewalk.  

- Westminster Avenue. The project proposes to close two existing driveways to improve the 
vehicular circulation around the project site. A 2-foot dedication is required to extend and 
existing sidewalk.   

- Broadway. A 5-foot dedication for a portion of Broadway to extend the sidewalk. 
- Corners. Dedications of 15 to 20 feet radius are required for all corners (except where 

existing structures will remain). 
- Sidewalks will be constructed and extended along the perimeter of the project site to 

enhance the pedestrian circulation system in and around the neighborhood.   
 
Clarification of Project Description 
 
The Zoning Administrator approved the development of a mixed-use structure comprised of the 
following uses: 
 

- four (4) dwelling units, 
- 78 guest rooms within a Hotel use, 
- a 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant, 
- 2,935 square feet of retail space, which includes a market with 170 square feet of Service 

Floor area, and 
- 2,027 square feet of office use. 

 
No approval for “Apartment Hotel” was issued. Therefore, as provided in the Revised Findings, 
references to “Apartment Hotel” are replaced with the actual uses proposed: four dwelling units 
and a Hotel with 78 guest rooms.  
 
As provided in the Revised Findings and Erratum to the Final EIR, references to “Apartment Hotel” 
are replaced with the actual uses proposed: four dwelling units and a Hotel with 78 guest rooms. 
 
APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSES 
 
On March 12, 2020, the Office of Zoning Administration Certified the Venice Place Project EIR, 
and Adopted the Environmental Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation 
Monitoring program, and approved a: 1) Conditional Use permitting the sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with the proposed hotel restaurant, a 
full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a market 
within the hotel, a full line of alcoholic beverages for individual rooms within the hotel, and the 
sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center; 2) Conditional Use permitting a hotel 
within 500 feet of a residential zone; 3) Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of 
a 2,442 square-foot restaurant, three single-family dwellings being utilized as a private school, a 
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2,200 square foot office, and surface parking lot and the construction of a mixed-use project 
consisting of 78 hotel guest rooms, 4 residential dwelling units, a 3,810 square-foot hotel 
restaurant. a 2,935 square-foot market, a 1,735 square-foot spa, 2,027 square feet of office 
space, and 175 parking spaces; 4) Site Plan Review for a project resulting in a net increase of 50 
or more guest rooms; 5) Project Permit Compliance for a project within the Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan; 6) Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of three Residential Units and 
construction of four new Residential Units in  the Coastal Zone; and 7) Waiver of Dedication 
and/or Improvement to provide a 5-foot dedication on Electric Avenue in lieu of the 7.5 feet 
otherwise required and to provide a 2-foot dedication on Westminster Avenue in lieu of the 5 feet 
otherwise required. 
 
Following issuance of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination, four (4) separate appeals were 
filed, as follows: 
 

Appeal No. 1  Yelena Zeltser UNITE HERE Local 11, People Organized for Westside 
Renewal (POWER), Alba Luz Privado 

Representative: Jordan R. Sisson, Law Office of Gideon Kracov 
  
Appeal No. 2 1041 Abbot Kinney, LLC/ Abbot Kinney Investment Property, LLC 
Representative: Carl Lisberger,  Manatt, Phelps & Philips, LLP 
  
Appeal No. 3 Keep Neighborhoods First 
Representative: John Given, Law Office of John P. Given 
  
Appeal No. 4 Citizens Preserving Venice, Sue Kaplan 
  

Given the content of the appeals, this appeal response report is provided to the West Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission (WLA APC) In order to address the appeal points raised by the 
appellants, and to provide clarity where necessary for purposes of assisting the WLA APC in their 
consideration of the project and the appeals. 
 
 
APPEAL NO. 1: Yelena Zeltser UNITE HERE Local 11, People Organized for Westside 
Renewal (POWER), Alba Luz Privado. 
 
No. 1-1 
Zoning inconsistency regarding short-term stays within Apartment Hotels.  
 
The ZA LOD fails to address the Project inconsistency with the City’s Zoning Code and applicable 
land use plans, and also its inconsistent with CEQA requirements for an EIR. As such, the 
Code/CEQA–required land use and environmental findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence.  
 
The specific points at issue were fully outlined in the comment letters previously submitted to the 
ZA, including but not limited to Appellants’ prior comment letter dated August 1, 2019 (attached 
hereto this Appeal as Exhibit A). As fully explained therein, the City Zoning Code makes clear that 
guest rooms within apartment hotels are to be used for long-term tenancy (longer than 30 days), 
which the ZA LOD’s does not ensure via an enforceable Condition of Approval (“COA”) barring 
shorter-term stays for the Project’s proposed 78 guest rooms. 
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Staff response No. 1-1. 
The proposed project is a mixed-use development with restaurants, offices, hotel guest rooms 
and dwelling units. The project’s conditional use request is for considering the proposed hotel’s 
proximity to nearby residential uses; no other request or consideration is given nor any deviations 
from the Municipal Code, Specific Plan, CDP, or SPR under the ZA conditional use authority. 
Hence, the applicant is required to comply all the Municipal Code requirements with regards to 
hotel occupancy. 
 
The appellant fails to identify the Municipal Code section which requires the proposed mixed-use 
project provide long-term tenancy (longer than 30 day) for the hotel guest rooms within the mixed 
use project. The appellant fails to identify where the Zoning Administrator decision expressly 
grants the project a deviation from the code related to short-term housing. 
 
No. 1-2 
The Project’s air quality, greenhouse gas (“GHG”), and traffic analysis utilize faulty assumptions 
that mask the true impacts suffered by nearby residents. The Project avoids feasible mitigation 
measures that could reduce these impacts. The Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) 
underestimated the Project’s trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips (before credits were 
applied). 
 
Staff Response No. 1-2 
The Air Quality (AQ) and GHG analysis in the Project EIR appropriately accounted for new 
emissions, including the incremental increase in emissions resulting from the Project. The floor 
area modeled for the Project in the EIR is appropriate and does not underestimate the incremental 
change in land use and associated emissions that would result from implementation of the Project. 
Additionally, the operational emissions analysis used the appropriate trip generation estimates, 
therefore emissions associated with mobile vehicle trips are not underestimated. 

The appellant points out a minor discrepancy of an undercount of 401 square feet in retail floor 
area and an over count of 390 square feet for restaurant uses between what was stated in the 
Project Description of the Draft EIR and what was modeled in the Air Quality analysis of the Draft 
EIR using CalEEMod. The discrepancy exists due to late, minor changes to the Project 
Description following completion of emissions modeling.  Nonetheless, as detailed in Exhibit C.4, 
Supplemental Environmental Responses, Exhibit 2 – AQ and GHG Responses, this would not 
cause a substantial change to daily air pollutant emissions or annual GHG emissions. The 
increase in retail use and decrease in restaurant daily air pollutant emissions would not result in 
the Project exceeding any air quality threshold. The annual GHG emissions associated with retail 
building operation would slightly increase, and the restaurant emissions would slightly decrease, 
however this would not result in the Project conflicting with GHG reduction goals, plans or 
strategies, and impacts would continue to be less than significant. No further analysis is warranted 
as the change would have no effect on the impact analysis or significance determinations, since 
the analysis and conclusions in the EIR affirm the conclusions that the Project would have less 
than significant air quality impacts and would not conflict with greenhouse gas reductions plans, 
goals, and policies would continue to be valid. 

The appellant also contents that vehicle trips were undercounted through the use of incorrect trip 
generation rates. Trip generation rates specific to the West Los Angeles area are defined by the 
City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan and use of those rates is 
required by the City. However, the Specific Plan does not define AM peak hour rates for trip 
generation, and therefore Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates are used for 
those calculations. All project trip generation calculations were approved by LADOT during the 
study scoping process, and in addition to the rates identified in the Specific Plan, include trip 
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generation rates per hotel unit and per 1,000 square feet of commercial floor area as defined by 
Trip Generation, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. (See Draft EIR Appendix 
K-2.) Per coordination with LADOT during the project MOU process, where total trip rates or 
inbound/outbound percentages have not been defined by either the Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan or the ITE source, rates from an industry publication Traffic 
Generators, published by the San Diego Association of Governments, were used. 

Because the 10th edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual was released in late 2017, well after 
the issuance of the Notice of Preparation on January 12, 2017, the impact analysis was based on 
the 9th edition, as was applicable during the baseline determined for the Project. Nonetheless, in 
response to the appellant’s comment, a review of the Project trip generation calculations was 
analyzed using updated 10th edition rates; the analysis showed a small increase in daily trips and 
no change or a reduction in peak hour trips, as detailed in Exhibit C.4, Supplemental 
Environmental Responses, Exhibit 4, Traffic Response, Trip reductions are caused by the 
different changes in rates between proposed uses (trip generation) and existing uses (trip credits). 
For the study intersection analysis, which is based entirely on peak hour trips, no new impacts 
would occur, as AM peak-hour trips would remain the same and PM peak-hour trips would be 
lower. 

The appellant also contends that the proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan 
of the project and trip reductions are unsubstantiated and unenforceable. This is incorrect. 
TRANS-PDF-2 contains an overview of the proposed TDM program, and a recommended start-
up program is provided as part of the PDF. The proposed TDM program is specific, and was 
reviewed and approved by LADOT, in that it includes several strategies to reduce Project traffic. 
The final TDM will be set forth when the project design is final during Project permitting in order 
to ensure that the strategies will achieve the 15 percent traffic reduction goal. Flexibility is required 
in the mitigation measure, because if TDM strategies are determined prior to the time of final 
Project permitting, then it is possible that the traffic reduction goal would not be achieved. 
Therefore, the TDM program for the Project is not yet finalized. The goal of reducing vehicle trips 
by 15 percent is not an arbitrary adjustment but rather based on LADOT standards and studies, 
and the TDM program is designed to facilitate the use of alternative transportation modes to 
decrease automotive vehicle trips and focus on person trips made by other modes of travel (such 
as walking, biking and transit). A TDM program is not speculative; rather, it is developed for 
projects based on their individual design characteristics and the transportation behavior of the 
individuals travelling to and from the project site. As mentioned above, the TDM strategies will be 
finalized by LADOT upon completion of the project design as part of regulatory compliance during 
permitting in order to ensure that the 15 percent traffic reduction goal is achieved. Per the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program in the FEIR, as updated in the Erratum, dated July 2020, this PDF 
would be monitored and enforced by LADOT to ensure the 15 percent reduction is achieved, and 
TDM features may be modified as needed to ensure compliance.  
 
As emissions, vehicle trips, and vehicle trip reduction measures were appropriately analyzed and 
appealed, the appeal point should be denied. 
 
No. 1-3 
This Project will create significant cultural and noise impacts, and the City must adopt a statement 
of overriding considerations—which it cannot do absent real commitments from the Applicant. 
 
Staff Response No. 1-3 
The City’s LOD provides the appropriate CEQA Findings which identify specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, which make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report, and includes a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations on page 75 of the Determination Letter, which identifies the Project’s benefits, 
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such as providing guest rooms, units, and commercial uses within a Transit Priority Area, within 
close proximity to local and regional public transit; providing guest rooms for visitors to stay in 
close proximity to the coastal attractions, local retail, and restaurants in the Venice community; 
aesthetically improving the community by replacing a parking lot and existing deteriorating 
structures with buildings that are consistent with the scale and design of the area; providing 
economic benefits by supporting the growth of the City’s economic base with an economically 
viable project that includes revenue generating commercial activities and tax revenues, including 
transit occupancy taxes; generating employment opportunities, creating construction jobs in the 
short term and long term restaurant and hospitality employment opportunities; incorporating 
Green Building and sustainability features to enhance air quality and support the City of Los 
Angeles’s sustainability goals and polices, including reduction of greenhouse gases; contributing 
to a land use pattern that addresses housing and guest room needs and reduces vehicle trips 
and air pollution by locating commercial and coastal serving uses within an area that has public 
transit and employment opportunities, restaurants, and entertainment all within walking distance;  
implementing a landscaping plan and providing open space areas; being located within a Transit 
Priority Area, consistent with SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS regional mobility goals that encourage land 
use and growth patterns that facilitate transit use, thereby meeting the housing needs of the region 
while reducing overall vehicle trips, congestion, and energy demand; and accomplishing the five 
Project Objectives described in the EIR. 
 
The appellant provides no evidence that the Project would fail to achieve these benefits or that 
the Project would depress wages or fail to provide jobs, and therefore the appeal point should be 
denied. 
 
APPEAL NO. 2: 1041 Abbot Kinney, LLC/ Abbot Kinney Investment Property, LLC. 
 
No. 2-1 
The project fails to comply with the city’s municipal code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan and will adversely affect neighboring properties and the surrounding neighborhood… 

A. The Project must be redesigned to provide access to 1043 Abbot Kinney from Electric 
Ave… 

 
Staff Response No. 2-1 
The Appellant argues that the Project must be redesigned to provide access to the property 
located at 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, stating that an existing garage at 1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard was constructed with vehicle access from Electric Avenue, through the project site. 
Exhibit F of the Project DEIR include photos of the project site and Sanborn maps from 1918 and 
1950 showing the existing surface parking lot as the Pacific Electric Railway Right of Way and 
Electric Ave immediately to the north of ROW. Research of the County Recorder’s records did 
not reveal any easement which allows access to 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard from the subject 
property.  Despite the claim, the appellant does not provide documented evidence to show the 
adjacent property has a legal right of access through the project site.  
 
No. 2-2 
The project fails to comply with the city’s municipal code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan and will adversely affect neighboring properties and the surrounding neighborhood.   

B. The Project’s minimum required parking does not comply with the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and will exacerbate the existing 
significant parking issues in the area…. 

i. The Project’s parking requirement does not comply with the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
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ii. The Project’s use of an off-site secondary valet area to ensure the provisions of 
code-required parking required a covenant or condition ensuring that the 
secondary valet will remain available to the Project or, alternatively, a Variance. 

 
Staff Response No. 2-2 
The Appellant argues that the Project incorrectly applies the parking requirement of 1 space for 
each 100 square feet of floor area instead of 1 space for each 50 square feet of Service Floor 
area for restaurant uses. The Parking Requirement Table outlined in Section 13.D of the Specific 
Plan provides the following requirements for hotel uses.  
 

Hotel: 
Two spaces; plus  
Two spaces for each dwelling unit; plus  
One space for each guest room or each suite of rooms for the first 30; plus  
One space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 30 but not exceeding 
60; plus  
One space for each three guest rooms or suites or rooms in excess of 60; plus  
One space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or 
beverages, or public recreation areas; plus  
One space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where 
there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly. 

 
The proposed Project is a mixed-use development that includes a hotel use. The new restaurant 
is within the hotel use and provides meals and room service for hotel guests. Similar to 
comparable hotel uses throughout the City, the proposed restaurant does not exclusively serve 
hotel guests. However, the additional parking required for the restaurant dining area accounts for 
the expected parking demand from visitors who are not hotel guests. As such, the required parking 
is determined by the area used for consumption of food or beverages for hotel uses. The parking 
requirement for restaurant uses does not apply.  
 
The Appellant further states that additional parking should be required for the rooftop decks and 
ground level patios because they are places of assembly. The Project does not include meeting 
rooms or other places of assembly.  
 

LAMC Section 12.21-A.4(e) provides that For Auditoriums. There shall be at least one 
automobile parking space for each five seats contained within any theatre, church, high 
school, college or university auditorium, or general auditorium, stadium or other similar 
place of assembly. Where there are no fixed seats in the auditorium or place of assembly, 
there shall be one parking space for each 35 square feet of floor area (exclusive of stage) 
contained therein. 

 
As provided in the LAMC, places of assembly are required to provide parking for each 35 square 
feet of floor area and apply to areas within a building. The proposed lobby patio area and rooftop 
decks are not meant to accommodate large groups of people that meeting rooms would typically 
hold. Furthermore, Condition No. 13 of the Determination restricts use of the rooftop deck to hotel 
guests and employees.   
 
The Appellant argues that the Determination incorrectly applies the Beach Impact Zone (BIZ) 
parking requirements. Section 13.E of the Specific Plan requires: one parking space for each 640 
square feet of floor area of the Ground Floor for commercial and industrial Venice Coastal 
Development Projects. The Project proposes approximately 14,257 square feet of floor area on 
the ground floor. As such, 22 BIZ parking spaces are required. As provided in the attached 
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Revised Conditions, Condition No. 15.a is corrected to reflect the correct groundfloor floor area 
of 14,256.75 and that 22 BIZ parking spaces are required for the Project. The total required 
parking for the Project is 184 parking spaces.  
 
The Appellant argues that the project requires a covenant, condition, or needs to seek a Variance 
to provide code-required parking in an off-site valet area. As shown in the approved “Exhibit A” 
the required parking spaces are provided on-site, in the subterranean parking level. Condition No. 
16 of the Determination outlines requirements for the proposed valet operations and requires in 
Condition No. 16.f that Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicle 
at any time. In addition Condition No. 15 states: Off-site parking shall be prohibited. All required 
parking will be provided onsite. A secondary valet area is not proposed and off-site parking is not 
proposed to satisfy the Project’s parking requirements.  
 
No. 2-3 
The Project will result in significant noise impacts to neighboring properties and residences, and 
fails to consider impacts to the adjacent residence at 1043 Abbot Kinney, as well as operational 
noise impacts from outdoor areas. 
 
Staff Response No. 2-3 
The Project’s noise impacts were fully and adequately addressed in DEIR Section 4.H, in a 
Technical Memorandum prepared on August 21, 2019, and Exhibit C.4, Supplemental 
Environmental Responses, Exhibit 3 – Noise Supplemental Responses.  The Project would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts related to historic resources and noise and vibration during 
construction. All other potential impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Regarding the appellant’s assertion that the EIR failed to consider impacts to adjacent sensitive 
receptors, in October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to 
Withdraw Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states 
that the owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the 
only unit at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney 
did not contain a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation. Following the Appellant’s 
assertion at the Zoning Administrator (ZA) Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that 
it intended to use the building for residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit 
to the rental market has been filed with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum for 
the ZA to consider the potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. 
Dated August 21, 2019, prior to the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the 
CEQA Administrative Record. 
 
The Technical Memorandum comprehensively addressed outdoor noise exposure and concludes 
that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a noise-sensitive land use would not 
result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 
LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises. As disclosed in the EIR, 
construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to adjacent 
land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property, as evidenced in the 
EIR, Technical Memorandum, and Exhibit 3 – Noise Supplemental Responses. Additionally, the 
City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise. The EIR addresses all noise sources 
and includes mitigation measures, where applicable, to reduce potential impacts. No mitigation is 
required for sources that would not result in impacts, which includes the majority of operational 
sources. It is acknowledged that noise created at the Project Site would be audible at adjacent 
properties. Audible noise only needs to be mitigated if it is determined to be a significant impact. 
As the Project’s noise impacts have been adequately analyzed and disclosed, and the appellant 
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has failed to demonstrate that the Project would result in any new and undisclosed significant 
impacts, the appeal point should be dismissed. 
 
No. 2-4 
The project fails to condition or otherwise limit special events. 
 
The project approvals fails to account for likely future events. The Final EIR acknowledges that a 
number of hotel areas may be used to accommodate substantial numbers of people and live 
music, and also states that the hotel could accommodate various events that could occur, at the 
very minimum, “for a few hours in the evening and weekend afternoons.” Despite this, there is no 
limit on the number of events (either hours limits or total number of events or the number of people 
that may attend events. There is also no condition stating that only hotel guests can use the 
event/assembly spaces, particularly the pool and pool deck area. Hypothetically, just from 
events/assembly spaces, the hotel could accommodate 450+ people in addition to guests, 
restaurant patrons, and other assumed users. The likelihood that wedding reception or corporate 
events (or similar events) with substantial numbers of people (200 or more) will occur, demands 
that trips associated with such uses be analyzed and appropriately conditioned. 
 
Staff Response No. 2-4:  
Condition No. 13.a of the Determination limits use of the rooftop deck to hotel guests and 
employees. This Condition has been revised to further restrict the hours the pool and pool deck 
may be used by hotel guests. With regards to hypothetically scenarios, the Zoning Administrator 
limited it’s evaluation of the proposed project to those uses proposed and evaluated (i.e. lodging, 
office, restaurants, and hotel retail) in the EIR. Event spaces are not included in the project and 
evaluation of such is warranted. Events, whatever they may be, that may occur within certain 
designated areas of the mixed-use development, are captured based the parameters required for 
the analyzing the proposed use of a space. For example, events within the restaurant will have to 
comply with the Building Code’s and Fire Department Code for maximum capacity.   
 
No. 2-5 
The ZA Determination erroneously applies the Small New Housing Development Categorical 
Exemption to the Project, which must comply with the Mello Act requirements and provide 
Inclusionary Residential Units.   
 
Staff Response No. 2-5 
The Appellant argues that the Exemption for Small New Housing Developments was improperly 
applied because the Project is composed of a “luxury hotel, high-end restaurant spaces, and 
market rate office space.” The City’s Interim Mello Act Administrative Procedures (IAP) are 
applicable to every Discretionary and Non-Discretionary application for the Demolition, 
Conversion or New Housing Development in the Coastal Zone. As discussed in Finding No. 19 
of the Determination, the Project is exempt from the requirements for Inclusionary Residential 
Units, outlined in Part 5.0, because the Project will construct four new Residential Units. 
 
The IAP provides the following definitions: 
 

“New Housing Development” means the development of one or more Residential Units for 
rent or sale, through either construction of new structures, additions to existing structures, 
or the adaptive reuse of existing, non-residential structures. The structure or structures 
which contain these Residential Units are located on either a single lot or two or more 
contiguous or tied lots; or conform to the definition of a Unified Development. 
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“Residential Unit” means a dwelling unit, efficiency dwelling unit, or joint living and work 
quarters as defined in Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC); a 
mobilehome, as defined in Section 18008 of the California Health and Safety Code; a 
mobilehome lot in a mobilehome park as defined in Section 18214 of the California Health 
and Safety Code; or a residential hotel as defined in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of 
section 50519 of the California Health and Safety Code.  

 
Part 2.4.2 of the IAP provides that developments which consist of nine or fewer Residential Units 
are exempt from the requirement to provide Inclusionary Residential Units. As such, the Zoning 
Administrator did not err in determining that the Project qualifies for the Small New Housing 
Development Exemption.       
 
No. 2-6 
The Final EIR fails to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. The Final EIR fails to 
adequately analyze the Project’s Traffic Impacts as it utilizes outdated traffic counts and does not 
account for weekend traffic or peak hotel occupancy.   
 
Staff Response No. 2-6 
The traffic counts were conducted for the traffic study intersection and roadway segments in 
November 2016, and were determined to adequately represent the baseline condition for the 
Project, per a January 2017 Notice of Preparation date. The City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) issued an approval letter for the traffic study after City review was 
provided in December 2018, roughly within two years of the traffic counts. The city, as Lead 
Agency, has adequately determined a baseline date and provided a full and accurate traffic 
analysis in the EIR to demonstrate that the project would result in less than significant traffic 
impacts. Nonetheless, newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available subsequent to 
the Traffic Impact Study for the Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental analysis 
provided in Exhibit C.4, Supplemental Environmental Responses, Exhibit 4 – Traffic Responses. 
As demonstrated in Exhibit 4 – Traffic Responses, the effects of the application of these newer 
counts would not change the study conclusions, including determinations of finding less than 
significant impacts. Regarding weekend volumes, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was included in the 
neighborhood roadway analysis within the traffic study. Poor level of service and project impacts 
were not identified in that analysis. In addition, a comparison of weekday and weekend daily 
volumes were compared for this roadway, and weekday volumes were 15.7% higher (Exhibit 4 – 
Traffic Responses). Therefore, the weekday analysis of impacts is more conservative.  
 
Traffic impact calculations are based on typical conditions and the trip generation analysis; with 
the applied rates reflecting anticipated typical conditions. The LADOT traffic study guidelines do 
not require that hotels be analyzed under peak/holiday conditions, or any other time when full 
occupancy might occur for a limited time. 
 
The appellant also claims that traffic generation rates were incorrectly used and that the TDM 
program is ineffective and unenforceable. This claim is faulty and incorrect, as the Project utilized 
correct generation rates, trip reductions, and included an enforceable TDM program as part of 
regulatory compliance and permitting with the City. Detailed responses to these issues are 
provided in Staff Response No. 1-2 and above, and in Exhibit 4– Traffic Responses. 
 
As the EIR adequately analyzed the Project’s traffic impacts, based on an appropriate baseline 
date and in accordance with LADOT standards and guidelines for traffic analysis, and the 
appellant has failed to demonstrate deficiencies in the analyses, the appeal point should be 
denied. 
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No. 2-7 
The Final EIR’s parking analysis is insufficient, is based on incorrect assumptions, and the EIR 
does not adequately address secondary impacts from parking.   
 
Staff Response No. 2-7 
Parking calculations for the Project are based on, and consistent with, parking requirements as 
established by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP). Table 109-1 of the Project Plans 
details how the parking calculation for the Project conforms with the VCZSP requirements. 
Subsequent analysis by the ZA throughout the LOD provides additional rationale for the parking 
spaces provided. Although the Project would comply with the applicable parking requirement of 
the LAMC, the Project is located in a Transit Priority Area, and parking impacts would not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21099. Additionally, parking is not a CEQA impact as CEQA Guidelines Appendix G has no 
question that directly addresses parking impacts. Nonetheless, secondary impacts were 
analyzed. 
 
Concerns about the secondary traffic impacts of parking were analyzed in the Draft EIR (see page 
4.K-15 and the traffic study). As discussed in more detail in the Final EIR (pages II-26 to II-28), 
increased numbers of valets and off-site parking will be required for hosted events in order to 
avoid potentially significant impacts. The Traffic Study assumes that the three lifts in the Main 
Valet Area can service 80 vehicles per hour (approximately 27 per hour per lift). This number is 
almost twice the amount of the maximum estimated traffic intensity of 44 incoming cars during 
the peak hour. The analysis took into account both incoming and outgoing traffic in the analysis 
of the lift operation and for the queuing analysis. See Draft EIR at page 4.K-47 and Traffic Study 
at page 56. In addition, TRANS-PDF-9 states: “Automated Parking: The three lifts in the Main 
Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 80 vehicles per hour (combined input and 
output) (approximately 27 per hour per lift).” The parking assumptions and analysis was based on 
substantial evidence and the EIR determined that traffic impacts would be less than significant.  
 
It is also not clear from the comment what secondary effects would result from parking activities 
and which have not already been addressed in the analysis for the project. The Draft EIR 
adequately analyzed traffic impacts based on vehicle trips, as well as air quality impacts, which 
include an analysis of all mobile sources emissions from the Project. Abbott Kinney is an existing 
dense urban environment with street parking, surface parking lots, and parking garages. As stated 
on page 2.B-38 of the Draft EIR, the operation of the proposed project would not create a 
significant source of mobile source emissions, such as truck trips, and the Project’s construction 
and operation would not exceed any air quality thresholds and impacts would be less than 
significant. The Draft EIR also analyzed potential localized air quality impacts resulting from 
vehicle trips. Carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots may occur at congested intersections with high 
traffic volumes. According to the traffic study and air quality study, the proposed project would not 
require a detailed CO hotspot analysis, as impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Detailed responses to these issues are also provided in Exhibit C.4, Supplemental Environmental 
Responses, Exhibit 4 – Traffic Responses. As the appellant has failed to demonstrate how the 
Project’s parking would result in significant secondary impacts, and has failed to provide evidence 
demonstrating that the City’s air quality and traffic analyses were fundamentally flawed and 
deficient, the appeal point should be denied. 
 
No. 2-8 
The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis does not comply with CEQA, is based on outdated traffic counts, 
and fails to identify the adjacent sensitive receptor.   
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Staff Response No. 2-8 
The EIR’s analysis utilized industry standard assumptions and foundational principles on how 
sound waves behave to conduct the analysis and the methodology is consistent with the manner 
that other urban infill projects are assessed within the City of Los Angeles. The noise analysis 
assessed the project against the Appendix G Checklist Questions and the applicable City of Los 
Angeles significance thresholds. All anticipated effects on sensitive receptors have been 
disclosed, impacts identified, and reasonable mitigation put in place to reduce these impacts. The 
Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of 
the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. For avoidance of 
doubt, newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available subsequent to the Traffic Impact 
Study for the Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental analysis (Exhibit C.4, 
Supplemental Environmental Responses, Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses). The effects of the 
application of these newer counts would not change the study conclusions, including 
determinations of significant impact, as shown by the supplemental analysis. 
 
Also, please see Staff Response No.1-3 above, as well as Exhibit C.4, Supplemental 
Environmental Responses, Exhibit 3 Noise Supplemental Responses.  
 
No. 2-9 
The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis does not comply with CEQA.   
 
Staff Response No. 2-9 
The EIR appropriately discloses GHG emissions and draws the impact conclusion based on 
compliance with adopted GHG reduction plans programmed with environmental documentation 
under CEQA, such as the Scoping Plan and RTP/SCS. The EIR appropriately states that the 
Project would not conflict with implementation of the statewide Scoping Plan, and the appellant 
has failed to provide any evidence to the contrary. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative in nature and 
should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s existing cumulative impacts analysis. The Office of 
Planning and Research acknowledges that although climate change is cumulative in nature, not 
every individual Project that emits GHGs must necessarily be found to contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact on the environment. The EIR determined that the project’s incremental 
contribution to the statewide cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. The 
project would be consistent with adopted GHG reduction plans. 
 
Accordingly, the Draft EIR does not adopt a quantitative significance threshold for GHG 
Emissions, but rather includes a qualitative assessment of the Project’s consistency with 
approved plans, laws, policies and mitigation programs consistent with state guidance. The Draft 
EIR correctly concludes that the Project’s operational and construction GHG emissions impacts 
are less than significant as a result of the Project’s compliance with the reviewed laws, policies, 
plans and mitigation programs, which include but are not limited to AB 32 and SCAG’s 2016- 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The GHG impact 
conclusions in the EIR are accurate. The Project would not result in significant impacts related to 
GHG emissions. The appellant has failed to provide evidence to the contrary, and the appeal 
point should be denied. 
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APPEAL NO. 3: Keep Neighborhoods First. 
 
No. 3-1 
The Project will demolish three affordable single-family residences that are subject to the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance and Mello Act 
 
Staff Response No. 3-1 
The Appellant argues that the three existing single-family dwellings were never legally converted 
to a non-residential use and further states that Case No. DIR-2012-0367-VSO-MEL is invalid.  
 
Finding No. 18 of the Determination states: 
 

The project includes the demolition of three single-family residential structures currently 
utilized as the Ecole Claire Fontaine Day Care Center, in operation since 2004. Although 
the single-family structures currently maintain nonresidential uses, they are legally 
permitted as dwelling units. A Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing and 
Community Investment Department (HCIDLA), previously the Los Angeles Housing 
Department (LAHD), dated July 6, 2010 found that no affordable units exist at 1047-1051 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. LAHD’s determination found the property had been operated as 
a day care center since 2004, and there are currently no units being used for residential 
purposes. Furthermore, the proposed project includes the construction of four new 
Residential Units (dwelling units within an apartment hotel), as such the project would not 
result in a Conversion and would maintain a Residential Use on the project site. 
 
Therefore, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are proposed for demolition or 
conversion; and the applicant is not required to provide any Affordable Replacement 
Units.  

 
The Determination’s Mello Act Compliance Review analyzes the demolition of three Residential 
Units. HCIDLA issued a letter dated July 6, 2010, stating that no affordable units exist at 1047-
1051 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, for the purposes of the Mello Act Compliance Review.  As provided 
in Part 4.4 of the IAP:  
 

LAHD (now the Housing and Community Investment Department of Los Angeles HCIDLA) 
has sole responsibility for determining whether any existing Residential Units are 
Affordable Existing Residential Units...LAHD has the authority to specify the processes 
Applicants must follow in order for the occupant income determination process to be 
successfully completed.  
 

Based on the review of information submitted by the applicant, LAHD determined that because 
the Residential Units had been “operated as a day care center since 2004…there are currently 
no units being used for residential purposes.” As such, no affordable units exist on the site.   
 
Case No. DIR-2012-0367-VSO-MEL is not relevant to the proposed project. The required review 
for compliance with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan and IAP are provided in Findings No. 
16-19 of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination.  
 
The Appellant further argues the existing single-family dwellings are subject to the Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). The provisions of the RSO are implemented by the HCIDLA. The 
Determination issued by the Zoning Administrator provides the required analysis and findings for 
a Mello Act Compliance Review and satisfies the requirements of the IAP. The Project is subject 
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to the applicable provisions of the RSO, separate from the Mello Act Compliance Review and 
under the purview of HCIDLA.    
 
No. 3-2 
The determination creates a dangerous precedent to allow short-term rentals in an apartment 
house, in conflict with the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

 
Staff Response No. 3-2.  
The Conditional Use grant does not bestow any special privileges on the mixed-use project, 
specifically as it relates to the types of rentals; hence, the project is required to comply with the 
Municipal Code with respect to short-term and long-term rental requirements. The Conditional 
Use grant is for the purpose of authorizing a hotel within 500 feet of a residential use, and to allow 
the sale of alcohol within the hotel and restaurants. The applicant’s obligation to meet other 
Municipal Code requirements, relative to the apartment hotel user’s length of stay, must still be 
met. Therefore, the Conditional Use creates no precedent or conflict with the LAMC. 
 
No. 3-3 
The Determination violates CEQA by failing to adequately analyze significant and potentially 
significant land use impacts. 
 
Staff Response No. 3-3 
The appellant claims that the EIR should have analyzed consistency with the Mello Act and the 
City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). Land Use Threshold B addresses whether the Project 
would “[c]onflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?” Neither the Mello nor the RSO were adopted for the purpose of “avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect.” Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 151.01, 
the purpose of the RSO is to address the “shortage of decent, safe and sanitary housing in the 
City of Los Angeles…” and to “regulate rents so as to safeguard tenants from excessive rent 
increases, while at the same time providing landlords with just and reasonable returns from their 
rental units.” Since these regulations were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect, the determination does not violate CEQA in regards to analyzing land 
use impacts, and the appeal point should be denied. 
 
 
APPEAL NO. 4: Citizens Preserving Venice, Sue Kaplan. 
 
No. 4-1 
Conditional Use Findings.  
 
[The] determination does not explain is how a project that consolidates eight lots, consists of 
58,638 square feet in new development over 11,672 square feet in existing development, that 
includes three new massive buildings is compatible with low slung, small lot neighborhood 
surrounding the project. …. The proposed hotel is much too massive for its current proposed 
location.  
 
The Determination also stated that the project provided new parking. Never mind that the Project 
removes an existing surface parking lot with 60 parking spaces and replaces this parking only 
with minimal amount of parking spots for new development, thereby resulting in a net loss of 
parking in an area that already has a severe parking problem. 
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Staff Response 4.1 
With regards to the combing eight lots resulting a massive development that is incompatible with 
surrounding uses, the appellant focuses primarily on the neighboring residential uses. The Zoning 
Administrator considered the residential uses in the neighboring residential zones as well as the 
commercial uses, particularly the recent commercial uses that have emerged along the Abbot 
Kinney commercial corridor, and to a lesser extent, the large institutional use across the street. 
Since the project is commercial and within a commercial zone, the comparison to commercial 
zones, buildings and uses was deemed appropriate. With that, small one-story structures are not 
the predominant building typology along the commercial but rather two- to three-story building 
typology. These buildings have two-to three-story-structures above grade, and some have below-
grade parking. These recently constructed buildings cover the entirety of the lots, building facades 
along the front and rear of the lots. Furthermore, as discussed in Finding Nos. 7 and 8 of the 
Determination, the Project is visually compatible with existing development and is consistent with 
the mass, scale, and character of the area.  
 
With regards to combining lots, the proposed project is rare but not usual as lots have been 
combined along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and Electric Avenue to create projects that compare to 
the subject.  So in terms of lot assemblage, the project aligns with the transformation occurring 
within and abutting the commercial corridor.  
 
No. 4-2  
The project does not meet the definition of a mixed-use project. 
 
Staff Response No. 4-2 
The Appellant argues that the Project does not meet the definition of a mixed-use project and 
should not be permitted to deviate from the requirements of Commercial Corner/Mini Shopping 
Center, outlined in LAMC Section 12.22-A.23, and limitations for Lot Consolidation outlined in 
Section 9.A.1.e. of the Specific Plan. 
 
LAMC Section 12.22-A.23(d) provides the following Exemptions from the requirements for 
Commercial Corner Development: 
 

Exemptions. The following Projects shall not be subject to this subdivision: 
  

(1)   A Mixed Use Project as defined in Section 13.09 B.3. that consists of 
predominantly residential uses and does not contain commercial uses enumerated 
in Section 12.24 W.27.; 
 
(2)   Adaptive Reuse Projects as defined in Section 12.22 A.26.; and 
  
(3)   Libraries, governmental offices, police stations, fire stations, and other 
government owned related facilities or uses. 

 
LAMC Section 12.03 provides the following definitions: 

 
APARTMENT HOTEL.  A residential building designed or used for both two or more 
dwelling units and six or more guest rooms or suites of rooms. 

 
DWELLING UNIT. A group of two or more rooms, one of which is a kitchen, designed for 
occupancy by one family for living and sleeping purposes. 
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GUEST ROOM.  Any habitable room except a kitchen, designed or used for occupancy 
by one or more persons and not in a dwelling unit. 
 
HOTEL.  A residential building designated or used for or containing six or more guest 
rooms, or suites of rooms, which may also contain not more than one dwelling unit, but 
not including any institution in which human beings are housed or detained under legal 
restraint.  

 
LAMC Section 13.09-B.3 includes the following definition: 
 

Mixed Use Project means a Project which combines one or more Commercial Uses and 
multiple dwelling units in a single building or in a Unified Development and which provides 
the following: 
  

(1)   a separate, Ground Floor entrance to the residential component, or a lobby 
that serves both the residential and Commercial Uses components; and 
  
(2)   a pedestrian entrance to the Commercial Uses component that is directly 
accessible from a public street, and that is open during the normal business hours 
posted by the business. 

  
A minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public 
commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, must be 
designed to accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 feet. 
 
Commercial Uses means those uses as first permitted in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, or C5 
zones, including guest rooms and hotels as defined in Section 12.03 and Community 
Facilities as defined by this section. 

 
LAMC Section 12.24-W.27 provides the following commercial uses: 
 

Mini-Shopping Centers in the C, M1, M2, or M3 Zones and Commercial Corner 
Developments in any C or M zone, the lot line of which adjoins, is separated only by an 
alley, or is located across the street from any portion of a lot zoned A or R which:  (1) 
contain a commercial use not otherwise subject to conditional use approval which 
operates between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m.; (2) contain an amusement enterprise 
as enumerated in Section 12.14 A.3. of this Code; (3) contain an automobile laundry or 
wash rack; and/or (4) do not comply with the requirements and conditions enumerated in 
Section 12.22 A.23. of this Code. 

 
The Project qualifies for the Exemption because it satisfies the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.22-A.23(d)(1) and the definition of Mixed Use Project, as defined in LAMC Section 13.09-B.3. 
As required by LAMC Section 12.22-A.23(d)(1), the Project consists of predominately residential 
uses. Of the total project area, 70,310 square feet, 53,384 square feet (approximately 75 percent) 
is comprised of residential uses, as defined in LAMC Section 12.03. The Project consists of the 
development of a mixed-use development with four (4) dwelling units, 78 guest rooms within a 
hotel, and commercial uses on the ground floor. The LAMC defines Apartment Hotel and Hotel 
as residential uses. As such, the Project consists of predominately residential uses.  
 
LAMC 12.22-A.23(d)(1) further requires that the Project does not contain a commercial use 
enumerated in LAMC Section 12.24-W.27, which provides: “a commercial use not otherwise 
subject to conditional use approval which operates between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m.” The 
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Project operates between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m., however, is “otherwise subject to 
conditional use approval.” The project is subject to Conditional Use Approval for alcoholic 
beverages. As such, further consideration of the hours of operation are included as Condition No. 
22-47 of the Determination. 
 
The Project meets the definition of Mixed Use Project, as defined in LAMC Section 13.09-B.3 
because the Project consists of four (4) dwelling units and several Commercial Uses: a hotel 
guest rooms, restaurant, office, market, and spa uses on the ground level. Entrances are provided 
to both the residential and commercial uses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Electric Avenue. 
Finally, the entire ground floor is dedicated to the Commercial Uses and exceeds the 35 percent 
and minimum depth required.  
 
The LUP provides the following policies regarding mixed-use development and the subject  
 

Mixed-Use Development. Mixed-use development provides an on-site mix of housing, 
retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy 
Section 30252. The Venice Community has many structures both older and newer 
containing various forms of mixed use development. This is particularly true in the 
Commercial Artcraft districts where artisans live and work in their studios.  
 
Policy I. B. 2. Mixed-Use Development. Mixed-use residential-commercial development 
shall be encouraged in all areas designated on the Land Use Policy Map for commercial 
use. Residential density in commercial land use designations shall not exceed one unit 
per 800-1200 square feet of lot area and shall comply with the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
limits set forth in Policy I.B.7. The design of mixed-use development is intended to help 
mitigate the impact of the traffic generated by the development on coastal access roads 
and reduce parking demand by reducing the need for automobile use by residents and 
encouraging pedestrian activity. Such development shall comply with the density and 
development standards set forth in this LUP. 
 
Policy I. B. 6. Community Commercial Land Use. The areas designated as Community 
Commercial on the Land Use Policy Map (Exhibits 9 through 12) will accommodate the 
development of community-serving commercial uses and services, with a mix of 
residential dwelling units and visitor-serving uses. The Community Commercial 
designation is intended to provide focal points for local shopping, civic and social activities 
and for visitor-serving commercial uses. They differ from Neighborhood Commercial areas 
in their size and intensity of business and social activities. The existing community centers 
in Venice are most consistent with, and should be developed as, mixed-use centers that 
encourage the development of housing in concert with multi-use commercial uses. The 
integration and mixing of uses will increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs 
and residents to live near shopping. Overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels and 
youth hostels, are preferred uses in the Community Commercial land use category. 
 

Uses/Density: Community commercial uses shall accommodate neighborhood 
and visitor-serving commercial and personal service uses, emphasizing retail and 
restaurants; and mixed residential/commercial use with retail on the ground floor 
and personal services and residential uses on upper floors. Drive-thru facilities and 
billboards shall be prohibited in the Community Commercial land use category. On 
a commercial lot, residential uses shall not exceed one unit per 800-1200 square 
feet of lot area.  
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Neither LAMC Section 12.03, Specific Plan, nor LUP provide a definition of a Mixed-Use Project. 
LAMC Section 13.09-B.3 provides a definition of Mixed Use Project within the context of the Mixed 
Use Supplemental Use District and as referenced by LAMC Section 12.22-A.23(d)(1). The LUP 
policies further state: “Mixed-use development provides an on-site mix of housing, retail, jobs and 
recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice commercial areas…The 
Venice Community has many structures both older and newer containing various forms of mixed 
use development.” These provisions do not require a minimum number of residential units or 
commercial floor area to qualify as a mixed-use development. 
 
The Appellant provides that guest rooms within a hotel use should not be classified as a residential 
use. As provided in LAMC Section 12.03, Apartments Hotels and Hotels are defined as a 
“residential buildings.” In addition to the Zoning Code, Chapter 3 of the California Building Code 
(LAMC Section 91.300) provides further clarity regarding the consideration of residential use:   
 

Residential Group R includes, among others, the use of a building or structure, or a portion 
thereof, for sleeping purposes when not classified as an Institutional Group I or when not 
regulated by the California Residential Code. (The California Residential Code (CRC) 
contains building provisions that cover construction of one- and two-family dwellings and 
townhouses that are three stories or less.) 
 
310.2 Residential Group R-1. Residential Group R-1 occupancies containing sleeping 
units where the occupants are primarily transient in nature including: …Hotels 
(transient)… 
 
310.3 Residential Group R-2. Residential Group R-2 occupancies containing sleeping 
units or more than two dwelling units where the occupants are primarily permanent in 
nature… 

 
As discussed in Finding Nos. 8 and 16 of the Determination, the Project is comprised of both 
residential and commercial uses, as defined in LAMC Section 12.03 and further supported by 
LAMC Section 91.300, and is therefore subject to Section 9.A.1.e(4) of the Specific Plan, which 
allows for the consolidation of more than two lots.  
 
No. 4-3  
In order to approve an additional license, [the Zoning Administrator] is required to make a finding 
that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of 
the property by residents in this case.  

 
Notably, the Zoning Administrator does not include in the Determination advice of the Los Aneles 
Police Department, as is the practice when considering the crime rate in the issuing a condition 
use permit to allow the sale of alcoholic beverages. 
 
Staff Response 4.3 
The appellant contends that “[in] order to approve an additional license, [the Zoning Administrator] 
must make the above stated finding “that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will 
interfere with the quiet enjoyment of the property by residents in this case.” Six findings are 
required to made in the affirmative by the Zoning Administrator in order to grant a conditional 
permit and each finding was made in the affirmative; the Zoning Administrator has no authority to 
approve additional licenses which are under the authority of the ABC.  
 
It is the practice to include the LAPD recommendation when considering a conditional use permit 
to allow alcohol sales particularly in high crime sections of the City and in this instance, the 
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conditions impose are some that were determined to be the most appropriate. After the crime rate 
statistics were reviewed, it was determined that the number of reported alcohol related offenses 
(26) were relatively small compared to the total of 528 reported crimes.  
 
No. 4-4 
Coastal Development Permit:  

a. The Project does not conform to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
b. Adequate parking has not been required. 
c. A through consideration of the Sea Level Rise and its impact on the Project is required.  
d. Approval of the Project will prejudice the ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program. 
e. Prior decisions of the California Coastal Commission cited by the Zoning Administrator 

are inapplicable. 
 
Staff Response No. 4-4 
The Appellant argues several reasons why the Zoning Administrator erred and abused his 
discretion in approving a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the Project.  
 
a. Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
 
The Appellant argues that Finding No 7 of the Director’s Determination does not adequately reflect 
that the Project complies with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, stating that there is no consideration 
of Venice as a “Special Coastal Community” as identified in Policy 1.E.1 of the LUP and of Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard as a Historic Resource in the LUP, and further argues that Project is not 
consistent with the mass and scale of existing development.  
 
The LUP includes the following applicable policies under the category of “Preservation of Venice 
as a Special Coastal Community”:  
 

Policy 1.E.1. General. Venice's unique social and architectural diversity should be 
protected as a Special Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976. 

 
Policy I. E. 2. Scale. New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the 
scale and character of community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible 
with the community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. 
All new development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape 
of existing residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the 
scale of existing neighborhoods… 

 
Policy I. E. 3. Architecture. Varied styles of architecture are encouraged with building 
facades which incorporate varied planes and textures while maintaining the neighborhood 
scale and massing. 

 
While Policy 1.E.1 of the LUP only provides a general statement, Policy 1.E.2 outlines specific 
development standards and guidelines for new development to be consistent with the 
consideration of the “Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal.” As discussed in Finding No. 
8 of the Determination, the Project is consistent with Policy I.E.2 of the LUP:  
 

…the proposed development is consistent with the mass and scale of the existing 
character of the neighborhood (both commercial and residential character), as provided in 
Policy I.E.2. The proposed development is designed with four structures (above ground), 
connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. As such, the massing of the 
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structure is reduced and further articulated, matching the scale of commercial and 
residential development adjacent and proximate to the site. The proposed two and three 
story structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Westminster Avenue, and Broadway 
are consistent with existing commercial and mixed-use structures. The proposed three-
story structure fronting Electric Avenue is consistent in scale and massing with the existing 
three-story structures on the south side of Electric Avenue, adjacent to the residential 
neighborhoods to the north. 

 
The Appellant references statements from Commissioner Donovan and Commissioner Halper, 
former commissioners of the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission, to support the 
argument that the Project is not a mixed-use project. As discussed in Staff Response 4-2, while 
the LUP does not define mixed-use development, the Project meets the definition of Mixed-Use 
Project under LAMC Section 13.09, consists of residential and commercial uses, and is subject 
to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 and is subject to the lot consolidation standards for Mixed-Use Coastal 
Development Permit Projects outlined in Section 9.A.1.e(4) of the Specific Plan. 
 
b. Adequate parking has not been required. 
 
The Appellant states there are 60 parking spaces in the existing surface parking lot and that they 
must be replaced in the Project. The existing surface parking lot is privately owned and has 
previously been used for an existing valet parking operation for two existing restaurants. Policy 
II.A.9 of the LUP requires the protection of Public Parking and Beach Parking Lots and identifies 
such lots on Washington Boulevard and Rose Avenue. Exhibit 17a and 17b of the LUP identify 
existing and potential Public Parking lots and existing privately owned Public Parking lots. The 
Project Site is not identified as Public Parking (for the purposes of coastal or beach access) in 
Policy II.A.9 or Exhibits 17a and 17b of the LUP.    
 

Policy II. A. 9. Protection of Public Parking. The following policies shall be implemented 
and enforced in order to protect and enhance public parking opportunities provided on 
public rights-of-way and in off-street parking areas: 

 
a. Beach Parking Lots. The beach parking lots located at Washington Boulevard, Venice 

Boulevard and Rose Avenue shall be protected for long-term (4-8 hours) public beach 
parking. No parking spaces in the beach parking lots shall be used to satisfy the 
parking requirements of Policies II.A.3 and II.A.4. The temporary short-term lease or 
reservation of parking spaces in the beach parking lots may be permitted if the 
proposed temporary use of the parking supply does not conflict with the need for public 
parking by beach goers. Any proposal to allow overnight residential parking in the 
beach parking lots shall include provisions to enforce a prohibition against the storage.  

 
Furthermore, Condition No. 15 of the Determination outlines the parking requirements of the 
Project. In addition to providing the required parking for the new Development, Condition No. 15.c 
requires the maintenance/replacement of all required parking for the existing restaurants at 1021-
1029 Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
 
The Appellant argues that it is unclear whether the Service Floor area for the existing restaurants 
(1021-1029 Abbot Kinney Boulevard) have been correctly calculated and states that the required 
parking for the restaurants must be required. The Project will maintain two existing restaurants on 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The size and operation of the restaurants will not change as part of the 
Project. As such, there is no change in the number of parking spaces currently required for the 
restaurants and the Project is further subject to Condition No. 15.c of the Determination. 
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The Appellant argues the parking calculation must include the Service Floor area for all areas 
where alcoholic beverages will be served. A full discussion regarding the required parking for the 
Project is provided in Staff Response No. 2-2. 
 
The Appellant argues that parking is required for the proposed Sculpture Garden, using the 
requirements for a retail use. The proposed garden and open courtyard are open/unroofed areas 
that are not included as “floor area” as defined in LAMC Section 12.03.  
 
LAMC Section 12.03 provides the following definitions: 

 
BUILDING.  Any structure having a roof supported by columns or walls, for the housing, 
shelter or enclosure of persons, animals, chattels or property of any kind. 

 
FLOOR AREA. The area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a Building, but 
not including the area of the following:  exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
Building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and 
ramps, space dedicated to bicycle parking, space for the landing and storage of 
helicopters, and Basement storage areas. 

 
Section 13.D of the Specific Plan provides the following requirements for parking:  
 

Hotel: ...One space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or 
beverages, or public recreation areas... 
 
General Retail Store: One space for each 225 square feet of floor area. 

 
The Specific Plan requires parking for such areas, based on the provision of floor area, as defined 
in the LAMC. The open courtyard and Sculpture Garden do not meet the definition of Floor Area 
as they are not areas “confined within the exterior walls of a Building” as defined in the LAMC. As 
such, additional parking is not required for the Sculpture Garden and open courtyard. 
 
The Appellant argues that existing on-street public parking spaces converted to an on-street 
loading area must be replaced. Condition No. 17 of the Determination requires that the required 
loading areas must be provided onsite and prohibits loading areas on Broadway. An existing 
passenger loading area on Abbot Kinney Boulevard will be maintained. As such, no existing on-
street parking spaces will be removed.  
 
The Appellant argues the incorrect parking requirement was applied to the service floor area of 
the restaurant. A full discussion regarding the required parking for the Project is provided in Staff 
Response No. 2-2. 
 
The Appellant argues the front patio service floor area of the retail store was not include in the 
parking requirement calculation. Condition 15.a of the Determination provides a table of the 
required parking for the Project. The table provides that portions of the retail use with seating 
areas is 170 square feet and is required to provide one parking space for each 50 square feet of 
area. As shown in the approved plans “Exhibit A”, the 170 square feet accounts for 100 square 
feet of interior floor area and 70 square feet of outdoor patio seating. 
 
c. A through consideration of the Sea Level Rise and its impact on the Project is required.  
 
The Appellant argues a thorough consideration of the potential impacts of Sea Level Rise are 
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necessary. Finding No. 7 of the Determination provides an analysis of the potential impacts of 
sea level rise, based on the Coastal Commission’s adopted Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance 
document (November 7, 2018). A Sea Level Rise Hazards Analysis was prepared by GeoSoils, 
Inc (May 20, 2019) recommending the waterproofing of the foundation and basement levels, in 
compliance with existing flood-proofing requirements. The Appellant does not provide substantial 
evidence to show the existing analysis is insufficient. 

d. Approval of the Project will prejudice the ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program. 
 
The Appellant argues that Determination does not consider the cumulative impact of the Project 
nor does it recognize that Venice is identified as a “Special Coastal Community.” Finding Nos. 7-
9 of the Determination discusses that the Project is consistent with the applicable policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the LUP, and Regional Interpretive Guidelines. As stated in 
Subsection a. of Staff Response No. 4-4, the Determination adequately considers the LUP 
policies under the category of “Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community.”    
 
e. Prior decisions of the California Coastal Commission cited by the Zoning Administrator are 
inapplicable. 
 
The Appellant argues that decisions cited in the Determination (Finding No. 10) are not applicable 
to the Project because they are not comparable in size.  
 
The required CDP Finding (Finding No. 10) states:  
 

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. 

 
As provided in the Determination, the Zoning Administrator considered similar applications in the 
Venice Coastal Zone that included development of mixed-use structures, hotel uses, and the 
expansion of existing hotel uses in commercially zoned and designated areas. The Finding 
requires that the decision maker be “guided by any applicable decision” that “prior decisions of 
the Coastal Commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments.” The Determination 
includes examples of similar projects approved by the Coastal Commission.  
 
The Zoning Administrator’s Determination makes the required findings for a Coastal Development 
Permit in Findings No. 7-12 of the Determination and did not err or abuse his discretion in 
approving the CDP.  
 
No. 4-5 
Site Plan Review...Parking is not adequately addressed: 

a. The total absence of self-parking will have a negative impact on the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods. 

b. Service Floor areas are not properly applied, the incorrect parking requirement is used. 
c. The parking requirements for the existing restaurants must be recalculated with the 

Project. 
 

Staff Response No. 4-5 
The Appellant argues that lack of self-parking and the provision of valet and automated parking 
will encourage visitors and patrons of the Project to park in the residential neighborhoods. Staff 
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Response No. 4-4 and Condition No. 15 of the Determination outline the required parking for the 
Project. As conditioned, the Project satisfies the parking requirements outlined in the Specific 
Plan and LUP. The provision of onsite valet operations and automated parking are not addressed 
in the Specific Plan or LUP.       
 
The Appellant reiterates that Service Floor areas are not accounted for and the incorrect parking 
requirements are used, and that the parking required for the existing restaurants must be 
considered. Staff Response 4-4 provides a full discussion of the required parking for the Project 
and the existing restaurants.  
 
No. 4-6 
Use of automated parking and discrepancy in the proposed parking system [provider]  
EIR TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
 
Staff Response No. 4-6 
The Applicant provided testimony at the ZA Hearing that the Project is evaluating multiple 
technical designs for the Automated Parking System, which include a variety of vendors, 
technologies, and options. See Exhibit C.4 Supplemental Environmental Responses Exhibit 1a 
and 1b, Automated Parking Layouts, which provides proposed layouts for CityLift and Unitronics. 
Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability to optimize and move vehicles 
around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle entries only (i.e. incoming 
vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand and queuing and not rely on vehicle retrieval.  
 
The Project has extensively analyzed vehicle queuing, in the DEIR (pages 4.K-46—4.K.47), 
Traffic Study (pages 55-58), and FEIR (pages II-26—II-27).  This analysis does not include the 
valet operator’s ability and discretion to temporarily operate the Automated Parking System in a 
manner which will only bring vehicles into the system and not bring vehicles out if queuing 
becomes an issue and other measures (such as staging vehicles in the porte cochere or directing 
vehicles to the Secondary Valet Area does not address queuing demand. Such circumstances 
would be rare, though the extent to which individuals would have to wait for their vehicle’s retrieval 
is not an issue subject to CEQA analysis.    
     
Because the Automated Parking System is included as a Project Design Feature, it will be 
included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be enforced by the City. 
 
No. 4-7 
The Zoning Administrator erred in granting a Project Permit Compliance Review 
 
Staff Response No. 4-7 
The Appellant provides a summary of the required findings for a Project Permit Compliance 
Review and generally states that the Project is not in compliance with the scale and character of 
the existing neighborhood. Finding Nos. 16-17 of the Determination provides the required 
Findings by LAMC Section 11.5.7-C.2 and Section 8.B of the Specific Plan. The Appellant does 
not provide substantial evidence to support the claim that the Zoning Administrator erred or 
abused his discretion in approving the Project Permit Compliance Review. 
 
The Appellant notes a discrepancy on page 37 of the Determination and area of the restaurant, 
Service Floor area, retail, office, and market noted on approved “Exhibit A.” Page 37 of the 
Determination includes typographical error, the correct scope of work is reflected on Page 2 of 
the Determination, as follows: 
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…The demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant, three-single-family dwellings (private 
school), a 2,200 square-foot office, and a surface parking lot, and the construction of a 
70,310 square-foot, three-story, mixed-use development comprised of an apartment hotel 
having 78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units, a 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant having 
2,514 square-feet of Service Floor area, 2,935 square feet of ground floor retail space 
including a market with 170 square feet of Service Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, 
and 2,027 square feet of office use… 

 
No. 4-8 
A new Mello Act Compliance Review is required. 
 
Staff Response No. 4-8 
The Appellant argues that Zoning Administrator relied on a Mello Act Determination issued on 
February 13, 2012 and that a new Mello Act Determination must be processed for the Project. 
The Appellant references a Director of Planning Sign Off, Case No. DIR-2012-0367-VSO-MEL, 
dated February 13, 2012. This application was to “Legalize [the] conversion of three single-family 
dwellings into a Day Care” and was never effectuated. A Mello Act Compliance Review was 
prepared for the Project and issued in the Zoning Administrator’s Determination dated March 12, 
2020. As required in Part 4.4 of the IAP, LAHD/HCIDLA conducted a review of the existing 
structures and found that no affordable units exist. As provided in the IAP, “LAHD has sole 
responsibility for determining whether any existing Residential Units are Affordable Existing 
Residential Units.” HCIDLA found that a Mello Determination Memorandum, dated July 6, 2010 
was applicable to the Project and that no additional review was necessary to satisfy the 
requirements of Part 4.4 of the IAP. The Planning Department’s Determination, as required in 
Part 6.0 of the IAP, is included in the Zoning Administrator’s Determination as Finding Nos. 18-
19. A full discussion of the Mello Act Compliance Review is provided in Staff Response No. 3-1 
and 
 
The Appellant argues that the Project results in the conversion of residential use to a commercial 
use. The Project consists of the demolition of existing commercial and residential structures and 
will result in the development of a mixed-use structure comprised of both residential and 
commercial uses. A full discussion regarding the requirement of Inclusionary Housing is provided 
in Staff Response No. 2-5 and justification regarding the Project as a mixed-use development is 
provided in Staff Response No. 4-2.  
 
No. 4-9 
The Zoning Administrator erred abused his discretion in Finding that the waivers should be 
approved. 
 
Staff Response No. 4-9 
The Appellant argues that all the required dedications should be provided by the Project to ensure 
appropriate roadway widths, sidewalks, and circulation around the site.  
  
Finding No. 20 of Determination states 
 

…Electric Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 40 
feet, having a roadway width of 22.5 feet. Designated Local Streets are required to have 
a 60-foot-wide right-of-way and a 36-foot wide roadway. The street currently provides one 
travel lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street, as such no additional 
dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. However, a dedication is necessary to 
construct a new sidewalk adjacent to the project site. A minimum width of five feet is 
necessary to meet ADA requirements for three feet of unobstructed access and provide 
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additional area for future street lights and trees. As such, a 7.5-foot dedication is not 
necessary, a minimum 5-foot wide dedication satisfies the objective of the Mobility Plan to 
provide safe access for pedestrians. The resulting 5-foot wide sidewalk is consistent with 
the pedestrian improvements along Electric Avenue.        

 
Westminster Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 
50 feet, having a roadway width of 28 feet. The required 5-foot dedication would result in 
a sidewalk width of 12 feet and half-roadway width of 18 feet. The street currently provides 
one travel lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street; parking is 
restricted along red-curb areas adjacent to the subject site. The requested dedication of 
two feet, in lieu of the required 5 feet, would result in a sidewalk width of 12 feet and half 
roadway width of 15 feet. 
 
As provided in the Complete Streets Design Guide, Local Streets are intended to 
accommodate lower volumes of vehicle traffic. Local streets have one lane in each 
direction and have parking on both sides of the street. The reduced street dedications 
would maintain the roadway widths and existing parking, while enhancing the pedestrian 
realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian access to and from the project site. 
Therefore, the required dedications and improvements are necessary to meet the City’s 
mobility needs for the next 20 years, based on guidelines the Street Standards Committee 
has established.  

 
The Zoning Administrator considered the provisions of the Complete Streets Design Guide for 
Local Streets and the recommendation of the Department of Transportation in determining that a 
reduced dedication of 5 feet on Electric Avenue (in lieu of the required 7.5 feet) and 2 feet on 
Westminster Avenue (in lieu of the required 5 feet) would result in new pedestrian sidewalks and 
improvements that meet the City’s mobility needs. The Appellant does not provide substantial 
evidence to show that the Zoning Administrator erred in his decision to approve the reduced 
dedications.  
 
No. 4-10 
CEQA Compliance – Historic Resources. Analysis ignores CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
regarding the term “historical resource.” 
 
Staff Response No. 4-10 
The Draft EIR correctly identified the designated and eligible historical resources and adequately 
addressed potential impacts on the identified historical resources. Under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5, the term “historical resources” includes the following: those resources that are 
designated or eligible for designation in the California Register of Historical Resources (California 
Register); those resources included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.1(k); or those resources identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the 
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resource Code. Public agencies must treat any 
such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not 
historically or culturally significant.  
 
The nine existing buildings on the Project site are not currently listed in the California Register nor 
have they been formally determined eligible for listing in the California Register. The California 
Register also includes resources listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (National Register) as well as some California State Landmarks and 
Points of Historical Interest. The nine existing buildings on the Project site are not currently 
included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the Public 
Resource Code. A local register of historical resources is defined as “a list of properties officially 
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designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local 
ordinance or resolution.” The City of Los Angeles defines properties officially designated or 
recognized as historically significant as those that have been designated as Historic-Cultural 
Monuments (HCM) or as contributing structures within designated Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zones (HPOZ). None of the nine existing buildings on the Project site were identified as significant 
in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public 
Resource Code, including SurveyLA. 
 
Nevertheless, all nine of the existing buildings on the Project Site were evaluated in the Draft EIR 
as potential historical resources. The DEIR concludes that six of the nine buildings are not eligible 
for individual listing in the National Register and/or California Register, and are not eligible for 
designation as HCMs due to a lack of integrity. The DEIR also concludes that none of the buildings 
on the Project site are contributors to a potential historic district under federal, state, or local 
designation programs. Therefore, even though the buildings on the Project site were previously 
identified in the Venice LUP as being located within a potential historical resource, a 
preponderance of evidence indicates that six of the nine buildings on the Project site are not 
historical resources as defined by CEQA. The Draft EIR concludes that three buildings, 1047, 
1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, appear eligible for designation as HCMs and are 
therefore historical resources under CEQA. The DEIR adequately addressed potential impacts 
on these identified historical resources, concluding that the Project would have a direct impact on 
the identified historical resources because the buildings would no longer be eligible for 
designation as HCMS. Additionally, the Project would have a cumulative impact on historical 
resources as a result of the demolition of 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
because they are rare examples of early residential development on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, of 
which only six other examples remain. The Draft EIR correctly describes and evaluates a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the Project that would feasibly attain most of the basic project 
objectives and avoid or substantially lessen significant project impacts. 
 
The block of Abbott Kinney does not qualify as a historical resource as it is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. The LUP 
does not define “architectural, historical and cultural landmarks” and does not state that the block 
of Abbott Kinney is specifically a historical resource, as defined by CEQA. Although the LUP was 
adopted by the City Council, the list is not itself an official inventory of historical resources in 
Venice. The City’s official inventory of historical resources is comprised of properties designated 
as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments and located within Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zones. The LUP does not include any meaningful information on the specific Abbott Kinney block. 
The fact that SurveyLA evaluated Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Westminster Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard as ineligible as a historic district and did not even include the block on which 
the Project Site is located as part of the evaluation should be considered sufficient evidence that 
the block is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 
 
As the EIR adequately addressed, analyzed, and disclosed impacts to historic resources, and the 
appellant has failed to provide evidence as to how the City erred and abused its discretion in 
approving the project, the appeal point should be denied. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Staff recommends the Commission deny the appeals in part and grant the appeal in part to sustain 
the modified actions of the Zoning Administrator in approving the Project: to sustain the decision 
of the Zoning Administrator to approve a Conditional Use Permit for the sale and consumption of 
alcohol and to allow a Hotel within 500 feet of a residential zone, a Coastal Development Permit, 
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Site Plan Review, Project Permit Compliance Review, Mello Act Compliance Review, and Waiver 
of Dedication/Improvements for the above referenced Project.  
 
Staff recommends the Commission adopt the Revised Conditions and Findings. 
 
Staff recommends the Commission certify that: the Venice Place Project EIR (including the July 
2020 Erratum) has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the Venice Place Project EIR was presented to the West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission as the decision-making body of the lead agency, and The Venice Place Project EIR 
reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency; and adopt: the related and 
prepared modified Venice Place Project Environmental Findings, the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, the modified Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Venice Place Project 
EIR. 
 
Staff recommends the Commission include in their motion to modify CEQA findings and that the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) be updated to reflect changes to TRANS-PDF-2 as 
identified in the July 2020 Erratum.  
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REVISED CONDITIONS 
 

Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions in bold 
underline. 

 
1. 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.  
 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with the plot 
plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may be revised as 
a result of this action.  

 
3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of the 

surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose 
additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such Conditions are 
proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of 
adjacent property.  

 
4. 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. 
 
5. 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. 

 
Entitlement Conditions  
 
6. Uses. The project shall be limited to a mixed-use development comprised of the following: 

 
a. An apartment hotel A Hotel with up to a maximum of 78 guest rooms and, a 

minimum of 4 dwelling units. The dwelling units shall be used for long-term stay; 
transient occupancy shall not permitted in the dwelling units. 
 

b. One new 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant, limited to a maximum of 2,514 square 
feet of Service Floor Area (dining area), as shown on Sheet X2 and X3 of “Exhibit 
A.”  

 
i. Table service shall be prohibited in the outdoor courtyard. 

 
c. A hotel market limited to a maximum of 2,935 square feet, having 170 square feet 

of Service Floor Area.  
 

d. Office uses limited to a maximum of 2,027 square feet. 
 

e. Spa facilities limited to a maximum of 1,735 square feet. 
 

7. Hours of Operation. The hours of operation of the apartment hotel shall be 24 hours, 
daily. The hotel restaurant and market shall be limited to 7:00 A.M to 1:00 A.M. 
 

8. Residential Setback. The dwellings units shall observe a 5-foot minimum setback from the 
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proposed property line. 
 

9. Groundfloor Commercial Development. As shown on Sheet 1018 and 1019 of “Exhibit A”: 
 

a. A street wall shall extend for at least 65 percent of the building frontage and shall 
have a minimum height of 13 feet. At least 50 percent of the ground floor street 
wall shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances, display windows or windows offering 
views into retail, office gallery or lobby space. 
 

b. Large expanses of glass shall be subdivided into units not larger than six-feet wide 
and separated by the mullions. 

 
c. No store front windows shall be lower than 12 inches above sidewalk grade and 

shall not extend to the ceiling height. The windows shall have a solid base surfaced 
with high quality materials, such as a ceramic tile, marble, granite, limestone, slate, 
brick, wood or similar materials. 

  
10. Height. The project shall be limited to a maximum flat roof height limit of 30 feet, as 

measured from the midpoint of the centerline of Electric Avenue or Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard, whichever street is lowest in elevation, to the top edge of the roof parapet.  
 

11. Roof Access Structures. Roof Access Structures (RAS) may exceed the maximum flat 
roof height of 30 feet by 10 feet. The area within the outside walls shall not exceed 100 
square feet as measured from the outside walls.  

 
12. Rooftop Equipment. Chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices 

essential for building function may exceed the height limit by a maximum of five feet. Any 
structures on the roof, such as air conditioning units and other equipment, shall be fully 
screened from view of any abutting properties and the public right-of-way. All screening 
shall be setback at least five feet from the edge of the building 

 
13. Rooftop Deck. Railings used on the proposed rooftop decks shall be of an open design 

and shall be limited to a height of 42 inches. Solid glass railing shall count towards the 
measurement of the building’s height.  

 
a. Use of the rooftop decks shall be restricted to hotel guests and employees. 

 
i. Pool deck hours shall be limited to 6:00 am-11:00 pm. 

 
ii. Use of the pool shall be limited the hours of 6:00 am-10:00 pm. 

 
b. The roof top deck area, along Westminster Avenue, shall be stepped back a 

minimum of 12 feet from the property line. The rooftop deck area along Broadway 
shall be stepped back a minimum 12 feet from the property line. 

 
c. No other roof top deck shall be permitted.  

 
d. As shown on Sheet No. 1017 of “Exhibit A”, solar panels or a 2,128 square-foot 

rooftop garden may be installed within the step-back area along Electric Avenue. 
 
14. Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The project shall be limited to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 and 

comprised of both commercial and residential uses (dwelling units). A minimum of four 
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dwelling units shall be provided.  
 
15. Parking. A minimum of 175 184 vehicle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. Off-site 

parking shall be prohibited.  
 
a. Parking for the new mixed-use development shall be as follows: 

 
USE PARKING 

STANDARD 
PROJECT REQUIRED 

Hotel 2 spaces; plus  2 spaces 
Dwelling Unit  2 spaces per DU; plus 4 dwelling units 8 spaces 
Guest Room 1 space per guest 

room (first 30 rms); 
plus 
1 space per 2 guest 
rooms (31-60 rms); 
plus 
1 space per 3 guest 
rooms (60+ rms); plus 

78 guest rooms 51 spaces 

Service Floor 
Hotel 

Restaurant 

1 space per 100 SF of 
floor area used for 
consumption of food 
or beverages. 

2,514 SF Service 
Floor 

25 spaces 

Office 1 space per 250 SF 2,027 SF 8 spaces 
Spa 1 space per 250 SF 1,735 SF 7 spaces 
Retail 1 space per 225 SF 2,935 SF 13 spaces 

(w/ seating) 1 space per 50 SF 170 SF 3 spaces 
Beach Impact 
Zone 

1 space per 640 SF  
of ground floor area 

8,065 SF 
14,256.75 SF 

13 spaces 
22 spaces 
130 spaces 
139 spaces 

Existing 
Restaurants 

1 space per 50 SF of 
Service Floor Area 

2,268 SF 45 spaces 

Total Automobile Parking Spaces 
175 spaces 
184 spaces 

 
b. Parking design and layout shall be subject to review and approval by LADBS and 

include the ability to accommodate electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). 
 

c. All required parking for the existing restaurants located at 1021-1029 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard shall be maintained and provided in conjunction with the proposed 
project, as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS). 
 

d. Vehicle access shall be provided along Electric Avenue. The project’s driveway 
design and internal circulation pattern shall be approved by the Department of 
Transportation prior to the issuance of a building permit. A copy of the approved 
circulation plan shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to be placed 
in the subject case file. 

 
e. Bicycle parking shall be provided in conformance with the LAMC. 

 
f. Employees shall be prohibited from parking vehicles within the adjoining residential 
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neighborhoods. 
 

g. The required parking spaces may be replaced with bicycle parking, at a ratio 
of one standard or compact automobile parking space for every four bicycle 
parking spaces, as provided in LAMC Section 12.21-A.4.  

 
h. BIZ Parking. In lieu of physically providing the spaces, a fee of $18,000.00 

per space may be paid for up to 50 percent of the total number of required 
BIZ parking spaces. All fees shall be paid into the Venice Coastal Parking 
Impact Trust Fund. 

 
16. Valet Parking. All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of 

vehicles shall be prohibited in the public right of way.  
 

a. Valet parking shall be provided to restaurant patrons. The availability of said 
validated parking and the location of said parking shall be made known to the 
public via the restaurant menu, a posting of the information at readily visible 
locations and on the restaurant website. The applicant shall provide a copy of the 
menu, signs or web page, for inclusion in the case file.  
 

b. A single valet operator shall be on-site who shall be responsible for enforcement 
of any conditions of this action regarding valet parking.  

 
c. Valet parking shall be required to obtain all applicable licenses and/or permits from 

the Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Police Department. Proof 
of licenses and/or permits shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning.  

 
d. A valid valet parking contract in compliance with this condition shall be submitted 

to the Department of City Planning.  The contract shall be maintained for the life of 
this grant and shall include the hours of valet service and the number of valet 
attendants to be provided as well as the valet parking locations. If the valet operator 
is replaced, a copy of the replacement contract shall be provided to the 
Development Services Center within 30 days upon execution of the new contract. 

 
e. The valet operator shall be required to obtain a valid LAPD Commission 

Investigation Division (CID) Valet Operator Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 
103.203 (b) and each valet attendant shall have a valid CID permit along with a 
valid California Driver License in their possession while on duty. 

 
Note: Prior to providing valet services, the applicant should e-mail 
laoadot.valetop@lacity.org to begin the application process, review, and approval 
of valet operations.  

 
f. Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any 

time.  
 

g. The applicant shall utilize social media, webpages, or other media to provide travel 
information to the restaurant.  Such information shall promote the use of alternate 
travel means to automotive transportation (walk, bike, public transit, 
rideshare/service, or carpool).  For any patrons desiring to drive a personal vehicle 
to the venue, parking information must direct them to either use the valet service 
or park on surface streets within the commercial district (i.e. Abbot Kinney 
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Boulevard).   
 
17. Loading. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading areas shall be 

provided onsite. Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger 
loading shall be prohibited along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. An existing passenger 
loading area shall be maintained on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, subject to review by 
the Department of Transportation. 

 
18. Trash pick-up, compacting, loading and unloading and receiving activities shall be limited 

to 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday and 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday. No deliveries 
or trash pick-up shall occur on Sunday. Deliveries and trash pick-up shall be coordinated 
with vendors and trash companies so that these activities are not conducted within one-
hour of the start time of Westminster Elementary School or within one hour of the end time 
of regular school hours. 

 
19. Dedications and Improvements. Dedications and improvements shall be determined by 

the BOE, except as follows: 
 

a. A 5-foot dedication shall be required on Electric Avenue, in lieu of the otherwise 
required 7.5 feet. 
 

b. A 2-foot dedication shall be required on Westminster Avenue in lieu of the 
otherwise required 5 feet. 

 
20. Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. The project is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction 

area of the California Coastal Zone. The applicant shall provide a copy of the Coastal 
Commission’s Notification that the City’s coastal development permit is effective. 
 

21. Prior to the effectuation of this grant, 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 Department 
of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy 
bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided for inclusion in case file. Fees 
required per L.A.M.C Section 19.01-E,3 for Monitoring of Conditional Use Permits and 
Inspection and Field Compliance Review of Operations shall be paid to the City prior to 
the final clearance of this condition. 

 
Alcoholic Beverage Conditions 
 
22. Authorized herein is the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site 

consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a 3,810 square-foot hotel 
restaurant; the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and off-
site consumption in conjunction with a 2,935 square-foot hotel market.  
 
Subject to the following limitations: 

 
a. Apartment Hotel. Alcoholic beverages may be served between the hours of 7:00 

A.M. to 1:00 A.M. in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and 
hotel business center. Alcoholic beverages may be provided within in hotel guest 
rooms in liquor cabinets and by hotel guest room services. 
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b. Hotel Restaurant. The hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. 

The restaurant shall be limited to 2,514 square feet of Service Floor Area, having 
a maximum of 195 indoor seats and 65 outdoor seats, provided that number of 
seats does not exceed the maximum allowable occupant load as determined by 
the Department of Building and Safety. 

 
c. Hotel Market. The hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. The 

onsite consumption of alcoholic beverages within the 2,935 square-foot market 
shall be limited to a seating areas limited to 170 square feet of Service Floor Area.  

 
23. No after-hours use is permitted, except routine clean-up. This provisions includes but is 

not limited to private or promotional events, special events, excluding any activities which 
are issued film permits by the City. 
 

24. A camera surveillance system shall be installed and operating at all times to monitor the 
interior, entrance, exits and exterior areas, in front of and around the premises. Recordings 
shall be maintained for a minimum period of 30 days and are intended for use by the Los 
Angeles Police Department. 

 
25. Complaint Log. A telephone number and email address shall be provided for complaints 

or concerns from the community regarding the operation. The phone number and email 
address shall be posted at the following locations: 

 
a. Entry, visible to pedestrians 
b. Customer service desk, front desk or near the reception area.  
 
Complaints shall be responded to within 24-hours. The applicant shall maintain a log of all 
calls and emails, detailing: (1) date complaint received; (2) nature of complaint, and (3) 
the manner in which the complaint was resolved.  

 
26. STAR/LEAD/RBS Training. Within the first six months of operation, all employees involved 

with the sale of alcohol shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department “Standardized 
Training for Alcohol Retailers” (STAR) or Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
“Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs” (LEAD) training program or the Responsible 
Beverage Service (RBS) Training Program. Upon completion of such training, the 
applicant shall request the Police Department or Department of Alcohol Beverage Control 
to issue a letter identifying which employees completed the training. STAR or LEAD or 
RBS training shall be conducted for all new hires within three months of their employment. 
 

27. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoring both patron and employee conduct on 
the premises and within the parking areas under his/her control to assure such conduct 
does not adversely affect or detract from the quality of life for adjoining residents, property 
owners, and businesses.  

 
28. Loitering is prohibited on or around these premises or the area under the control of the 

applicant. "No Loitering or Public Drinking" signs shall be posted in and outside of the 
subject facility.  
 

29. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on the premises during business hours. The on-duty manager’s responsibilities shall 
include the monitoring of the premises to ensure compliance with all applicable State laws, 
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Municipal Code requirements and the conditions imposed by the Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control (ABC) and the conditional use herein. Every effort shall be undertaken 
in managing the subject premises and its facilities to discourage illegal and criminal 
activities and any exterior area over which the building owner exercises control, in effort 
to ensure that no activities associated with such problems as narcotics sales, use or 
possession, gambling, prostitution, loitering, theft, vandalism and truancy occur.  
 

30. The applicant shall be responsible for maintaining the premises and the adjoining sidewalk 
free of debris or litter.  
 

31. Coin operated game machines, pool tables or similar game activities or equipment shall 
not be permitted. Official California State lottery games and machines may be allowed.  
 

32. An electronic age verification device shall be purchased and retained on the premises to 
determine the age of any individual and shall be installed on at each point-of-sales 
location. This device shall be maintained in operational condition and all employees shall 
be instructed in its use.  
 

33. Smoking tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, including from electronic smoking 
devices, is prohibited in or within 10 feet of the outdoor dining areas in accordance with 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 41.50 B 2 C. This prohibition applies to all outdoor 
areas of the establishment if the outdoor area is used in conjunction with food service 
and/or the consumption, dispensing or sale of alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages. 

 
34. The applicant(s) shall comply with 6404.5(b) of the Labor Code, which prohibits smoking 

within any place of employment. The applicant shall not possess ashtrays or other 
receptacles used for the purpose of collecting trash or cigarettes/cigar butts within the 
interior of the subject establishment.  
 

35. Designated Driver Program. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the applicant shall 
establish a “Designated Driver Program” which shall include, but not be limited to, 
signs/cards, notation on websites/social media, notifying patrons of the program. The 
signs/cards/website/social media shall be visible to the customer and posted or printed in 
prominent locations or areas. These may include signs/cards on each table, at the 
entrance, at the host station, in the waiting area, at the bars, or on the bathrooms, or a 
statement in the menus, a website, or on social media.  
 

36. Any music, sound or noise which is under control of the applicant shall not violate Sections 
112.06 or 116.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Citywide Noise Ordinance). At any 
time, a City representative may visit the site during operating hours to measure the noise 
levels. If, upon inspection, it is found that the noise level exceeds those allowed by the 
citywide noise regulation, the owner/operator will be notified and will be required to modify 
or eliminate the source of the noise or retain an acoustical engineer to recommend, design 
and implement noise control measures within property such as, noise barriers, sound 
absorbers or buffer zones.  
 

37. Adult Entertainment of any type pursuant to LAMC Section 12.70 shall be prohibited. 
 

38. Private Events. Any use of the restaurant for private events, including corporate events, 
birthday parties, anniversary parties, weddings or other private events which are not open 
to the general public, shall be subject to all the same provisions and hours of operation 
stated herein.  
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39. The restaurant establishments shall be maintained as a bona fide eating place with an 

operational kitchen and shall provide a full menu containing an assortment of foods 
normally offered in such restaurants. Food service shall be available at all times during 
operating hours. The restaurant establishment shall provide seating and dispense food 
and refreshments primarily for consumption on the premises. Food or refreshments solely 
for the purpose of takeout or delivery shall be prohibited. 
 

40. Partitions separating booth/dining areas shall not exceed 54 inches in height. No 
obstructions shall be attached, fastened or connected to the booths/dining areas within 
the interior space of the facility that restrict, limit or obstruct the clear observation of the 
occupants.  
 

41. No enclosed room, other than restrooms, intended for use by patrons or customers shall 
be permitted. No private dining room with a separate access door shall be permitted.  

42. No conditional use for dancing has been requested or approved herein. Dancing is 
prohibited. 

 
43. There shall be no live entertainment or amplified music on the premises. There shall be 

no karaoke, disc jockey, topless entertainment, male or female performers or fashion 
shows.  

 
44. Entertainment in conjunction with the restaurant is limited to ambient music to compliment 

the dining experience, shall be limited to background music at a low volume. Independent, 
professional or amateur disc jockeys are not allowed.  

 
45. Entertainment in conjunction with the restaurant is limited to a live band without amplified 

sound (acoustic). Amplified ambience music played by restaurant employees to 
compliment the dining experience, shall be limited to background music at a low volume. 
Independent, professional or amateur disc jockeys are not allowed 

 
46. All entertainment shall be conducted within a wholly enclosed building; there shall be no 

live entertainment or dancing in the outdoor patio area, roof top decks, or roof top garden 
area at any time.   

 
47. Speakers or amplified sound in the outdoor dining area, roof top decks, or roof top garden 

area shall be prohibited. 
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REVISED FINDINGS 
 

The Project consists of the development of a new mixed-use building. Defining the Project as a 
mixed-use development or structure does not change the proposed Project, analysis and findings, 
or requested actions but rather clarifies the proposed use. References to “Apartment Hotel” are 
replaced with the actual uses proposed: four dwelling units and a Hotel with 78 guest rooms. 
 
Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions in bold 
underline. 
 
 
Conditional Use Permits    
The proposed mixed use development requests a Conditional Use Permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24-W.1 to allow the (a) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a proposed hotel restaurant having 195 indoor seats and 
65 outdoor seats, operating 24 hours and serving alcohol between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 
A.M., (b) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site 
consumption in conjunction with a market within the hotel, operating between the hours of 
operating 24 hours and serving alcohol between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M., (c)  the sale 
and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site consumption in 
conjunction with a market within the hotel, operating between the hours of 7:00 A.M to 1:00 A.M, 
(d) a full line of alcohol beverages provided in individual hotel room’s liquor cabinets, (e) the sale 
of a full line of alcohol beverages by hotel guest room services, (f) and the on-site consumption 
of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center; 
and (g) pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W.24 to allow an apartment hotel within 500 feet of a 
residential zone. The following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant 
facts. 
 
Conditional Use Permit Findings 
 
1. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or 

will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 
 
The project site is developed with a 60-space, surface parking lot, three residential 
structures, and three commercial structures. The proposed project will retain two 
commercial structures (restaurant uses) along the southwest portion of the site, remove 
the parking lot and residential structures, and construct a new three-story, 70,310 square-
foot, mixed-use development comprised of a an apartment hotel (four dwelling units and 
78 guest rooms) and groundfloor commercial uses, providing a total of 175 184 parking 
spaces for the existing uses and the proposed developments on the project site. The 
proposed apartment hotel will be located within 500 feet of a residential zone, 
approximately 40 feet south of the RD1.5-1 multi-family residential zone. The project 
includes a new two-story, 3,810 square-foot restaurant with 1,829 square feet of interior 
Service Floor area and 684.5 square feet of outdoor Service Floor area, and a new 2,935 
square-foot market (retail) with 150 square feet of Service Floor area.  

 
The proposed project will enhance the build environment by introducing visitor-serving 
uses such as restaurants and a market (retail) and providing overnight visitor-serving uses 
(guest rooms), along a busy commercial corridor in the Venice Coastal Zone. The 
proposed development provides much needed overnight accommodations proximate to 
an established commercial area and provides four dwelling units, replacing three existing 
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single-family dwellings, currently maintained as a preschool. The proposed new restaurant 
is consistent with the existing restaurant uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and the 
proposed two and three-story portions of the project will complement the pedestrian-
oriented character and massing of the corridor and area. In addition, new automobile and 
bicycle parking will be provided for the new and existing uses, and onsite loading will be 
provided for the commercial uses. The proposed project also provides dedications and 
improvements to the right-of-way adjacent to the site, including the construction of new 
ADA-compliant sidewalks and pedestrian access ramps, repairing existing curb and 
gutter, and the closing of all unused driveways. The public right-of-way improvements will 
enhance pedestrian access to and adjacent to the site, and the surrounding vehicular 
circulation system. 
 
The proposed mixed-use development is comprised of uses that are consistent with the 
established commercial corridor and adjacent residential neighborhood, as well as design 
and massing that is compatible with the area’s transitioning, and right-of-way 
improvements that facilitate pedestrian and vehicular access and enhance the public 
realm. As such, the proposed development will enhance the built environment and provide 
a service that is essential and beneficial to the Venice Coastal Zone.  

 
2. The project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 

compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 
 
The properties immediately south of Abbot Kinney Boulevard are developed with an 
elementary school and playground, while the lots fronting Broadway and Westminster 
Avenue are developed with one and two-story commercial structures. The properties north 
of Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential structures that vary from one 
to three stories in height; the structures fronting Electric Avenue are one story in height. 
The properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south side of the street, are developed 
with two and three-story commercial and residential structures, with a flat-roof height of 
30 feet; these buildings are adjacent to one-story residential structures. The three-story 
structure, located on the east side of Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and 
vehicle access from Electric Avenue. The project site and properties proximate to the site 
are developed with one and two story structures in an urban area.  
 
The proposed project site encompasses the entire rear portion of the block with new 
structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (south), Broadway (west), Electric Avenue 
(north), and Westminster Avenue (east).  The project proposes a 70,310 square-foot 
mixed-use development designed as four structures connected by pedestrian bridges and 
subsurface levels. The development (above ground) is comprised of three (3) three-story 
structures and one (1) two-story structure, with a maximum flat-roof height of 30 feet. The 
proposed development will retain two existing structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
(proposing tenant improvements) and construct new two and three-story structures. The 
existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 30 feet, consistent with that 
of existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. New 
development is only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and will 
preserve much of the existing massing and scale of the commercial block. The building 
wall is articulated with balconies and recessed planes at the second and third level. The 
proposed flat-roof height of 30 feet and three-stories is similar to that of existing structures 
along the south side of Electric Avenue that extend more than 300 feet. As such, the 
proposed 30-foot-tall portions of the project are consistent with the massing and scale of 
the existing development, adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood. 
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Four rooftop areas are proposed for use by hotel employees and guests. The rooftop deck 
along Electric Avenue is proximate to multi-family residential uses; however, this area 
includes a rooftop garden and solar equipment area with a limited area (approximately 
1,500 square feet) for as an open deck. The deck area, along the northeast portion of the 
roof, is stepped back, more than 12 feet from the property line (Electric Avenue). The 
decks located Westminster Avenue, Broadway and Abbot Kinney include areas range 
from 450 to 1,200 square feet and are located along primarily commercial corridors. The 
noise expected to be generated from the rooftop decks would be sufficiently buffered by 
the ambient noise from the streets and required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance. 
No amplified music is permitted on the rooftop decks. As conditioned, the operation of the 
rooftop areas is not expected to impact the adjacent properties or surrounding area.       
 
The proposed apartment hotel, dwelling units, restaurant, retail, and office uses are 
consistent with the permitted uses in the C2 zone and are appropriate uses for the 
Community Commercial land use designation in the Venice Coastal Zone Land Use Plan. 
The commercial uses are consistent with the existing uses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 
The vehicle entrance is located on Electric Avenue, adjacent to the multi-family residential 
neighborhood. The project’s driveway access replaces an existing surface parking lot, and 
encloses all valet and parking operations. The proposed rooftop deck, along Electric 
Avenue, is comprised of solar equipment and a rooftop garden, and limited to use by hotel 
guests. Furthermore, the proposed commercial uses are located along the south side of 
the property, fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and minimizing impacts on the adjacent 
residential neighborhood. 
 
The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the 
new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), 
in the hotel guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of 
the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center), and offsite 
consumption for the market. The hotel would be operated 24 hours, however alcohol 
service (in all areas except the guest room liquor cabinets) and the operation of the hotel 
market would be limited to operating between 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. The proposed hours 
of operation are typical of hotel uses and the operating hours (service of alcohol) are 
similar with that of restaurants and retail uses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and along 
commercial corridors proximate to the site.  
  
As such, the proposed development will be compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare and safety. 
 

3. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan. 
 
The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan, which is one of 35 
Community Plans forming the Land Use Element of the General Plan. Properties within 
the Venice Coastal Zone are also subject to the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Land Use Plan (LUP), which was adopted by means of a plan amendment to the 
Community Plan. The Community Plan and LUP designate the project site with a 
Community Commercial land use designation, with corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4, 
RAS3, and RAS4. The project site is zoned C2-1-CA. The project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of General Plan, Community Plan, 
and Specific Plan. 
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General Plan Framework Element 
The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was adopted in 
December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The Framework Element provides 
guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project 
site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth 
strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban 
form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, transportation, 
infrastructure, and public services. The Framework Element includes the following goals, 
objectives, and policies relevant to the project: 
 
Goal 3. Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi- and mixed-use centers that support and 
provide identity for Los Angeles' communities. 
 

Objective 3.9. Reinforce existing and encourage new community centers, which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, 
promote neighborhood and community activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places in which to live, work and 
visit, both in daytime and nighttime. 
 

Goal 7B. A City with land appropriately and sufficiently designated to sustain a robust 
commercial and industrial base. 
 

Objective 7.2. Establish a balance of land uses that provides for commercial and 
industrial development which meets the needs of local residents, sustains economic 
growth, and assures maximum feasible environmental quality. 
 
Policy 7.2.4. Ensure that the City has enough capacity to accommodate the 
development of general commercial uses, which support community needs in all parts 
of Los Angeles. 
 
Policy 7.2.5. Promote and encourage the development of retail facilities appropriate to 
serve the shopping needs of the local population when planning new residential 
neighborhoods or major residential developments.  

 
Goal 7.3. A City with thriving and expanding businesses. 
 

Objective 7.3. Maintain and enhance the existing businesses in the City. 
 
7.3.2. Retain existing neighborhood commercial activities within walking distance of 
residential areas. 

 
The project proposes a new mixed-use development comprised of new retail (market), 
office, and restaurant uses as well as improvements to two existing restaurants and public 
right-of-way, within a Community Center in the Venice Community Plan area. The 
proposed project adds approximately 10,507 square feet of new commercial floor area, 
provides new visitor-serving uses and further enhances a critical commercial corridor for 
residents and visitors to the Venice Coastal Zone. 

 
Land Use Element – Venice Community Plan 
The Venice Community Plan was adopted by City Council on September 29, 2000. The 
Community Plan’s purpose is to promote an arrangement of land use, circulation, and 
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services, which all encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the Community. The proposed project is in 
conformance with the following objectives and policies of the Venice Community Plan: 
 
Goal 2. A strong and competitive commercial sector which promotes economic vitality, 
serves the needs of the community through well designed, safe and accessible areas 
while preserving the historic, commercial and cultural character of the community. 
 

Objective 2-1. To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in the 
community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial development 
and services within existing commercial areas. 

 
Policy 2-1.1. New commercial uses shall be located in existing established 
commercial areas or shopping centers. 

 
Policy 2-1.5. Require that commercial projects be designed and developed to 
achieve a high level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with 
surrounding uses and development. 

 
Objective 2-2. To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify 
pedestrian-oriented districts. 

 
Policy 2-2.1. Encourage pedestrian-oriented uses and mixed-use in designated 
areas. 

 
Objective 2-3. To enhance the appearance of commercial districts. 

 
Policy 2-3.1. Require that new development be designed to enhance and be 
compatible with adjacent development. 

 
The project proposes a new mixed-use development comprised of new retail (market), 
office, and restaurant uses as well as improvements to two existing restaurants and public 
right-of-way, within a Community Center in the Venice Community Plan area. The project 
adds approximately 10,507 square feet of new commercial floor area, provides new visitor-
serving uses and further enhances a critical commercial corridor for residents and visitors 
to the Venice Coastal Zone. The proposed project includes physical improvements to the 
pedestrian right-of-way, including new ADA-compliant sidewalks, reconfigured 
intersections, and closure of unused driveways. The proposed mixed use development is 
designed as three separate structures (above ground) with heights varying from two to 
three stories, maintaining the massing of the development and surrounding area.   
 
Land Use Element – Certified Venice Land Use Plan 
The Venice Land Use Plan was adopted by the City Council on October 29, 1999 and 
certified by the California Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001. The LUP is part of the 
California Coastal Commission‘s Local Coastal Program intended for the Venice Coastal 
Zone; however the necessary Implementation Plan was not adopted. The LUP was 
adopted by means of a plan amendment to the Community Plan and provides policies 
applicable to development in the Venice Coastal Zone. As discussed in Finding No. 8 
below, it is found that the project is in conformance with the objectives and policies of the 
Venice Land Use Plan. 
 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan      
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The Specific Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 2, 2003. As discussed 
in Finding No. 16 below, the project is in conformance with the applicable regulations of 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
 
As such, the proposed project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, the Venice Community Plan, Land Use Plan, and Venice 
Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

 
Alcoholic Beverage Findings  
 
4. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

 
The project site encompasses a commercially-zoned block, located within a commercial 
corridor, Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south, and adjacent to a multi-family residential 
neighborhood, Electric Avenue to the north. The proposed mixed-use development 
consists of a an apartment hotel with 78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units, a new two-
story, 3,810 square-foot restaurant with 1,829 square feet of interior Service Floor area 
and 684.5 square feet of outdoor Service Floor area, and a new 2,935 square-foot market 
(retail) with 150 square feet of Service Floor area. The project proposes the sale and 
consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area 
(and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms (liquor 
cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, 
lounge area, and business center), and offsite consumption for the market. The proposed 
hours of operation, restaurant use, and market are consistent with the existing commercial 
uses along Abbot Kinney Boulevard and are preferred uses identified in the Land Use 
Plan for areas designated for Community Commercial land uses.    
 
As conditioned, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site and off-site 
consumption will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. Negative 
impacts commonly associated with the sale of alcoholic beverages, such as criminal 
activity, public drunkenness, and loitering are mitigated by the imposition of conditions 
requiring deterrents against loitering and responsible management.  Employees will 
undergo training on the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages including training provided 
by the Los Angeles Police Department Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers (STAR) 
Program.  Other conditions related to excessive noise, litter and noise prevention will 
safeguard the residential community. Therefore, with the imposition of such conditions the 
sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption at this location will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or 
the public health, welfare and safety.  

 
5. The granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of premises 

for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable State 
laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines 
for undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of these establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate 
in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale 
or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), 
and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in 
the area. 
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According to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) licensing 
criteria, three on-site and two off-site consumption licenses are allocated to the subject 
census tract (Census Tract 2733.00). Currently there are 17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site 
licenses in this census tract. Records from the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control show that there are two active Type 47 ABC Licenses for the two 
existing restaurants, to be maintained and improved as part of the proposed development: 
Primitivo Wine Bistro (License No. 514811) was active since June 8, 2015 and License 
No 569602 was active since August 24, 2016. The proposed hotel restaurant seeks a 
renewal and extension of an existing Type 47 License, No. 345545, active since October 
7, 1998; adding the new areas within the hotel and seeking an off-site license for the sales 
within the proposed market.  
 
According to statistics provided by the Los Angeles Police Department’s Pacific Division 
Vice Unit, within Crime Reporting District No. 1413, which has jurisdiction over the subject 
property, a total of 528 crimes were reported in 2018 (171 Part I and 357 Part II crimes), 
compared to the citywide average of 185 offenses and the high crime reporting district of 
222 crimes for the same reporting period.  
 
Part 1 Crimes reported by LAPD include, Homicide (0), Rape (1), Robbery (3), Aggravated 
Assault (18), Burglary (32), Auto Theft (17), Larceny (100).  Part II Crimes reported 
include, Other Assault (7), Forgery/Counterfeit (1) Embezzlement/Fraud (0), Stolen 
Property (0), Weapons Violation (3), Prostitution Related (1), Sex Offenses (0), Offenses 
Against Family (0), Narcotics (30), Liquor Laws (22), Public Drunkenness (3), Disturbing 
the Peace (0), Disorderly Conduct (2), Gambling (0), DUI related (1) and other offenses 
(287). Of the 528 total crimes reported for the census tract, 22 arrests were made for liquor 
laws, 3 arrests were made for under the influence of alcohol, and 1 arrest was made for 
driving under the influence. Crime reporting statistics for 2019 are not yet available.   
 
In these active commercial areas where there is a demand for licenses beyond the 
allocated number and where an over-concentration of licenses is suggested, the ABC has 
recognized that high-activity retail and commercial centers located within revitalized hubs 
are supported by a significant employee population, in addition to the increasing resident 
population base in the area. The ABC has discretion to approve an application for a license 
if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and will 
interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents. In addition, the Zoning 
Administrator is imposing conditions of approval in order to prevent public drinking, driving 
under the influence, and public drunkenness. 
 
The above statistics indicate that the crime rate in the census tract where the subject site 
is located is higher than the city average. Negative impacts commonly associated with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages, such as criminal activity, public drunkenness, and loitering 
are mitigated by the imposition of conditions requiring surveillance, responsible 
management and deterrents against loitering. The conditions will safeguard the welfare of 
the community.  As conditioned, allowing the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
off-site consumption at the subject location will benefit the public welfare and convenience 
because it would add an amenity to nearby residences. 

 
6. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 

communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the 
distance of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and 
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wine.  
 
The project site is zoned for commercial uses and will continue to be utilized as such with 
the proposed mixed-use development. The following sensitive uses are located within a 
1,000-foot radius of the site: 
 

• Westminster Elementary School, 1010 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
• Westminster Senior Citizen Center, 1234 Pacific Avenue 
• Westminster Dog Park, 1234 Pacific Avenue 
• New Bethel Baptist Church, 503 Brooks Avenue 
• Multi-family residential neighborhood, adjacent 

 
Consideration has been given to the distance of the subject establishment from the above-
referenced sensitive uses. The grant has been well conditioned, which should protect the 
health, safety and welfare of the surrounding neighbors.  The potential effects of excessive 
noise or disruptive behavior have been considered and addressed by imposing conditions 
related to noise and loitering. The project is consistent with the zoning and in keeping with 
the existing uses adjacent to the development. This project will contribute to a 
neighborhood and will serve the neighboring residents and the local employees as well as 
visitors. Therefore as conditioned, the project will not detrimentally affect residentially 
zoned properties or any other sensitive uses in the area. 

 
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.  Following 
is a delineation of the findings and the application of the facts of this case to same. 
 
7. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
 

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address public access, recreation, 
marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial development. The 
following addresses conformity with the applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act.  
 
Section 30222 states the priority of development purposes (private land); that the use of 
private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to 
enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture 
or coastal-dependent industry. Visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities such as 
campgrounds, hostels, motels, and hotels are encouraged in the Coastal Zone to increase 
access to the Coast through the provisions of visitor accommodations. The project 
consists of the development of a new mixed-use project comprised of a apartment 
hotel providing 78 guest rooms and four dwelling units, within the Venice Coastal Zone. 
The proposed project will provide visitor accommodations and other visitor-serving 
commercial uses proximate to the Abbot Kinney commercial district as well as Venice 
Beach. The proposed project will not result in the net loss of any existing Residential Units 
and is zoned C2-1-CA, allowing for residential and commercial uses.  

 
Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on 
archeological or paleontological resources. The project consists of the demolition of 
existing structures, excavation, and grading, in order to construct a new three-story mixed-
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use development with three subterranean parking levels. Approximately 24,591 cubic 
yards of dirt will be exported from the site. The proposed excavation and export of dirt is 
subject to review by the Department of Building and Safety and is conditioned to comply 
with the recommendations listed in the Geology and Soils Approval Letter (LOG 93259). 
Also, the proposed project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local 
regulatory standards to ensure appropriate treatment of any potential paleontological 
resources unexpectedly encountered during grading and excavation activities regulations. 

 
Section 30250 states (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except 
as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are 
not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal 
resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside 
existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels 
in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the 
average size of surrounding parcels. (b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial 
development shall be located away from existing developed areas. (c) Visitor-serving 
facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall be located in 
existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

 
The proposed project is located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard, an established 
commercial corridor primarily developed with similar retail, office, and restaurant uses. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard is a 70 foot-wide right-of-way with one travel lane in each 
direction, on-street public parking, served by public transit (local and rapid Metro stops 
and the Big Blue Bus), and is marked as a shared lane for bicycles. The project site has 
convenient access to existing public services, beach, bus lines, etc... The proposed 
development includes visitor-serving uses such as guest rooms (within an apartment 
hotel), restaurants, and retail uses and is located within a highly developed commercial 
corridor.    
 
Section 30251 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. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting. The project site and properties proximate to the site are developed with one and 
two story structures in an urban area.  
 
The proposed project site encompasses the entire rear portion of the block with new 
structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (south), Broadway (west), Electric Avenue 
(north), and Westminster Avenue (east).  The project proposes a 70,310 square-foot 
mixed-use development designed as four structures connected by pedestrian bridges and 
subsurface levels. The development (above ground) is comprised of three (3) three-story 
structures and one (1) two-story structure, with a maximum flat-roof height of 30 feet. The 
proposed development will retain two existing structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
(proposing tenant improvements) and construct new two and three-story structures. The 
existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 30 feet, consistent with that 
of existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. New 
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development is only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and will 
preserve much of the existing massing and scale of the commercial block. The building 
wall is articulated with balconies and recessed planes at the second and third level. The 
proposed flat-roof height of 30 feet and three-stories is similar to that of existing structures 
along the south side of Electric Avenue that extend more than 300 feet. The proposed 
project is conditioned to observe a rooftop setback of 12 feet from the easterly and 
westerly property lines. As such, the proposed 30-foot-tall portions of the project are 
consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, adjacent to the multi-
family residential neighborhood. 
 
The properties immediately south of Abbot Kinney Boulevard are developed with an 
elementary school and playground, while the lots fronting Broadway and Westminster 
Avenue are developed with one and two-story commercial structures. The properties north 
of Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential structures that vary from one 
to three stories in height; the structures fronting Electric Avenue are one story in height. 
The properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south side of the street, are developed 
with two and three-story commercial and residential structures, with a flat-roof height of 
30 feet; these buildings are adjacent to one-story residential structures. The three-story 
structure, located on the east side of Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and 
vehicle access from Electric Avenue. The project site and properties proximate to the site 
are developed with one and two story structures in an urban area.  
 
The proposed project improves access to and around the 46,870 square-foot site, 
reconstructing the existing sidewalk, closing unused driveways, constructing ADA 
compliance ramps (corners), and constructing a new sidewalk along Electric Avenue. The 
project also includes new street trees and landscaping, enhancing the pedestrian realm, 
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the 
public right-of-way for the loading purposes. As such, the proposed development along 
Electric Avenue is visually compatible with the surrounding area and consistent with the 
character and scale of the neighborhood. The site and immediate neighborhood do not 
contain natural land forms, nor do they maintain views to the ocean; the subject site is 
approximately half a mile inland. The proposed three-story structure would not obstruct 
views of the ocean or any other scenic areas, is visually compatible with the character of 
the existing area, and will enhance the visual quality of the subject site and immediate 
area.   
 
Section 30252 The location and amount of new development should maintain and 
enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit 
service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or 
in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing 
nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities 
or providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) 
assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office 
buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload 
nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park 
acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to 
serve the new development. The project proposes the development of a mixed-use project 
comprised of 78 guest rooms, four dwelling units, and groundfloor commercial uses. The 
project provides both visitor-serving facilities and “commercial facilities within or adjacent 
to residential development,” which is in keeping with policies of the Coastal Act and the 
pedestrian-oriented nature of Abbot Kinney Boulevard. While, the 60-space surface 
parking lot is being removed, the proposed project will provide a total of 175 184  parking 
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spaces onsite to satisfy the parking requirements of the existing and proposed uses and 
will also provide additional bicycle parking for hotel guests, residents, and visitors. The 
provision of bicycle parking and proximity of transit to the property is consistent with the 
Coastal Act’s policies regarding non-automobile circulation. Further, the proposed project 
is conditioned to prohibit the use of the adjoining right-of-way for loading purposes in order 
to maintain and enhance public access the coast and other public institutions.  
 
Section 30253 states new development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, 
and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices 
that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (3) Be consistent 
with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources 
Control Board as to each particular development. (4) Minimize energy consumption and 
vehicle miles traveled. (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor 
destination points for recreational uses. 
  
The proposed development is located within a methane zone, liquefaction area and within 
4.7 kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault. As such, the project is subject to compliance 
with Zoning and Building Code requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in 
such hazard areas. The property is also located within Zone C (National Flood Insurance 
Program rate maps), areas of minimal flooding. 
  
The project site is also located within an area that may be affected by Sea Level Rise. On 
August 12, 2015, the Coastal Commission adopted a Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance 
document, subsequently updated and adopted on November 7, 2018. This policy 
document provides a framework and directions for local jurisdictions to address sea level 
rise (SLR) in Local Coastal Programs (LCPs) and Coastal Development Permits (CDPs). 
In May 2018, the City completed an initial sea level rise vulnerability assessment for the 
Venice Coastal Zone. The report provides that: Existing wide beaches generally protect 
Venice from coastal hazards. Coastal assets along or near the beachfront are potentially 
vulnerable during a large storm event in combination with SLR greater than 3.3 feet. After 
4.9 feet SLR, beachfront assets are more vulnerable to damage from flooding or potential 
erosion of the beach. A SLR of 6.6 feet is a tipping point for Venice’s exposure to extreme 
coastal wave events. Beachfront and coastal assets could flood annually, beaches could 
be greatly reduced in width, and high water levels could greatly increase potential for 
flooding of inland low-lying areas. As discussed in the analysis, there is considerable 
uncertainty around the timing of SLR, how coastal processes may be affected, and what 
adaptation approaches will be applied in the future (VSLRVA, pg. 45). Policies and 
development standards to address the potential impacts of SLR would be addressed in 
the City’s LCP for the Venice Coastal Zone. 
  
A Sea Level Rise Hazards Analysis was prepared by GeoSoils, Inc., a report dated May 
20, 2019. The Coastal Storm Modeling System (CoSMoS) was utilized to analyze the 
project’s vulnerability to flood hazards, considering a scenario of a minimum 6.6-foot sea 
level rise and a 100-year storm scenario. Based on this scenario, the proposed 
development could potentially be affected by flooding as a result of SLR at or above the 
stated level; however, the potential for such flooding in severe storm events is likely to 
increase towards the end of the project’s life (based on a typical development life of 75 
years). The proposed development includes three subterranean levels, however, the 
foundation and basement levels are required to be water-proofed and are subject to further 
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review and compliance with zoning and building code requirements. Furthermore, any 
repair, demolition, and/or new construction as a result of any flooding would be subject to 
additional review. As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with Section 
30253 of the Coastal Act. 

 
8. 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. 

 
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 following provides a discussion of the applicable policies of the certified LUP:  
 
Policy I. A. 17. Youth Hostels and Hotels. Development of temporary housing 
opportunities, such as hotels and youth hostels, shall be permitted through the conditional 
use permit/coastal development permit process in the Medium Density Residential and 
Community Commercial categories. The capacity of the proposed youth hostel shall be a 
factor of consideration for residential zones. Overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels 
and youth hostels, are preferred uses in Community Commercial and General Commercial 
land use categories. 
  
Policy I. B. 2. Mixed-Use Development. Mixed-use residential-commercial development 
shall be encouraged in all areas designated on the Land Use Policy Map for commercial 
use…The design of mixed-use development is intended to help mitigate the impact of the 
traffic generated by the development on coastal access roads and reduce parking demand 
by reducing the need for automobile use by residents and encouraging pedestrian activity. 
Such development shall comply with the density and development standards set forth in 
this LUP.  
 
Policy I. B. 6. Community Commercial Land Use. The areas designated as Community 
Commercial on the Land Use Policy Map (Exhibits 9 through 12) will accommodate the 
development of community-serving commercial uses and services, with a mix of 
residential dwelling units and visitor-serving uses. The Community Commercial 
designation is intended to provide focal points for local shopping, civic and social activities 
and for visitor-serving commercial uses. They differ from Neighborhood Commercial areas 
in their size and intensity of business and social activities. The existing community centers 
in Venice are most consistent with, and should be developed as, mixed-use centers that 
encourage the development of housing in concert with multi-use commercial uses. The 
integration and mixing of uses will increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs 
and residents to live near shopping. Overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels and 
youth hostels, are preferred uses in the Community Commercial land use category. 
 
Uses/Density: Community commercial uses shall accommodate neighborhood and visitor-
serving commercial and personal service uses, emphasizing retail and restaurants; and 
mixed residential/commercial use with retail on the ground floor and personal services and 
residential uses on upper floors. Drive-thru facilities and billboards shall be prohibited in 
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the Community Commercial land use category. On a commercial lot, residential uses shall 
not exceed one unit per 800-1200 square feet of lot area.  

 
Policy I. B. 7. Commercial Development Standards.  

- Density/Intensity: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 1.5 to 1 for retail and/or office 
and residential. 

- Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use projects 
which conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding community 
and provide adequate on-site parking. 

- Yards: Per the following Ground Level Development Policy which requires that 
commercial development be designed in scale with, and oriented to, the adjacent 
pedestrian accessways (i.e. sidewalks). 

- Ground Level Development: Every commercial structure shall include a Street 
Wall, which shall extend for at least 65% of the length of the street frontage…The 
required Street Wall at sidewalk level shall be a minimum of 13 feet high. (A Street 
Wall is the exterior wall of a building that faces a street.) 

- Street Walls adjacent to a sidewalk café, public plaza, retail courtyard, arcade, or 
landscaped area may be setback a maximum of 15 feet along the project which 
consists of the sidewalk café, public plaza, retail courtyard, arcade, or landscaped 
area. Such areas shall not be considered in calculating the buildable area of a 
project…but shall be considered in calculations for required parking.  

- At least 50% of the area of the ground floor Street Wall shall be devoted to 
pedestrian entrances, display windows, and/or windows affording views into retail, 
office, gallery, or lobby space.  

- Blank walls shall be limited to segments of 15 feet in length, except that walls 
containing a vehicle entry shall be limited to the width of the door plus five feet.  

- All projects shall provide at least one pedestrian entrance into each business or 
use for each street frontage. 

 
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. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the 
scale of existing neighborhoods. Roof access structures shall be limited to the minimum 
size necessary to reduce visual impacts while providing access for fire safety. In visually 
sensitive areas, roof access structures shall be set back from public recreation areas, 
public walkways, and all water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a 
visible increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation area, 
public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed the height limit by 
more than ten (10’) feet. Roof deck enclosures (e.g. railings and parapet walls) shall not 
exceed the height limit by more than 42 inches and shall be constructed of railings or 
transparent materials. Notwithstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust 
ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for building function may 
exceed the specified height limit in a residential zone by five feet. 
 
Policy II.A.3 Parking Requirements.  

a. Hotel: 2 spaces; plus 2 spaces for each dwelling unit; plus 1 space for each guest 
room or each suite of rooms for the first 30; plus 1 space for each two guest rooms 
or suites of rooms in excess of 30 but not exceeding 60; plus 1 space for each 
three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 60; plus 1 space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or public 
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recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square 
feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other 
places of assembly. 

b. Office: 1 space for every 250 square feet of floor area 
c. Spa: 1 space for every 250 square feet of floor area 
d. Retail: 1 space for every 225 square feet of floor area 
e. Restaurant (existing): 1 space for every 50 square feet of Service Floor area 

 
Policy II. A. 4. Parking Requirements in the Beach Impact Zone…Commercial and 
industrial projects in the BIZ shall provide one additional parking space for each 640 
square feet of floor area of the ground floor. 
 
Policy II. A. 10. Valet Parking. Valet parking programs may be permitted and implemented 
in order to increase the amount of available public parking in parking impacted areas. In 
order to ensure that any valet parking program that is permitted to operate in the Venice 
Coastal Zone does not negatively impact coastal access opportunities, all approved valet 
parking programs shall comply with the following policies: 

a. The use of public parking areas for valet vehicle Drop-off/Pick-up stations shall be 
limited to the minimum area necessary and occupy the fewest number of public 
parking spaces. 

b. Vehicle Storage/Parking. The storage of vehicles by valets is prohibited in public 
parking lots, on public rights-of-way and in on-street parking spaces (except for 
loading and unloading) unless it is determined that use of the public parking area 
will not conflict with the need for public parking by beach goers. 

c. A valet parking program that utilizes public property in the coastal zone shall be 
available for use by the general public with no preference granted to any group or 
type of use (i.e., restaurant customers vs. beach goers). 
 

The project consists of the demolition of an existing restaurant, three single-family 
dwellings, and a 60-space, surface parking lot and the construction of a mixed-use 
development comprised of a an apartment hotel having 78 guest rooms, four dwelling 
units and commercial uses consisting of a new restaurant, retail, office, and spa uses. The 
subject site is zoned C2-1-CA with a General Plan Land Use Designation of Community 
Commercial. As outlined in Policy 1.B.6, overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotel and 
youth hostels, are preferred uses in the Community Commercial land use category. The 
proposed mixed-use development further conforms to the development regulations 
outlined in Policy I.B.7, discussed in Finding No. 16.  
 
Furthermore, as discussed in Finding No. 1, the proposed development is consistent with 
the mass and scale of the existing character of the neighborhood (both commercial and 
residential character), as provided in Policy I.E.2. The proposed development is designed 
with four structures (above ground), connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean 
levels. As such, the massing of the structure is reduced and further articulated, matching 
the scale of commercial and residential development adjacent and proximate to the site. 
The proposed two and three story structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 
Westminster Avenue, and Broadway are consistent with existing commercial and mixed-
use structures. The proposed three-story structure fronting Electric Avenue is consistent 
in scale and massing with the existing three-story structures on the south side of Electric 
Avenue, adjacent to the residential neighborhoods to the north.  
 
The mixed-use development is consistent with the commercial development standards 
outlined in Policy I.B.7 and further discussed in Finding No. 16. The mixed-use 
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development proposes an FAR of 1.5:1 on a site comprised of eight lot and will construct 
four structures (designed as separated building above ground). The ground floor includes 
Street Walls that extend more than 65 percent of the length of the street frontage (all four 
streets) and are designed with windows, pedestrian entrances, and storefronts. As 
conditioned, the project conforms to the commercial development standards.     
 
The project provides 175 184 parking spaces within a subterranean, automated parking 
garage; the parking provided complies with the required parking for Hotel uses, as outlined 
in Policy II.A.3 and for commercial development in the Beach Impact Zone, as outlined in 
Policy II.A.4. The project also provides required parking for two existing restaurant uses 
with a combined Service Floor area of 2,268 square feet, consistent with the requirements 
outlined in the LUP. A valet service is provided onsite for the automated parking, and all 
drop-off and pick-up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As conditioned, the loading of 
passengers or goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As such, all proposed valet 
operations are consistent with Policy II.A.10.   
 
The proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the policies of the certified Land 
Use Plan and the standards of the Specific Plan (discussed below) 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. 

 
9. 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. 
 
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. 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 Regional Interpretive Guidelines 
have been reviewed and the proposed project is consistent with the requirements for 
Parking, Height, Setbacks, Access, and Articulation; the project also complies with the 
policies of the LUP and standards of the Specific Plan (discussed in Finding No. 2 and 
16).    

 
10. 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 subject property is located within the Single-Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal 
Zone.  As such, Coastal Development Permits are issued by the City of Los Angeles, 
which are then appealable to the California Coastal Commission. The Director of Planning 
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has been guided by the actions of the Coastal Commission in its review of similar 
applications in the Venice Coastal Zone:  
 

- 1697 Pacific Avenue (CDP Nos. 5-03-071-A3 & A-5-VEN-15-0025). On February 
12, 2016, the Commission approved with conditions, the expansion of service floor 
area to the roof deck of an existing hotel. 
 

- 1697 Pacific Avenue (CDP Nos. 5-03-071 & A5-VEN-03-067). On August 7, 2003, 
the Commission approved with conditions, the addition of a 5th floor and 30 new 
guest rooms to an existing 92-room hotel within the dual jurisdiction of the Coastal 
Zone. 
 

- 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Boulevard (No. A-5-VEN-03-466). On December 11, 
2003, the Commission found No Substantial Issue with regards to an appeal of 
Coastal Development Permit issued by the City (ZA-2002-1848-CDP-MEL-SPE-
PP-SUB-CUB), for the construction of 35-foot high mixed-use building comprised 
of seven live-work units, two commercial condominium units, and groundfloor 
commercial uses within the single jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. 

 
- 4750-4761 Lincoln Boulevard (A5-VEN-98-222). The City’s Coastal Development 

Permit was appealed to the Coastal Commission on May 26, 1998 and was heard 
on November 4, 1998. The appeal was withdrawn. Coastal Commission staff’s 
recommendation was that the Commission determine that no substantial issue 
exists; located within the single jurisdiction.     
      

The proposed project is consistent with the previous decisions of the City and the 
California Coastal Commission that have included the development of a mixed-use 
structures comprised of residential and commercial uses, hotel uses, and the expansion 
of hotel uses in the Venice Coastal Zone. 

 
11. 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. 
 
The project proposes the demolition of six existing structures and a 60-space surface 
parking lot, for the construction of a three-story, mixed-use development comprised of 78 
guest rooms, four dwelling units, and groundfloor commercial uses within an urban area 
on a commercial corridor. The property is located more than 1,500 feet inland from the 
public road (Pacific Avenue) that is nearest to the sea or shoreline of any body of water.  
The property is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline of 
any body of water located within the coastal zone. 
 
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. 

 
12. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality 

Act has been granted. 
 
The City of Los Angeles (the “City”), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the Venice Place Project by preparing an EIR (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to 
the conclusions of the EIR.CEQA Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 
of such projects[.]” The procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public 
agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and 
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially 
lessen such significant effects.” CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event 
[that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project 
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of 
one or more significant effects thereof.” 
 
A full discussion of the EIR and environmental clearance is outlined in Finding No. 22 of 
this document.   

 
Site Plan Review 

 
13. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 

of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
 
The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan, which is one of 35 
Community Plans forming the Land Use Element of the General Plan. Properties within 
the Venice Coastal Zone are also subject to the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone 
Land Use Plan (LUP), which was adopted by means of a plan amendment to the 
Community Plan. The Community Plan and LUP designate the project site with a 
Community Commercial land use designation, with corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4, 
RAS3, and RAS4. The project site is zoned C2-1-CA. The project is in substantial 
conformance with the purposes, intent, and provisions of General Plan, Community Plan, 
and Specific Plan, as discussed in Findings No. 3, 8, and 16. 

 
14. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 

height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, which is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. 
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The proposed development is designed with four structures (above ground), connected 
by pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. As such, the massing of the structure is 
reduced and further articulated, matching the scale of commercial and residential 
development adjacent and proximate to the site. The development will maintain two 
existing structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (proposing tenant improvements) and 
construct a new two-story and three-story structure. The properties immediately south of 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard are developed with an elementary school and playground, while 
the lots fronting Broadway and Westminster Avenue are developed with one and two-story 
commercial structures. The existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 
30 feet, consistent with that of existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. New development is only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard and will preserve much of the existing massing and scale of the commercial 
block.  
 
The properties north of Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential 
structures that vary from one to three stories in height, the structures fronting Electric 
Avenue are one story in height. The properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south 
side of the street, are developed with two and three-story commercial and residential 
structures, with a flat-roof height of 30 feet; these buildings are adjacent to one-story 
residential structures. As such, the proposed 30-foot-tall portions of the project are 
consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, adjacent to the multi-
family residential neighborhood. The building wall is articulated with balconies and 
recessed planes at the second and third level. The proposed flat-roof height of 30 feet and 
three-stories is similar to that of existing structures along the south side of Electric Avenue 
that extend more than 300 feet. The three-story structure, located on the east side of 
Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and vehicle access from Electric Avenue. 
The proposed three-story structure fronting Electric Avenue is consistent in scale and 
massing with the existing three-story structures on the south side of Electric Avenue, 
adjacent to the residential neighborhoods to the north. 

 
Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The mixed use development will provide 
a total of 175 184 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, accessed by an 
automated parking system and operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot loading area is 
provided onsite, along Broadway. The onsite loading space satisfies the requirements of 
LAMC Section 12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street loading area displaces parking 
for public access, public recreation and public institutions; hence, the project is conditioned 
to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way for loading purposes.   
 
Lighting. All common areas and pedestrian walkways within the project site will be 
illuminated, designed with downward facing lights and shielded so the light source cannot 
be seen from adjacent residential properties. 
 
Landscaping. The project provides approximately 5,257 square feet of landscaped area 
in an open courtyard on the ground floor and provides a swimming pool, 3,160 square feet 
of rooftop deck area, and garden (accessible to hotel guests).  
 
Trash collection. An enclosed trash and recycling room is provided along Broadway. 
 
The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk, 
and setbacks), off-street parking facilities and loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection and other such pertinent improvements that will be compatible with existing and 
future development on adjacent and neighboring properties. 
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15. The residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 

habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
The proposed mixed-use project is comprised of a apartment hotel consists of with 
78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units.  As such, the open space requirements of LAMC 
Section 12.21-G do not apply as the mixed use development does not consist of six or 
more dwelling units. As previously discussed, the proposed development provides 
common recreational areas and amenities primarily for visitors and their guests, consisting 
of a ground level courtyard, rooftop swimming pool, and rooftop deck areas with a garden. 
However, residents of the four dwelling units are anticipated to have access to these 
amenities.  As such, the proposed mixed-use project provides recreational and service 
amenities to improve habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring 
properties. 

 
Project Permit Compliance 
 
16. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 

standards, and provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
 
The site is improved with approximately 12,560 square feet of development, comprised of 
three restaurants totaling 7,444 square feet, a private school consisting of 1,572 square 
feet within three (residential) structures, 3,544 square feet of office space and a 60-space 
surface parking lot. There is also 2,963 square feet of existing outdoor landscaped area 
at the Project Site used as a retail nursery known as the Sculpture Garden that will remain. 
There is also a temporary vegetable garden, the Cook’s Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney. 
Two of the three restaurant businesses and two of the three buildings in which they reside 
will be maintained, preserving street frontage on Abbot Kinney. One of the three restaurant 
buildings, at 1031 Abbot Kinney, will be demolished and replaced with a new restaurant 
serving the hotel and the public. 
 
The proposed project is the demolition of six existing structures and surface parking lot, 
for  the construction of a 63,964 square-foot mixed-use development (70,310 square feet 
of new and existing development) consisting of: the maintenance of two existing 
restaurants, the demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant and the construction of a 
4,200  3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant having 1,896 2,514 square-feet of Service Floor 
Area, the construction of a new an apartment Hotel with four residential units and 80 
78 guest rooms, 4 dwelling units, 2,534 2,935 square feet of groundfloor retail space 
comprised of a market with 500 170 square feet of Service Floor Area and a 1,735 square-
foot spa, and 3,371 2,027 square feet of office space. The project will construct three (3) 
new three-story mixed-use buildings, a maximum of 30 feet in height, and one (1) new 
two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; all new structures are connected by 
pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. Tenant improvements are proposed to the 
existing restaurant structures comprised of interior and exterior improvements. The project 
provides a total of 175 184  parking spaces, at grade and within three subterranean levels. 
The applicant proposes to provide two on-street loading areas on Broadway, 
limiting the use of the two spaces for loading during the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 
P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.; A loading area is also 
provided onsite. 

 
The proposed project complies with the applicable General Land Use and Development 
Regulations set forth in Section 9, Land Use and Development regulations for the North 
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Venice Subarea set forth in Section 10.F, the Commercial Standard outlined in Section 
11, and the Parking provisions set forth in Section 13 of the Specific Plan as evidenced 
below: 
 
Section 9 General Land Use and Development Regulations. The proposed mixed-use 
development, comprised of residential and commercial uses, would construct three 
structures (connected by pedestrian bridges) on eight lots. Section 9.A.1.e(4) states that: 
lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use and multi-family 
residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community, the required parking is on-
site and the project conforms with development standards in Section 9.A.2 below. As 
outlined in Section 9.A.2: (a) the project provides subterranean parking that is fully below 
natural grade, and (b) the structures incorporate visual breaks and Architectural Features 
such as articulated entrances, vertical and horizontal projections, incorporates a change 
in material and plane every 20 horizontal feet and 15 vertical feet. Consistent with 
subsection B., height is measured from the midpoint of the centerline of the street lowest 
in elevation. The proposed Roof Access Structures are minimized and limited to 100 
square feet (measured from the exterior walls) and 10 feet in height; all other mechanical 
equipment and roof structures are limited to no more than five feet in height. The project 
complies with the applicable provisions of Section 9 of the Specific Plan.   
 
Section 10.F North Venice Subarea Development Regulations. The proposed 
development is subject to the density, height, and setback requirements for the North 
Venice Subarea. Subsection 2.b limits density in commercial zones to that of the R3 zone. 
The project is subject to and complies with a density limitation of 1 dwelling unit for each 
800 square feet of lot area and 1 guest room for each 500 square feet. The project site is 
approximately 46,877 square feet. The proposed four dwelling units and 78 guest rooms 
are within the allowable density for the subject site. The project proposes a maximum 
height of 30 feet with a flat roof, consistent with the height limitation of subsection 3.a. The 
proposed dwelling units, located on the third floor, are set back five feet from the required 
yard (zero feet), consistent with subsection 4.a. The project complies with the applicable 
provisions of Section 10.F of the Specific Plan.        
 
Section 11 Commercial Design Standards. The mixed-use project includes commercial 
uses on the ground floor, providing a Street Wall for more than 65 percent of the Building 
Frontage, with a minimum height of 13 feet. More than 50 percent of the Street Walls are 
designed with windows, pedestrian entrances, and storefronts; no blank walls are 
provided. Pedestrian entrances are provided on all frontages. The project proposes a 
maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5:1 for project comprised of retail, restaurant, office, and 
residential uses. All unpaved areas are landscaped, lighting is directed onsite, and 
trash/recycling areas are provided within the proposed structure. As conditioned, the 
project complies with the applicable provisions of Section 11.B of the Specific Plan. 
 
Section 13 Parking. The project provides 175 184 automobile parking spaces within a 
subterranean, automated parking garage, as provided in the table below:  
 
USE PARKING 

STANDARD 
PROJECT REQUIRED/PROVIDED 

Hotel 2 spaces; plus  2 spaces 
Dwelling Unit  2 spaces per DU; 

plus 
4 dwelling units 8 spaces 
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Guest Room 1 space per guest 
room (first 30 rms); 
plus 
1 space per 2 guest 
rooms (31-60 rms); 
plus 
1 space per 3 guest 
rooms (60+ rms); 
plus 

78 guest rooms 51 spaces 

Service Floor 
Hotel 

Restaurant 

1 space per 100 SF 
of floor area used for 
consumption of food 
or beverages. 

2,514 SF Service 
Floor 

25 spaces 

Office 1 space per 250 SF 2,027 SF 8 spaces 
Spa 1 space per 250 SF 1,735 SF 7 spaces 
Retail 1 space per 225 SF 2,935 SF 13 spaces 

(w/ seating) 1 space per 50 SF 170 SF 3 spaces 
Beach Impact 
Zone 

1 space per 640 SF  
of ground floor area 

8,065 SF 
14,256.75 SF 

13 spaces 
22 spaces 

   130 spaces 
139 spaces 

Existing 
Restaurants 

1 space per 50 SF of 
Service Floor Area 

2,268 SF 45 spaces 

Total Automobile Parking Spaces 
175 spaces 
184 spaces 

 
The proposed mixed-use project complies with the parking standards outlined in Table D. 
of the Specific Plan as well as the Beach Impact Zone (BIZ) parking requirements outlined 
in Subsection E. In addition, the proposed project provides a minimum 45 parking spaces 
for two existing restaurants located at 1021-1029 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Any 
existing required parking for the existing restaurants are required to be maintained. Minor 
interior and exterior improvements are proposed for the structures with Service Floor 
areas of 927 square feet (1021-1025 Abbot Kinney Blvd.) and 1,341 square feet (1027-
1029 Abbot Kinney Blvd.). As conditioned, the project complies with the applicable 
provisions of Section 13 of the Specific Plan. 

 
The project complies with the Findings outlined in Section 8.C as follows:  
 

a. The Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with 
the existing neighborhood, and would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots 
or the immediate neighborhood. 
 
The subject project site is approximately 46,877 square feet of lot area comprised of nine 
lots in a block bound by Electric Avenue to the north, Westminster Avenue to the east, 
Broadway to the west, and Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south; three lots abutting the 
project site are developed with a parking lot, a building formerly used as a church (1039-
1041 Abbot Kinney), and an office formerly used as a multifamily residence (1043 Abbot 
Kinney), are not included in the project site. The properties to the north and northeast are 
zoned RD1.5-1 and are developed with one and two-story, single and multi-family 
structures; the residential structures abutting Electric Avenue are one-story. The property 
east of the site maintains a 1-story commercial building (fitness use) and 2-story 
residential building above groundfloor parking in the C2-1-CA zone; the property south of 
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the site includes the Westminster Avenue Elementary School located within the [Q]PF-
1XL zone, the school’s frontage on Abbot Kinney includes a 2-story structure, open 
recreation field, and a parking lot.  
 
The proposed mixed-use project consists of four new structures, connected by pedestrian 
bridges and walkways, ranging in height from two stories and 23 feet in height to three 
stories and 30 feet in height. The proposed project frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
is comprised of a two-story structure to house a new restaurant (replacing an existing 
restaurant) and will be similar in height to an existing two-story restaurant abutting the lot. 
A three-story structure, to be located on the southeast corner of the project site is 
proximate to similar three-story mixed-use structures on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and 
Westminster Avenue, immediately abutting the lot the west is a two-story commercial 
structure. 
 
The main structure of the proposed project consists of three stories (30 feet) of mixed-
uses, rooftop deck, and groundfloor parking, with frontage and vehicle access on Electric 
Avenue; the structure would be located within 45 feet of one-story residential structures 
along the north side of Electric Avenue. The proposed structures are similar to existing 
two and three-story structures with rooftop decks and groundfloor garages located on 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard east and west of the project site. The existing structures are 
adjacent to similar one and two-story, single and multi-family residential structures north 
of Electric Boulevard. As such the proposed development is compatible in scale and 
character with the existing neighborhood, consistent with the character of Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard and Electric Boulevard, and would not be materially detrimental to the adjoining 
lots or immediate area.         

b. The Venice Coastal Development Project is in conformity with the certified Venice 
Local Coastal Program. 

 
The Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the California Coastal 
Commission on June 14, 2001. However, the necessary Implementation Plan was not 
certified and Local Coastal Program was not adopted by the City and certified by the 
Coastal Commission. The City is in the initial stages of preparing a new LCP; prior to its 
adoption the guidelines contained in the certified LUP are advisory. A full discussion of 
the applicable policies of the certified LUP is provided in Finding No. 8. As stated, the 
proposed project conforms to the applicable policies of the LUP and development 
standards of the Venice Specific Plan. 

 
c. The applicant has guaranteed to keep the rent levels of any Replacement Affordable 

Units at an affordable level for the life of the proposed project and to register the 
Replacement Affordable Unit with the Los Angeles Housing Department. 

 
As discussed in Finding No. 18, the project includes the demolition of three single-family 
dwellings. However, as reviewed by the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) in a 
letter dated July 6, 2010, no affordable units exist at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 
As such, no Replacement Affordable Units are required. 

 
d. The Venice Coastal Development Project is consistent with the special 

requirements for low- and moderate-income housing units in the Venice Coastal 
Zone as mandated by California Government Code Section 65590 (Mello Act). 
 
As discussed in Findings No. 18-19, the subject project consists of the demolition of three 
single-family residential structures and construction of a mixed-use development 
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containing four new Residential Units. 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 no Inclusionary Residential Units are required.   

 
17. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when 

necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review that would mitigate 
the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extents physically feasible. 
 
The City of Los Angeles (the “City”), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the Venice Place Project by preparing an EIR (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to 
the conclusions of the EIR.CEQA Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 
of such projects[.]” The procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public 
agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and 
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially 
lessen such significant effects.” CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event 
[that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project 
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of 
one or more significant effects thereof.” 
 
The Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring Program, which identifies mitigation 
measures for the project. A full discussion of the EIR and environmental clearance is 
outlined in Finding No. 22 of this document.   

 
Mello Act Compliance Review 
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 findings are as follows: 
 
18. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0). 

 
The project includes the demolition three single-family residential structures currently 
utilized as the Ecole Claire Fontaine Day Care Center, in operation since 2004. Although 
the single-family structures currently maintain nonresidential uses, they are legally 
permitted as dwelling units. A Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing and 
Community Investment Department (HCIDLA), previously the Los Angels Housing 
Department (LAHD), dated July 6, 2010 found that no affordable units exist at 1047-1051 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. LAHD’s determination found the property had been operated as 
a day care center since 2004, and there are currently no units being used for residential 
purposes. Furthermore, the proposed project includes the construction of four new 
Residential Units (dwelling units within a mixed-use structure an apartment hotel), as 
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such the project would not result in a Conversion and would maintain a Residential Use 
on the project site.    
 
Therefore, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are proposed for demolition or 
conversion; and the applicant is not required to provide any Affordable Replacement Units.  

 
19. Categorical Exemptions (Part 2.4) Small New Housing Developments. 

 
The project proposes the construction of a mixed-use development comprised of 78 guest 
rooms, four Residential Units, and commercial uses. 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 four new 
Residential Units is found to be categorically exempt from the Inclusionary Residential 
Unit requirement for New Housing Developments.   

 
Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 
The Director of Planning may waive, reduce, or modify the required dedication or improvement, 
based on substantial evidence in the record, after making any of the following findings set forth in 
LAMC Section 12.37-I.2(b). A Notice of Requested Waiver was mailed on June 4, 2018 as 
required under LAMC Section 12.37-1.2(a). One (1) written comment was received from the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) during the 14-day comment period. DOT recommended a 
waiver of no more than 2.5 feet on Electric Avenue, to ensure a 5-foot wide sidewalk is provided.   
 
20. The dedication or improvement is not necessary to meet the City's mobility needs 

for the next 20 years based on guidelines the Streets Standards Committee has 
established. 
 
The project site abuts Electric Avenue to the north, Broadway to the west, Westminster 
Avenue to the east, and Abbot Kinney to the south. The applicant requests a waiver of the 
required street dedication on Electric Avenue to provide a 4.5-foot dedication in lieu of the 
7.5 feet otherwise required and on Westminster Avenue to provide a 2-foot dedication in 
lieu of the 5 feet otherwise required.   
 
Electric Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 40 feet, 
having a roadway width of 22.5 feet. Designated Local Streets are required to have a 60-
foot-wide right-of-way and a 36-foot wide roadway. The street currently provides one travel 
lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street, as such no additional 
dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. However, a dedication is necessary to 
construct a new sidewalk adjacent to the project site. A minimum width of five feet is 
necessary to meet ADA requirements for three feet of unobstructed access and provide 
additional area for future street lights and trees. As such, a 7.5-foot dedication is not 
necessary, a minimum 5-foot wide dedication satisfies the objective of the Mobility Plan to 
provide safe access for pedestrians. The resulting 5-foot wide sidewalk is consistent with 
the pedestrian improvements along Electric Avenue.        

 
Westminster Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 
50 feet, having a roadway width of 28 feet. The required 5-foot dedication would result in 
a sidewalk width of 12 feet and half-roadway width of 18 feet. The street currently provides 
one travel lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street; parking is 
restricted along red-curb areas adjacent to the subject site. The requested dedication of 
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two feet, in lieu of the required 5 feet, would result in a sidewalk width of 12 feet and half 
roadway width of 15 feet.      
 
As provided in the Complete Streets Design Guide, Local Streets are intended to 
accommodate lower volumes of vehicle traffic. Local streets have one lane in each 
direction and have parking on both sides of the street. The reduced street dedications 
would maintain the roadway widths and existing parking, while enhancing the pedestrian 
realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian access to and from the project site. 
Therefore, the required dedications and improvements are necessary to meet the City’s 
mobility needs for the next 20 years, based on guidelines the Street Standards Committee 
has established.   

 
ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

 
21. 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 this project is located in Zone C, areas of 
minimal flooding. 

 
22. FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 
 
[The following provides the sections of Finding No. 22 that include revised text. The 
Commission’s action to adopt the Revised Findings includes the revisions below and the 
sections that remain unchanged]  
 
Update Finding 22: Findings of Fact (CEQA), with the following: 
 
On page 44, In Section a. INTRODUCTION, under subheading Environmental Review Process 
and Record of Proceedings, add the following language after “Final EIR” and modify “Public 
Hearings”: 
 

Erratum. The City released an Erratum for the Project in July 6, 2020, which included 
corrections and minor modifications to the EIR. The Erratum addressed corrections 
to replace any references to an Apartment Hotel use with a mixed use project, 
including a hotel use, and to modify the Project Design Feature for the Traffic 
Demand Management (TDM) program to remove reference to an airport shuttle from 
the site. The Erratum states that this information does not represent significant new 
information that would affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the Final EIR. 

Appeal Recommendation Report. The City released an Appeal Staff Report on July 
6, 2020, in response to four appeals on the approval of the Project, including 
appeals raising issues on the EIR.  

Public Hearings. A noticed public hearing for the Project was held by the Associate 
Zoning Administrator on August 1, 2019 and by the West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission on July 15, 2020. 
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On page 45, in Section b. PROJECT DESCRIPTION, correct the project description to accurately 
reflect the project as analyzed in the EIR, and as approved: 
 

The proposed project is the demolition of six existing structures and surface parking lot, 
for the construction of a 63,96463,891 square-foot mixed-use development (70,310 
square feet of new and existing development) consisting of: the maintenance of two 
existing restaurants, the demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant and the 
construction of a 4,200 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant having 1,8962,514 square-
feet of Service Floor area, the construction of a new Apartment Hotel mixed-use 
building with four residential dwelling units and 8078 hotel guest rooms, 2,5342,935 
square feet of ground floor retail space including a market with 500170 square feet of 
Service Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 3,3712,027 square feet of office space. 
The project will construct three (3) new three-story mixed-use buildings, a maximum of 
30 feet in height, and one (1) new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; 
all new structures are connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. Tenant 
improvements are proposed to the existing restaurant structures comprised of interior and 
exterior improvements. The project provides a total of 175 184  parking spaces, at grade 
and within three subterranean levels. The applicant proposes to provide two on-street 
loading on Broadway, the use of the spaces during the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 
P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. a loading area is also 
provided zone onsite.  
 

On page 47, in Section c. NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION, 
under the subheading Air Quality, Impact Summary modify: 
 

As noted in pages 24-26 of the Initial Study and Section 4.B of the Draft EIR, and the 
Appeal Recommendation Report, the project would not conflict with the implementation 
of the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, as the analysis shows that increases in 
particulate matter or other criteria pollutant emissions during construction would not 
exceed the SCAQMD-recommended significance thresholds, and the project is 
otherwise consistent with all air quality plans. Regional and localized emissions during 
both the construction and operational phases of the project also fall under South Coast 
Air Quality Management District thresholds. The project would also not subject sensitive 
receptors or other people to substantial pollutant concentrations or odors. Therefore, 
the project will result in less than significant impacts related to air quality. 

 

On page 49, in Section c. NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION, 
under the subheading Noise, add the following findings for operational noise: 

 Noise (Thresholds e and f) and Operational Noise (Thresholds a, b, c) 

Impact Summary: 

Operational on-site noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise thresholds a and 
c, based on the project including a variety of operational noise sources that would 
be contained within the building structures, in the open spaces areas, or passive 
sources that generate low levels of noise. These are constrained by Project 
Design Features NOI-1, NOI-2, and NOI-3. It is anticipated that project activities 
would occasionally be audible at adjacent land uses (e.g., truck, valet, or balcony 
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activity), but these activities would not increase the permanent CNEL at the 
property line of affected uses by 3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 dBA or 
incrementally increase the permanent CNEL by more than 5 dBA. Therefore, on-
site noise impacts would not result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing levels. Impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
 
Off-site operation-related noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise threshold a, 
based on truck noise for solid waste collection. Solid waste would continue to be 
stored along Broadway and would not constitute a new noise source. Therefore, 
solid waste generation would not increase daily truck noise and would not 
increase the existing CNEL. Therefore, mobile noise impacts would not result in 
the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of the City's 
standards. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
For Noise threshold b, the project's ongoing operations would not include 
significant sources of vibration or groundborne noise, such as heavy equipment 
operations or subterranean transit activities. Operational vibration in the project 
vicinity would be limited to vehicular travel on the local roadways. Similar to 
existing conditions, traffic-related vibration levels would not be perceptible by 
sensitive receptors. Therefore, operation of the project would not result in 
exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration. Impacts 
associated with operation vibration would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
See Section 4.H (Noise) of the Draft EIR and pages 49-51 of the Initial Study. 
See also Appendix 4-1 (Noise Appendix) of the Draft EIR. See also Section II 
(Responses to Comments, LAUSD and Amanda Seward letters) and Appeal 
Recommendation Report. 
 

On page 51, in Section c. NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION, 
under the subheading Transportation/Circulation: Project Design Features, modify the PDF, per 
Erratum, dated July 2020: 

TRANS-PDF-2 The Project Applicant shall submit to DOT a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Plan designed to reduce the total 
net project trips during the peak commute periods. The “peak 
trip goal” shall be 8 (driveway) P.M. peak hour trips generated 
by the project as shown in Table 4 provided in Attachment “A” 
of Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR. The TDM Plan will prepare and 
implement a TDM Program that includes strategies to promote 
non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips. 
As appropriate, these measures would be designed to provide 
incentives for use of transit and rideshare, to reduce the number of 
vehicle trips, and facilitate LADOT’s First and Las Mile Program. A 
full detailed description of tThe TDM Program shall be prepared 
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by a licensed Traffic Engineer and submitted to DOT for will be 
subject to review and approval, prior to the issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy by the Department of City Planning 
and LADOT. The TDM Program strategies could  shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, the following:  

• Implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services;  

• Providing on-site education on alternative transportation 
modes; Implementation of an interactive, digital Transit 
Information Display; 

• Implementing flexible/alternative work schedules and 
telecommuting programs; 

• Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g. improve 
sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent to the project, and 
pedestrian level lighting, etc.); 

• Design the project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit friendly environment; 

• Providing bicycle amenities such as bicycle racks and lockers 
for employees; 

• Providing subsidized transit passes; Participation in the Metro 
Business Transit Access Pass (B-TAP) Program; 

• Providing bicycles for patrons and employees to use; 

• Providing airport shuttle for patrons; 

• Providing on-site facilities to encourage use of alternative forms 
of transportation; and  

• Providing a pick-up/drop-off area for taxis and shared-ride 
services.  

• Provide parking as an option only (i.e. unbundle the 
parking); 

• Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car 
share amenities; 

• Provide rideshare program and support for project 
employees and tenants; 
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The project shall also provide a mitigation monitoring system 
to confirm that the project is achieving the trip reduction target 
as needed. 

On page 54, under Section d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION, delete 
all text under subheading Noise (Threshold b), and move operational noise to page 49, in Section 
c. NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION, under the subheading 
Operational Noise and move construction impacts to page 59, under Section e. SIGNIFICANT 
AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, under subheading Noise. See above and below for additions. 
 
On page 58, under Section e.  SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, under subheading 
Cultural Resources (Threshold a) Impact Summary: Reference: 
 

For a complete discussion of the project's impacts associated with cultural resources, 
see Section 4.C (Cultural Resources) of the Draft EIR and pages 30-32 of the Initial 
Study. See also Appendices C-2 (Archaeology Response, April6, 2016), C-3 
(Paleontology Response, April 8, 2016), F (Historic Resources Technical Report, August 
2018) of the Draft EIR. See also Section II (Responses to Comments, Amanda Seward 
letter) of the Final EIR. See also Responses to Appeals, including Exhibit 7 (GPA Letter 
on Appeal). See also Appeal Recommendation Report. 

 
On page 59, under Section e.  SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, under subheading 
Noise (Thresholds a, c, and d) Impact Summary: 
 
 Construction Noise (Thresholds a, b, c, and d) 
 

Impact Summary:  
 

Construction Nnoise impacts are evaluated in Section 4.H of the Draft EIR, based 
on information and technical analysis provided in the Noise and Vibration Study by Terry 
A. Hayes Associates, Inc., June 2018, and the Appeal Recommendation Report. 
Concerning Noise threshold a and Noise threshold d, Table 4.H-9 in Section 4.H of the 
Draft EIR evaluates the unmitigated construction noise levels at seven nearby sensitive 
receptors, and the 5-dBA/10-day significance threshold is exceeded at six of them. Thus, 
on-site construction noise would result in the exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of the City's standards and would result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. Prior to the implementation of mitigation, the 
Project would result in a significant impact from construction-related noise.  

 

Off-site construction-related noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise thresholds a and 
d, based on truck noise on nearby streets. As shown in Table 4.H-10 of the Draft EIR, 
construction truck traffic would result in a maximum noise level increase of approximately 
1.9 dBA Leq. These incremental noise level increases would not exceed 5 dBA, which 
is the threshold established by the CEQA Thresholds Guide. During other construction 
phases, the number of construction truck trips would be lower, which would result in 
lower noise levels. Therefore, off-site noise impacts related to haul truck noise levels 
would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess 
of the City's standards. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 
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Regarding Noise threshold b, construction-related vibration impacts were 
evaluated in Section 4.H of the Draft EIR, based on information and technical 
analysis provided in the Noise and Vibration Study by Terry A. Hayes Associates, 
Inc., June 2018 and in the Appeal Recommendation Report.  
Construction activity would not result in building damage at sensitive receptors (i.e. 
the residential and school buildings identified as being sensitive due to their users) 
but would result in annoyance at the residences directly across Electric Avenue, 
Broadway, and Westminster Avenue. Without mitigation, the project would result in 
exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration. Impacts 
associated with construction vibration in these places could be potentially 
significant.  
Construction activity would occur adjacent to other buildings (located at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, not the identified sensitive receptors) on the project's 
block and would potentially result in structural damage to the church building 
(currently occupied as office) and office building, in addition to potentially 
resulting in annoyance to users of the office building. Without mitigation, the 
project would result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration. Impacts associated with construction vibration in these 
places could be potentially significant. 

 
Off-site operation-related noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise threshold a, based 
on truck noise for solid waste collection. Solid waste would continue to be stored along 
Broadway and would not constitute a new noise source. Therefore, solid waste 
generation would not increase daily truck noise and would not increase the existing 
CNEL. Therefore, mobile noise impacts would not result in the exposure of persons to 
or generation of noise levels in excess of the City's standards. Impacts would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Operational on-site noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise thresholds a and c, 
based on the project including a variety of operational noise sources that would be 
contained within the building structures, in the open spaces areas, or passive sources 
that generate low levels of noise. These are constrained by Project Design Features 
NOI-1, NOI-2, and NOI-3. It is anticipated that project activities would occasionally be 
audible at adjacent land uses (e.g., truck, valet, or balcony activity), but these activities 
would not increase the permanent CNEL at the property line of affected uses by 3 dBA 
CNEL to or within 70 to 75 dBA or incrementally increase the permanent CNEL by 
more than 5 dBA. Therefore, on-site noise impacts would not result in the exposure of 
persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of the City's standards. Impacts would 
be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 
On page 61, under Section e.  SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, under subheading 
Noise (Thresholds a, b, c, and d) Mitigation Measures, add: 
 

NOI-MM-13 Prior to commencement of construction activity, a qualified structural 
engineer shall survey the existing foundation and other structural 
aspects of adjacent commercial buildings located on the same block 
as the Project. The qualified structural engineer shall hold a valid 
license to practice structural engineering in the State of California. 
The qualified structural engineer shall submit a preconstruction 
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survey letter establishing baseline conditions. These baseline 
conditions shall be forwarded to the lead agency and to the mitigation 
monitor prior to issuance of any foundation only or building permit for 
the Project. At the conclusion of vibration causing activities, the 
qualified structural engineer shall issue a follow-on letter describing 
damage, if any, to adjacent buildings. The letter shall include 
recommendations for any repair, as may be necessary. Repairs shall 
be undertaken prior to issuance of any temporary or permanent 
certificate of occupancy for the new building. 

 
On page 62, under Section e.  SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, under subheading 
Noise (Thresholds a, b, c, and d) Rationale for Findings, modify as follows: 
 

For Noise Thresholds a and d, tThe Project would be required to comply with 
Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI- MM-11, which are feasible measures to 
control noise levels, including engine mufflers and noise blanket barriers. These 
mitigation measures would reduce noise levels associated with individual pieces of 
equipment and combined construction noise levels. For example, NOI- MM-1 would 
reduce heavy-duty equipment noise levels by at least 3 dBA. NOI-MM-5 would reduce 
ground-level construction noise by 10 dBA for ground-level receptors. 

 
Mitigated noise levels associated with construction activities are shown in Table 4.H-12 
of the Draft EIR. Noise in this table was estimated for the structural phase of 
construction, which would include multi-story construction activity. As a result, the 
worst-case analysis does not account for the 10-dBA ground-level source to ground-level 
receptor reduction. The 10 dBA source to ground level receptor reduction is a 
reduction in noise levels due to the vertical distance between a source at an 
elevated position and a ground level receptor. The analysis only assumes noise 
attenuation due to horizontal distance to present the most conservative 
assessment of construction noise. Therefore, the presented noise levels are 
conservative and would likely be quieter as the vertical distance from the source to 
receptor increases. Equipment vibration for an aboveground project is only related 
to the ground level construction equipment and the 10 dBA attenuation has no 
bearing on the vibration levels. Nonetheless, it was conservatively concluded that 
Tthe 5-dBA significance threshold would be exceeded at multiple sensitive receptors 
during construction activities. Therefore, with mitigation, the Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to exposure of persons to or generation 
of noise levels in excess of the City's standards and resulting in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels. 

 
For Noise Threshold b, Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-13 would reduce vibration 
impacts associated with on-site construction activity by requiring a survey of 
existing buildings by a qualified structural engineer. Should any damage occur 
post-construction, the engineer shall submit recommendations for repair. However, 
construction activity would result in short term and intermittent annoyance at 
multiple sensitive receptors. There are no feasible mitigation measures to 
substantially reduce typical equipment-related vibration in an urban environment. 
Therefore, with mitigation, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to construction vibration. 
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On page 65, under Section f.  ALTERNATIVES, under subheading Alternative 2, Impact 
Summary, add: 
 

Alternative 2 would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable construction noise 
and vibration, even with mitigation measures proposed. Alternative 2 would not 
substantially lessen the significant construction noise and vibration impact. This is 
because of the proximity to sensitive receptors in the area, including residential and 
Westminster Elementary.  

 
On page 66, under Section f.  ALTERNATIVES, under subheading Alternative 3, Impact 
Summary, add: 
 
Alternative 3 would directly reduce noise levels within the community during the early AM 
(before 9 AM) and later PM (after 4 PM) hours. However, the significance noise threshold 
(which is based on an incremental noise level increase of 5 dBA), would still be exceeded at the 
same sensitive land uses during the noisiest construction activities. Alternative 3 would not 
substantially lessen the significant construction noise and vibration impact. This is 
because of the proximity of the Project Site to sensitive receptors in the area, including residential 
uses and Westminster Elementary 
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Related Code Section: Refer to the City Planning case determination to identify the Zone Code section for the entitlement
and the appeal procedure.

Purpose: This application is for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations authorized by the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC).

A. APPELLATE BODY/CASE INFORMATION

1. APPELLATE BODY

El Area Planning Commission D City Planning Commission D City Council D Director of Planning

D Zoning Administrator

Regarding Case Number: ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI

Project Address: 1021-1051 S. Abbot Kinney Blvd

Final Date to Appeal: 03/26/2020

2. APPELLANT

Appellant Identity:
(check all that apply)

D Representative
0 Applicant

a Property Owner
D Operator of the Use/Site

0 Person, other than the Applicant, Owner or Operator claiming to be aggrieved
UNITE HERE Local 11, People Organized for Westside Renewal (POWER), A!ba_Lyz_Priyado

D Person affected by the determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

D Representative D Owner D Aggrieved Party
D Applicant D Operator

3. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's Name: Yelena Zeltser

Company/Organization: UNITE HERE Local 11

Mailing Address: 464 Lucas Ave., Ste. 201

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip: 90017

Telephone: (213)481-8530 E-mail: yzeltser@unitehere11 .org

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

D Self 13 Other: Local 11, POWER, Mr. Privado

b. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? D Yes 13 No
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4. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Jordan R. Sisson

Company: Law Office of Gideon Kracov

Mailing Address: 801 S. Grand Ave., 11th Fl.

City: Los Angeles _State: CA_. Zip: 90017
Telephone: (213)629-2071 _ E-mail: jordan@gideonlaw.net

5. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

a. Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? El Entire D Part

b. Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? D Yes D No

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

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

CT The reason for the appeal B How you are aggrieved by the decision

13 Specifically the points at issue CT Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

6. APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT
I certify that the statements conflgjp^d ^Jtiis-appTication are complete and true:

Appellant Signature: _H_ Date: March 25, 2020

GENERAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS

B. ALL CASES REQUIRE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS - SEE THE ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SPECIFIC CASE TYPES

1. Appeal Documents

a. Three (3) sets - The following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 2 duplicates)
Each case being appealed is required to provide three (3) sets of the listed documents.

13 Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
[3 Justification/Reason for Appeal
[3 Copies of Original Determination Letter

b. Electronic Copy
El Provide an electronic copy of your appeal documents on a flash drive (planning staff will upload materials

during filing and return the flash drive to you) or a CD (which will remain in the file). The following items must
be saved as individual PDFs and labeled accordingly (e.g. "Appeal Form.pdf, "Justification/Reason
Statement.pdf", or "Original Determination Letter.pdf etc.). No file should exceed 9.8 MB in size.

c. Appeal Fee
D Original Applicant - A fee equal to 85% of the original application fee, provide a copy of the original application

receipt(s) to calculate the fee per LAMC Section 19.01 B 1.
13 Aggrieved Party - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01B 1.

d. Notice Requirement
'Q Mailing List - All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide

noticing per the LAMC
Mailing Fee - The appeal notice mailing fee is paid by the project applicant, payment is made to the City
Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of the receipt must be submitted as proof of payment.
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SPECIFIC CASE TYPES-APPEAL FILING INFORMATION

C. DENSITY BONUS / TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITES (TOO)

1. Density Bonus/TOC
Appeal procedures for Density Bonus/TOC per LAMC Section 12.22.A 25 (g) f.

NOTE:
- Density Bonus/TOC cases, only the on menu or additional incentives items can be appealed.

- Appeals of Density Bonus/TOC cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation),
and always only appealable to the Citywide Planning Commission.

D Provide documentation to confirm adjacent owner or tenant status, i.e., a lease agreement, rent receipt, utility
bill, property tax bill, ZIMAS, drivers license, bill statement etc.

D. WAIVER OF DEDICATION AND OR IMPROVEMENT
Appeal procedure for Waiver of Dedication or Improvement per LAMC Section 12.37 I.

NOTE:
- Waivers for By-Right Projects, can only be appealed by the owner.

- When a Waiver is on appeal and is part of a master land use application request or subdivider's statement for a
project, the applicant may appeal pursuant to the procedures that governs the entitlement.

E. TENTATIVE TRACT/VESTING

1. Tentative Tract/Vesting - Appeal procedure for Tentative Tract / Vesting application per LAMC Section 17.54 A.

NOTE: 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.

D Provide a copy of the written determination letter from Commission.

F. BUILDING AND SAFETY DETERMINATION

D 1. Appeal of the Department ofBuildinci and Safety determination, per LAMC 12.26 K 1, an appellant is considered the
Original Applicant and must provide noticing and pay mailing fees.

a. Appeal Fee
D Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with LAMC Section 19.01 B 2, as stated in the

Building and Safety determination letter, plus all surcharges, (the fee specified in Table 4-A, Section 98.0403.2 of the
City of Los Angeles Building Code)

b. Notice Requirement
D Mailing Fee - The applicant must pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a

copy of receipt as proof of payment.

D 2. Appeal of the Director of City Planning determination per LAMC Section 12.26 K 6, an applicant or any other aggrieved
person may file an appeal, and is appealable to the Area Planning Commission or Citywide Planning Commission as
noted in the determination.

a. Appeal Fee
D Original Applicant - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1 a.

b. Notice Requirement
D Mailing List - The appeal notification requirements per LAMC Section 12.26 K 7 apply.
D Mailing Fees - The appeal notice mailing fee is made to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC), a copy of

receipt must be submitted as proof of payment.
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G. NUISANCE ABATEMENT

1. Nuisance Abatement - Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4

NOTE:
- Nuisance Abatement is only appealable to the City Council.

a. Appeal Fee

D Aggrieved Party the fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B 1.

2. Plan Approval/Compliance Review
Appeal procedure for Nuisance Abatement Plan Approval/Compliance Review per LAMC Section 12.27.1 C 4.

a. Appeal Fee

D Compliance Review - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B.

D Modification - The fee shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01 B.

NOTES

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.

Please note that the appellate body must act on your appeal within a time period specified in the Section(s) of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) pertaining to the type of appeal being filed. The Department of City Planning
will make its best efforts to have appeals scheduled prior to the appellate body's last day to act in order to provide
due process to the appellant. If the appellate body is unable to come to a consensus or is unable to hear and consider
the appeal prior to the last day to act, the appeal is automatically deemed denied, and the original decision will stand.
The last day to act as defined in the LAMC may only be extended if formally agreed upon by the applicant.

This.Section.forCity Planning Staff'UseOnly^.. -"-.i.\'.."-^. .f.'-'/-''.>;^y7S.M»^";-ra^--.<':

Base Fee:

Receipt No:

Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner):

Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):

D Determination authority notified

Date:

Date:

D Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 Appeal Application Form (1/30/2020) Page 4 of 4



 

 
 

 

Re: Appeal Justification for Venice Place Project (1021-1051 S. Abbot Kinney Blvd.);  
CPC-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI, ENV-2016-4321-EIR; 
 ZA Approval Made Effective by March 12, 2020 Letter of Determination 

 
On behalf of UNITE HERE Local 11 and its members (“Local 11”), membership-based 

community organization People Organized for Westside Renewal (“POWER”), and City resident 
Alba Luz Privado (collectively “Appellants”), this Office respectfully appeals (the “Appeal”) the 
Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) approval of the above-referenced 70,310 square foot (“SF”) apartment 
hotel with 78 guest rooms and four dwelling units (“Project”) located at 1011 Electric Avenue and 
1021-1051 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard in the Venice Planning Area (“Site”).  Under the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (“LAMC” or “Code”) §§ 11.5.7.C, 12.20.2.H, 12.24.I, 16.05.H and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq., this Appeal challenges both the 
Project’s various land use approvals and its Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) (collectively 
“Project Approvals”).  According to Letter of Determination dated March 12, 2020 (“LOD”), March 
26, 2020 is the last day to file an appeal. 
 

REASON FOR THE APPEAL: The ZA LOD fails to address the Project’s inconsistency with the 
City’s zoning Code and applicable land use plans, and also is inconsistent with CEQA requirements 
for EIRs.  As such, the Code/CEQA-required land use and environmental findings are not supported 
by substantial evidence.  
 

SPECIFIC POINTS IN ISSUE: The specific points at issue were fully outlined in the comment 
letters previously submitted to the ZA, including but not limited to Appellants’ prior comment letter 
dated August 1, 2019 (attached hereto this Appeal as Exhibit A).  As fully explained therein, the City 
Zoning Code makes clear that guest rooms within apartment hotels are to be used for long-term 
tenancy (longer than 30 days), which the ZA LOD’s does not ensure via an enforceable Condition of 
Approval (“COA”) barring shorter-term stays for the Project’s proposed 78 guest rooms.  
Additionally, the Project EIR’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) and traffic analysis contained numerous 
inaccuracies and discrepancies, which underestimates the Project’s GHG/traffic impacts that may 
require additional mitigation.  So too, there appears to be an approximately $1.6 million 
underpayment of traffic impact fees per the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan.  None of 
these issues are addressed in the ZA’s LOD. 
 

HOW ARE YOU AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION: Appellants and their members live or work in the 
vicinity of the Project Site, breathe the air, suffer traffic congestions, and will suffer other 
environmental impacts of the Project unless it is properly analyzed and mitigated.  Additionally, 
Appellants are committed to the assurance of responsible development in Los Angeles, that local 
land-use rules/regulations are followed, and informed decision-making by public officials regarding 
projects that may cause significant impacts to the environment in the City of Los Angeles.  Hence, 
granting this Appeal will confer substantial benefit not only to Appellants but also the public, 
including citizens, residents, businesses and taxpayers affected by the Project, and will result in the 
enforcement of important public rights. 
 



   

HOW DID THE DECISION-MAKER ERRED OR ABUSED THEIR DISCRETION: The ZA approved the 
Project Approvals even though there is substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project is 
inconsistent with both the plain language of the City’s Zoning Code, applicable plan provisions 
regarding traffic impact fees, and CEQA requirement for EIRs.  None of the issues identified in 
Appellants’ prior comment letter has been addressed.  Without an enforceable COA barring shorter-
term stays for the Project’s proposed 78 guest rooms, or adequate analysis/mitigation of 
GHG/traffic impacts, or full payment of traffic impact fees, the various Code-required land use 
findings cannot be made with substantial evidence, such as the findings required under LAMC §§ 
16.05, 12.24, 12.20.2, or Pub. Res. Code § 21082.1(c), or 14 Cal. Code Regs. [“CEQA Guidelines”] §§ 
15168, 15091(a).  
 

Appellants reserve the right to supplement these comments at future hearings and 
proceedings for this Project.  See Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. 
(1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1120 (CEQA litigation not limited only to claims made during EIR 
comment period).   

 
Consistent with the Department of City Planning new procedures pursuant to the City’s 

COVID-19 directive,1 this Appeal is being submitted via the City’s “drop-box system” along with an 
enclosed $112.00 check payable to the City of Los Angeles to cover appeal fees. 

 
Finally, on behalf of Appellants, this Office requests, to the extent not already on the notice 

list, for all notices of CEQA actions, Appeal hearing and any approvals, Project CEQA 
determinations, or public hearings to be held on the Project under state or local law requiring local 
agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them.  See Pub. Res. 
Code §§ 21092.2, 21167(f) and Gov. Code § 65092 and LAMC § 197.01.F.  Please send notice by 
electronic and regular mail to: Jordan Sisson, Esq., 801 S. Grand Avenue, 11th Fl., Los Angeles, CA 
90017, jordan@gideonlaw.net.  Enclosed is a self-addressed stamped envelope and a $10.00 check 
payable to the City of Los Angeles to cover shipping costs. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

___________________________________________________ 
Jordan R. Sisson 
Attorney for Appellants 

 
Enclosure: 
 

Exhibit A: Appellants (8/1/19) Venice Place Project Comments 
DCP (3/12/19) ZA LOD  
Self-Addressed Stamped Envelope 
$112.00 Appeal Fees Check  
$10.00 Shipping Cost Check 

 

1 City (eff. 3/23/20) New Procedures for Planning Services at the Development Service Centers, 
https://conta.cc/39idJty.  

mailto:jordan@gideonlaw.net
https://conta.cc/39idJty


EXHIBIT A



 

 
 

 

August 1, 2019 
 
VIA EMAIL & HAND-DELIVERY: 
 
Juliet Oh, City Planner 
City of Los Angeles,  
200 North Spring Street, RM 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
juliet.oh@lacity.org  
 
RE: Venice Place Apartment Hotel Project (DCP Case Nos. ZA-2012-3354, ENV-2016-4321)  
 
Dear Ms. Oh:  
 
 On behalf of UNITE HERE Local 11 (“Local 11”), membership-based community 
organization People Organized for Westside Renewal (“POWER”), and City residents Kendra Moore 
and Alba Luz Privado (collectively or “Commentors”), this Office respectfully provides the City of 
Los Angeles (“City”) the following comments regarding the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”)1 and requested land use approvals (“Entitlements”) (collectively “Project Approvals”) for 
the referenced  70,310 square foot (“SF”), mixed-use, apartment hotel development including 78 
guest rooms and 4 dwelling units (“Project”) located on an approximate 1-acre, multi-lot site in the 
Venice area of the City (“Site”) proposed by Wynkoop Properties, LLC (“Applicant”).  Commentors 
are concerned with the Project’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC” or “Code”). 

 
In short, the Code and City planning policy does not allow short-term stays at the Project’s 

proposed apartment hotel and, therefore, the City must require an enforceable Condition of 
Approval requiring as much.  Otherwise, the Project is inconsistent with applicable zoning 
rules/policies, and the City cannot make the Code-required land use findings.  Additionally, the 
Project’s air quality, greenhouse gas (“GHG”), and traffic analysis utilize faulty assumptions that 
mask the true impacts suffered by nearby residents.  Furthermore, the Project avoiding feasible 
mitigation measures that could reduce these impacts, such as providing on-site affordable housing 
units, transit passes for workers and full payment of traffic impact fees.  Lastly, because this Project 
will admittedly create significant cultural and noise impacts, the City must adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations—which it cannot do absent real commitments from the Applicant, like 
affordable housing. 

 
These Project Approvals are discretionary, not by right.  The City has the discretion to reject 

this Project and demand more for its residents.  Commenters respectfully urge the City to exercise 

                                                 
1 Inclusive of the all appendices volumes(“VOL-##”). Unless other specified, all documents are retrieved from 

City website. Furthermore, please note that pages cited herein are either to the page’s stated pagination 
(referenced herein as “p. ##”) or the page’s location in the referenced PDF document (referenced herein as 
“PDF p. ##”). 

mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
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its discretion and reject the Project Approvals until a recirculated Draft EIR is prepared that 
addresses the issues discussed herein. 

 
I. STANDING OF COMMENTORS 

 
Local 11 represents more than 25,000 workers employed in hotels, restaurants, airports, 

sports arenas, and convention centers throughout Southern California and Phoenix, Arizona.  
Members of Local 11, including hundreds who live or work in the City of Commerce, join together to 
fight for improved living standards and working conditions.  Making these comments to public 
officials in connection with matters of public concern about affordable housing and compliance 
with zoning rules is protected by the First Amendment, the Noerr-Pennington doctrine and is within 
the core functions of the union.  Unions have standing to litigate land use and environmental claims.  
See Bakersfield Citizens v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1198. 

 
POWER is a membership-based community organizing group, working on issues that matter 

to people in our communities, such as affordable housing, community safety, and quality education.  
POWER was founded in 1999 to address the systemic economic and social injustices facing low-
income people in Westside Los Angeles and organizes everyday grassroots leaders to take direct 
action and build governing power in LA to advance a "People & Planet First" agenda.   POWER has 
organized several buildings in Venice, including the tenants at the Ellison. 

 
 
Ms. Moore and Mr. Privado both live within roughly 0.3 miles from the Site and frequent the 

immediately adjacent area almost daily. As such, they will be adversely impacted if the issues 
discussed herein are not cured and, therefore, they have a beneficial interest in Project compliance 
with CEQA.  This geographic proximity and nexus to the Project Site, alone, is sufficient to establish 
standing under CEQA and the Code.  See Bozung v. LAFCO (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 272 (plaintiff living 
1,800 feet from annexed property has standing to challenge the annexation); see also Citizens Ass’n 
for Sensible Dev. v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 158 (“a property owner, taxpayer, or 
elector who establishes a geographical nexus with the site of the challenged project has standing.”). 

  
 Commentors also have public interest standing given the Project Approvals relate to the 

City’s public duty to comply with applicable zoning and CEQA laws, and where Commentors seek to 
have that duty enforced.  See Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 
Cal.App.4th 899, 914-916, n6 (noting that “the public interest exception applies where the question 
is one of public right and the object of the action is to enforce a public duty – in which case it is 
sufficient that the plaintiff be interested as a citizen in having the laws executed and the public duty 
enforced” and “promotes the policy of guaranteeing citizens the opportunity to ensure that no 
governmental body impairs or defeats the purpose of legislation establishing a public right.”); see 
also La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Assn. of Hollywood v. City of Los Angeles (2018) 22 Cal.App.5th 
1149, 1158-1159 (“[o]ur Supreme Court has consistently recognized the importance of preserving 
the integrity of a locality’s governing general plan for zoning” and that “the vindication of this 
significant policy benefits not only the persons living near the Project and the persons living within 
the geographical boundaries of the [area] at issue in this case, but also all residents of the City who 
benefit from the trial court’s ruling that holds the City Council’s zoning decisions to the letter and 
spirit of the municipal code.”).  Indeed, California “courts have repeatedly applied the ‘public 
right/public duty’ exception to the general rule that ordinarily a writ of mandate will issue only to 
persons who are beneficially interested.” Weiss v. City of Los Angeles (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 194, 205-
206; see also Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach (2011) 52 Cal.4th 155, 166, 
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169–170 (it is sufficient that he is interested as a citizen in having the laws executed and the duty in 
question enforced).  

 
This comment letter is made to exhaust remedies under administrative law principles and 

Pub. Res. Code § 21177 concerning the Project, and incorporates by this reference all written and 
oral comments submitted on the Project by any commenting party or agency.  It is well-established 
that any party, as Commentors here, who participate in the administrative process can assert all 
factual and legal issues raised by anyone.  See Citizens for Open Government v. City of Lodi (2006) 
144 Cal.App.4th 865, 875.   

 
II. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

 
Here, the Project proposes the demolition of one 2,442-SF restaurant, an existing private 

school, 2,200-SF of office space, and the surface parking lot; and the construction, use, and 
maintenance of a 70,31-SF, mixed-use development comprised of two existing restaurants and a 
new 3,810-SF hotel restaurant having 2,514-SF of floor area, a new Apartment Hotel with four 
dwelling units and 78 guest rooms, 2,935-SF of ground-floor retail space including a market with 
170-SF of floor area, a 1,735-SF spa, and 2,027-SF of office use.  The project will construct three 
new three-story mixed-use buildings, each with a maximum of 30 feet in height, and one (1) new 
two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; all new structures are connected by pedestrian 
bridges.  The Project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three subterranean 
levels and will provide an on-street loading area on Broadway, limiting the use of the space for 
loading during the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 A.M. to 4:00 
P.M. on Saturday; a loading zone is also provided onsite. 

 
In furtherance of their Project, the Applicant is requesting various discretionary Project 

Approvals from the City (DEIR, pp. 17, 58), including: 
 

• Consideration and adoption of the Projects EIR. 
• Conditional Use Permit authorizing the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol in various 

areas of the Project Site. 
• Conditional Use Permit to allow an Apartment Hotel located within 500 feet of a Residential 

Zone. 
• Coastal Development Permit for the Proposed Project in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the 

California Coastal Zone. 
• Site Plan Review for the construction of a mixed-use project comprised of more than 50 

guest rooms. 
• Project Permit Compliance Review for a project within the North Venice Subarea of the 

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 
• Mello Act Compliance review for a project located within the Coastal Zone. 
• Waiver of Dedication and/or Improvements to provide a 4.5-foot dedication on Electric 

Avenue instead of the 7.5 feet otherwise required and to provide a 2-foot dedication on 
Westminster Avenue instead of the 5 feet otherwise required. 

 
To grant the abovementioned Project Approvals, the City must make numerous discretionary CEQA 
and land use findings, including but not limited to the following: 
 

• That the project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or 
will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, 
city, or region; 
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•  That the project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety;  

• That the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan; 

• That the proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community; 
• That the project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, 

bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or will be compatible with existing 
and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties; and 

• That the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, standards and 
provisions of the specific plan;  

• That the project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, or 
alternatives identified in the environmental review which would mitigate the negative 
environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically feasible. 

• Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the CEQA, such as the 
following that applies to the adoption of EIRs, Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(“SOC”), and Mitigation Monitoring Program Report (“MMRP”): 

• Pursuant to and, the Certification and Adoption of a Final EIR, requiring the following 
findings that  

 
o 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. 

o 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 other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

o 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. 

 
(See e.g., LAMC §§ 16.05, 12.24, 12.20.2, Pub. Res. Code § 21082.1(c), 14 Cal. Code 
Regs. [“CEQA Guidelines”] §§ 15168, 15091(a)) 

 
III. ZONING INCONSISTENCY REGARDING SHORT-TERM STAYS WITHIN APARTMENT HOTELS 

 
Here, the Applicant is seeking a Conditional Use Permit approval for an apartment hotel to 

permit 78 hotel rooms and four apartment dwelling units.  Under the Code, an “apartment hotel” is 
defined as a “residential building designed or used for both two or more dwelling units and six or 
more guest rooms or suites of rooms” (LAMC § 12.03, emph. added).  However, as made clear by City 
Planning as recent as September 2018 (emphasis added), “[g]uest rooms and dwelling units located 
in either a residential hotel or apartment hotel are to be used for long-term tenancy (longer than 30 
days) … Apartment hotels and residential hotels do not allow for short-term stays at all.”2  However, 
nowhere in the Draft or Final EIR includes adequate restriction barring short-term stays of these 82 
rooms, such as an enforceable Condition of Approval (“COA”).  Absent such a COA, the Project as 
proposed would conflict with the plain language of the Code and City planning policy and, therefore, 
the City cannot make all the Code-required land use findings cited above. 

                                                 
2 City Planning (9/13/18) City Planning Commission Recommendation Report (DCP Case Nos. CPC-2016-
1243, ENV-2016-1277), p. A-16, https://planning.lacity.org/ordinances/docs/HomeSharing/StaffRept.pdf.  

https://planning.lacity.org/ordinances/docs/HomeSharing/StaffRept.pdf
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Hence, City Planning should not approve the Project absent adequate COA requiring all 82 

hotel/apartment units to be made available for only long-term tenancy greater than 30 days.  
Otherwise, the City should require the appropriate modifications to the project or entitlement 
requires (e.g., Variance) to allow the project as proposed.  
 
IV. THE PROJECT’S EIR INCLUDES VARIOUS INDESCRPENCIES REQUIRING ADDITIONAL 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

Here, the Project’s EIR shows inconsistencies in its air quality, greenhouse gas (“GHG”), and 
traffic analysis that may underestimate the Project’s impact. For example, the Draft EIR’s (“DEIR”) 
air quality and GHG analysis rely on emission estimates via CalEEMod modeling, with output data 
files made available in Appendix E (“APP-E”) of the Draft EIR.  Upon review of the CalEEMod output 
files, the model shows multiple discrepancies from the narrative discussion in the Draft EIR, such 
as: 

 
• The DEIR states the Project includes 3,371-SF of office uses, which is 788 SF more than 

the 2,583-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2).  However, 
CalEEMod analyzed a Project of 2,027-SF of office uses (i.e., underestimated by 1,344 SF), 
which is 557 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89).  

• The DEIR states the Project includes 4,670-SF of retail and spa uses (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2), but 
CalEEMod analyzed 4,269-SF of strip mall and health club uses (i.e., underestimated by 
401 SF) (APP-E, PDF p. 35). 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 8,855-SF of restaurant uses, which is 1,368 SF more 
than the 7,517-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2).  However, 
CalEEMod analyzed a Project of 4,200-SF of restaurant uses (i.e., underestimated by 
4,655 SF), which is 3,320 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 
89). 

• The DEIR shows below-grade floor plans of approximately 34,861-SF floor plan (DEIR, 
Fig. 2-5) reaching depths of a minimum of 24.5 feet’ (DEIR, Fig. 2-11)—resulting in 
approximately 31,633-CY of material to be excavated.  However, DEIR states only 30,936 
CY of material (i.e., underestimated by 697 CY) (DEIR, p. 2-32; APP-E, PDF p. 1).  Based 
on the DEIR’s assumed 9-CY truck capacity (DEIR, p 2-32), 31,633 CY of exported 
material would require approximate 3,515 round-trip truck trips (equivalent to 7,030 
one-way trips).  However, the CalEEMod analyzed only 6,876 one-way trips (i.e., 
underestimated by 154 trips). 

• The DEIR states the Project’s existing GHG emissions total 1,207.9 metric tons of CO2 
equivalents per year (“MTCO2e/yr”) (DEIR, Tbl. 4.E-3), but CalEEMod shows existing 
uses GHG emissions of 940 MTCO2e/yr (i.e., overestimated by 267.65 MTCO2e/yr) (APP-
E, PDF p. 92).  

• Furthermore, CalEEMod assumed reduced vehicle speed on unpaved roads as a 
construction mitigation measure (APP-E, PDF p. 45), which is not present in the MMRP.  

 
/  /  / 
 
/  /  / 
 
/  /  / 
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Similarly, the Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) utilizes trip rates from the Institute Of 
Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) ninth edition, despite being prepared in December 2018 after the 
ITE released its Tenth edition in 2017 with revised traffic trip generation rates and land use 
categories that included more accurate trip counts.3 As a result, the TIS underestimated the Project’s 
trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips (before credits were applied), such as: 

 
• The TIS analyzed the 78 hotel rooms as a “Hotel” generating 8.17 trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 

310, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use generates 
8.36 trips per unit (ITE Code 310, 10th ed.).4   This amounts to an underestimation of 4.04 
trips per unit or a total of 315.12 hotel-trips (pre-credit).  

• The DEIR states the 8,885-SF, ground-floor restaurant uses will be neighborhood-serving, 
high-turnover, sit-down restaurant (DEIR, pp. 2-6, 2-23, 2-33; APP-E, PDF p. 35).  This is 
akin to a “High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant” generating 112.18 trips per 1,000 square 
feet (“KSF”) (i.e., ITE Code 932 10th ed.).5  The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a “Quality 
Restaurant” generating 89.95 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 931, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).6  
This amounts to an underestimation of 22.23 trips/KSF or a total of 197.51 restaurant-trips 
(pre-credit). 

• The DEIR discloses the 3,371-SF, ground-floor office use is primarily comprised of “co-
working office space” with several office rooms less than 350 SF in size (DEIR, pp. 2-5 – 2-7; 
see also Fig. 2-6).  This is akin to “Small Office Building” less than 5,000-SF in size and 
generating 16.19 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 712, 10th ed.).7  The TIS, however, analyzed said 
use as a “General Office Building” generating 11.03 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 710, 9th ed.) 
(APP-K1, PDF p. 26).8  This amounts to an underestimation of 5.16 trips/KSF or a total of 
17.39 office trips (pre-credits).  

• The TIS analyzed the four apartment units as an “Apartment” generating 6.65 trips per unit 
(i.e., ITE Code 220, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this 
use is akin to “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)” generating 7.32 trips per unit (ITE Code 
220, 10th ed.).9  This amounts to an underestimation of 0.67 trips per unit or a total of 2.8 
apartment-trips (pre-credit). 

• The TIS assumed a Traffic Demand Management (“TDM”) program would achieve a 15 
percent reduction in hotel-trips (APP-K1, PDF pp. 5, 24, 26; APP-K2, PDF p. 3).  However, this 
level of reduction is not specified in the Project’s MMRP. 
 

                                                 
3 PDF pp. 5-6, http://neite.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/August-2017-Chronicle.pdf; see also PDF p. 20, 
http://www.azite.org/presentations/Luncheons/16Nov2017/AZITELuncheon_TripGen_16Nov2017.pdf.  
4 PDF p. 4, http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_A_Trip_Table_2019.pdf.  
5 8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, 
PDF p. 11, 29-30, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-
2018-1651-IS-10.pdf.  
6 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 7, 
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c. 
7 See ITE (10th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 3, https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=794F62D6-
F31F-9EA7-4506-EF5DF11DE8F6; see e.g., 8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-
1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, PDF pp. 11, 34-35, 
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-
10.pdf.  
8 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 5, 
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c.  
9 See e.g., Lankershim/Riverside Mixed-Use Project –  Addendum Traffic Analysis, PDF p. 22, 
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/938384cf-3dbe-45dc-8e53-a015012abc43/ENV-2016-3904-J-3.pdf.  

http://neite.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/August-2017-Chronicle.pdf
http://www.azite.org/presentations/Luncheons/16Nov2017/AZITELuncheon_TripGen_16Nov2017.pdf
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_A_Trip_Table_2019.pdf
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=794F62D6-F31F-9EA7-4506-EF5DF11DE8F6
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=794F62D6-F31F-9EA7-4506-EF5DF11DE8F6
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/938384cf-3dbe-45dc-8e53-a015012abc43/ENV-2016-3904-J-3.pdf
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Additionally, the DEIR states that the Project would be subject to a $493,515 Transportation 
Impact Assessment fee (“TIA Fee”) pursuant to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
(“CTCSP”) (APP-K2, PDF pp. 2-4).  However, under the existing CTCSP TIA Fee calculation (Ord. 
16899),10 all applicants “shall pay” all non-exempt TIA Fees equal to (project unit measure) 
multiply (CTCSP trip rate) multiply (trip cost factor). See CTCSP § 6.C, Appendix A.11  As shown in 
the below figure, the Project would seem to be subject to an approximate $1.6 million TIA Fee.  
There is no explanation of what credits LADOT applied to reduce the TIA Fee obligation by more 
than $1.1 million.  Thus, failure to pay all appropriate fees would make the CTCSP TIA fee an 
inadequate mitigation measure and further evidence the Project’s inconsistency with applicable 
land use plans (a Code-required finding discussed supra). 
 

Use [a] 
Project Component 

[a] 
CTCSP Trip Rate 

[b] 

TIA Fee 
(Component x Rate x $8,973) 

[c] 
Hotel 78 rooms 0.7/room $489,925.80 
Retail 4.670 KSF 5.0/KSF $209,519.55 

Restaurant 8.885 KSF 10.5/KSF $837,113.60 
Office 3.371 KSF 2.8/KSF $84,694.35 

Total $1,621,253.30 
Notes: 

a: DEIR, Tbl. 2-2 
b: CTCSP (Ord. 16899), Appendix A Trip Generation Table 
c: APP-K2, PDF p. 4 (noting current trip cost factor for CTCSP is $8,973 per trip). 

 
 Furthermore, faulty traffic tip generations directly affect a Project’s air quality and GHG 
emissions in the form of mobile emissions.  As such, these inaccuracies must be resolved and 
mitigated to the fullest extent feasible, including but not limited to: 
 

• restricting the four apartment units to be affordable,  
• provide free transit passes for all workers at the Project (including the restaurants),  
• provide for parking cash-out for workers who do not use their cars (including the 

restaurants),  
• provide at least free one-way transit pass per day for guests at the property if the owners 

seek a variance or permissions that allow rentals of less than 30 days, and  
• ensure the building is at least LEED Platinum or Equivalent certified, as is now required for 

commercial development in neighboring Santa Monica.  
  

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Here, the DEIR admits, at a minimum, that the Project will have significant, unmitigated 

cultural and noise impacts.  So too, Commentors are concerned about potentially significant air 
quality, GHG, land use, and traffic impacts masked by the various inaccuracies in the EIR’s analysis 
(discussed supra).  However, the Final EIR fails to identify a CEQA-compliant Statement of 
Overriding Considerations (“SOC”).   

 
/  /  / 

                                                 
10 http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1988/88-1984-S1_ORD_168999_09-22-1993.pdf.  
11 Ibid, PDF pp. 49- (Appendix A Trip Generation Table). 

http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1988/88-1984-S1_ORD_168999_09-22-1993.pdf
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When approving a project that will have significant environmental impacts not fully 
mitigated, a lead agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” finding that the 
project’s benefits outweigh its environmental harm.  See CEQA Guidelines § 15043; see also Pub. 
Res. Code § 21081(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222.  An 
overriding statement expresses the “larger, more general reasons for approving the project, such as 
the need to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes and the like.”  Concerned Citizens of S. 
Central LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847.  It must fully inform and 
disclose the specific benefits expected to outweigh environmental impacts, supported by 
substantial evidence.  See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043(b), 15093(b); see also Sierra Club, 10 
Cal.App.4th at 1223.  Furthermore, an agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations 
only after it has imposed all feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project’s impact to less than 
significant levels.  See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091 & 15126.4.  Hence, decisionmakers may not 
approve a project when feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such 
impacts.  See Pub. Res. Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2).   

 
Moreover, in addition to imposing all feasible mitigation, to the extent that overriding 

considerations are needed, key among the findings that the lead agency must make is that: 
 

“Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including the provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report … [and that 
those] benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21081(a)(3) & (b), emphasis added.   

 
Here, the DEIR fails to attempt to determine whether new jobs created by the Project, in either the 
construction phase or the operational phase, will be for “highly trained workers,” and what the 
likely salary and wage ranges of these jobs will be.  Without this information, the City lacks 
substantial evidence to make any overriding statement.  Genuine benefits could take the form of 
restricting the four dwelling units to be affordable, and/or providing payment of prevailing wages 
for all construction phase workers and living wages for all operational phase workers.  Such 
requirements would ensure that the Project provides “employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers” in accordance with the mandates of CEQA.  Without such requirements, the Project may 
actually depress wage rates and fail to provide high-quality job opportunities. 

 
In short, the City cannot find that the economic benefits of the Project outweigh the 

environmental costs if it does not provide more housing and/or know what the economic benefits will 
be.  A revised DEIR is required to provide this information.  This issue of job quality is critically 
important to Local 11. 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 
Commentors respectfully appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  The 

issues of affordable housing and quality-of-life are paramount to POWER, which works address the 
systemic economic and social injustices facing low-income people in Westside Los Angeles. So too 
does Local 11 works to make our City a place of opportunity for all—a place where its members can 
work and afford to live—and makes these comments in furtherance of its First Amendment and its 
core function as a union per the Noerr-Pennington doctrine.   

 
/  /  / 
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Again, the Project is inconsistent with the plain language of the Code and City planning 
policy and must include a COA that bars short-term stays (less than 30 days) at this apartment hotel 
Project.  So too is the Project EIR inadequate and must be cured with a revised analysis and greater 
commitment to mitigation measures (e.g., full payment of applicable TIA Fees, transit passes for 
workers, and affordable units on-site).  Furthermore, the Project Approvals are discretionary, not 
by right.  Absent compliance with the issues discussed herein, the City should reject Applicant’s 
requested Entitlements for this Project.  The City has clear legal authority to disapprove the Project 
and demand more for its residents.  Commentors respectfully request that the City say any action 
on the Project Approvals until the issues discussed herein are resolved.  

 
Commentor reserves the right to supplement these comments at future hearings and 

proceedings for this Project.  See Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. 
(1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1120 (CEQA litigation not limited only to claims made during EIR 
comment period).  Finally, on behalf of Commentors, this Office requests, to the extent not already 
on the notice list, all notices of CEQA actions, Appeal hearing and any approvals, Project CEQA 
determinations, or public hearings to be held on the Project under state or local law requiring local 
agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them.  See Pub. Res. 
Code §§ 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21092.2, 21108, 21167(f) and Gov. Code § 65092.  Please send 
notice by electronic and regular mail to: Gideon Kracov, Esq., 801 S. Grand Avenue, 11th Fl., Los 
Angeles, CA 90017, gk@gideonlaw.net (cc: jordan@gideonlaw.net).  
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
__________________________________________________ 
Gideon Kracov 
Attorney for Commentors 
 

 

mailto:gk@gideonlaw.net
mailto:jordan@gideonlaw.net
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2049 Century Park East, Suite 1700, Los Angeles, California  90067   Telephone:  310.312.4000  Fax:  310.312.4224 
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March 26, 2020 Client-Matter:  64761-031 

 

  
VIA E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, 90012 
 

Re: Appeal of Case No. ZA 2012-33540-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
(the “Project Approvals”) 

 Final EIR, July 3, 2019 (Venice Place Project EIR) (the “Final EIR”) 
  1011 Electric Avenue & 1021-1051 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard (the “Property”)  

 

Dear President Newhouse and Commissioners of the West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission: 

This firm represents 1041 Abbot Kinney, LLC and Abbot Kinney Investment Property, 
LLC (collectively, “AK Investment”), the owners of the properties at 1041 and 1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard (the “AK Investment Property”) immediately adjacent to the Property.  This 
letter is submitted in support of our client’s appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s approval of the 
Project Approvals dated March 12, 2020 (the “ZA Determination,” attached as Exhibit A), each 
of which was made in error and each of which constitutes an abuse of discretion.  This letter 
further contains our client’s objections to the Zoning Administrator’s certification of the Final 
EIR, which lacks meaningful analysis, relies upon erroneous assumptions and facts, and 
generally fails to comply with the mandates of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”).  

 
The AK Properties are substantially surrounded by the proposed Project and, as such, our 

client has a unique perspective on the Project’s significant negative impacts, specifically in terms 
of parking and noise, none of which has been adequately studied or mitigated by the ZA 
Determination or the Final EIR.  AK Investment is hardly alone in objecting to the Project.  Our 
client’s concerns about the potentially dramatic negative impact of the Project on the 
surrounding community and the many ways in which the Project Approvals and Final EIR are 
legally deficient are echoed by hundreds of comments submitted by members of the community 
throughout the entitlement and environmental review process.  The ZA Determination notes that 
250 of the 300 comment letters received on the original version of the Project were submitted in 
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opposition.1  The ZA Determination further notes that the Project was the subject of a petition to 
“Stop the Venice Place Hotel” that received approximately 750 signatures.2 

 
As explained further in our detailed comments below, the Project fails to provide required 

parking, contains significant and misleading ambiguities regarding land uses, fails to provide 
legally required on-site inclusionary housing units in compliance with the Mello Act, and will 
result in unacceptable noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, including many 
residences.  Further, the Final EIR contains significant legal deficiencies and fails to properly 
analyze or mitigate many of the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts.   

 
The flaws in the Final EIR are related to the flaws in the Project Approvals.  Because the 

Final EIR failed to adequately study the Project’s environmental impacts, the findings made by 
the Zoning Administrator with respect to each of the Project Approvals were made without 
sufficient information.  In addition to the other issues identified below, the failure of the Zoning 
Administrator to evaluate complete information about the Project’s impacts when making those 
findings constitutes an independent basis for each of the Project Approvals to be overturned as 
an abuse of discretion.  

 
We urge you to review the issues raised below and (1) find that each of the Project 

Approvals was made in error and in abuse of the Zoning Administrator’s discretion, and (2) 
request the necessary corrections to the Final EIR before re-circulating it for public review.  
 
I. THE PROJECT AND THE AK PROPERTIES. 

As noted above, the Project proposes to develop the entire block around the AK 
Properties.  The ZA Determination’s Project Conditions and the Final EIR, however, give only 
cursory treatment to potential impacts on the AK Properties, and in some cases none whatsoever.  
This failure is significant, particularly because 1043 Abbot Kinney is a sensitive use and was 
required to be treated as such in the Final EIR’s analyses (noise and air quality, among others).  
The failure of the Final EIR to adequately study impacts on the AK Properties means that the ZA 
Determination was made without reference to those impacts, which are therefore almost entirely 
unmitigated under the ZA Determination.  This is a fatal flaw of both the Final EIR and the 
Project Approvals.   

The Project would be constructed within 10 feet of the AK Properties and would operate 
immediately adjacent to the AK Properties (i.e., at the property line), including siting impactful 
uses such as outdoor event/assembly spaces, restaurant and bar patios, and car drop-off/pick-up 
areas immediately adjacent to the AK Properties.  The Project proposes an outdoor bar and patio 

                                                 
1 ZA Determination, p. 18 
 
2 Id.  
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immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, a swimming pool and pool deck which will 
accommodate as many as 70 people, and two rooftop decks accommodating as many as 195 
people, all of which will be just feet from potential residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney.  This 
does not even account for the parking and traffic issues created by introducing a 78-room hotel, 
restaurants, and event spaces that could accommodate over 450 people into one of the most 
densely populated and heavily trafficked areas of Venice.  For a project of this size and scale, it 
is even more important for the Final EIR to fully and thoroughly evaluate potential 
environmental impacts and to properly mitigate those impacts. 

II.  THE PROJECT FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE CITY’S MUNICIPAL CODE 
AND THE VENICE COASTAL ZONE SPECIFIC PLAN AND WILL 
ADVERSELY AFFECT NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES AND THE 
SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD. 

 
A.  The Project Must be Redesigned to Provide Access to 1043 Abbot Kinney from 

Electric Avenue.  
 
 The proposed Project would be built on the site of an existing parking lot that illegally 
blocks access to 1043 Abbott Kinney.  Without providing access to 1043 Abbott Kinney, the 
Project cannot be approved in its current form.  Indeed, the Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety (“LADBS”) has stated that “[i]f the existing parking lot behind [1043 Abbott Kinney] 
does not have a building permit or Certificate of Occupancy, then the current case for the 
proposed hotel along the Electric Ave should not be approved unless the owner gives access 
easement on his/her property to the 3-car garage on 1043 Abbot Kinney Blvd.”   
 

By way of background, 1043 Abbot Kinney is improved with a structure along the 
northern boundary of the property that was used as a garage with four parking spaces (the 
“Garage”) until the mid-1980s, when the construction of a parking lot on the property (the 
“Parking Lot”) to the north blocked access to those parking spaces.  The Garage was not 
originally constructed with access from Abbot Kinney Boulevard, only Electric Avenue, so the 
construction of the Parking Lot completely eliminated access to those spaces, rendering them 
unusable.  We have confirmed with LADBS that the Parking Lot has no Certificate of 
Occupancy, which was required at the time of its construction, and the Parking Lot has therefore 
been in continuous violation of the Municipal Code since its construction.  LAMC Section 
12.26.E.2 requires a Certificate of Occupancy for any “use of vacant land,” which includes a 
parking lot.3  Further, according to LADBS Information Bulletin No. P-BC 2017-109, a “use of 
land” has required a Certificate of Occupancy since 1943, many decades before the construction 
of the Parking Lot.   
 
                                                 
3 Zoning Code Manual and Commentary, Fourth Edition, p. 278  
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 If the Project is constructed according to the ZA Determination, this ongoing violation of 
the Municipal Code will persist, and will in fact be made permanent and irreversible once 
structures are erected on the Parking Lot.  This is unacceptable to our client and LADBS staff 
has already confirmed in writing that the Project should not be approved without provision of an 
access easement across the Project Site providing access to the Garage from Electric Avenue.  
Therefore, in order to comply with the Municipal Code, the Project must be redesigned to 
provide such access.  

 
B.  The Project’s Minimum Required Parking Does not Comply with the Los 

Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and Will 
Exacerbate the Existing Significant Parking Issues in the Area.  

 
As the AK Properties are located directly adjacent to the proposed Project, AK 

Investments knows first-hand about the severe parking shortage that is experienced by the 
surrounding community.  Despite the complete inadequacy of neighborhood parking, the Project 
proposes to provide only 175 parking spaces on-site, far less than what are required by the 
Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.  The Project’s size, lack of adequate 
parking, and reliance on unrealistic assumptions about an untested automated parking system 
will push an already untenable parking situation on Abbot Kinney over the brink.  
 

i.  The Project’s Parking Requirement Does Not Comply with the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

 
The City has chosen to completely ignore its Code in calculating the Project’s parking 

requirement and as a result the Project does not comply with the LAMC’s parking requirements 
and undercounts required parking – especially given the large number of special events that may 
occur at the property in various assembly spaces.   

 
First, the ZA Determination assumes that the new restaurant square footage is a “hotel 

restaurant” and parks it at a lower ratio (1/100 square feet as opposed to 1/50 square feet).  The 
1/100 rate appears to be based on the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“VCZSP”), which 
states that hotels require parking for, among other things, “each 100 square feet of floor area 
used for consumption of food or beverages….”4  That provision cannot be read so broadly to 
apply to a restaurant, which is attached to a hotel but oriented primarily to food and beverage 
service for non-hotel guests, and certainly not to a restaurant that fronts on Abbot Kinney and 
will function independently of the hotel (serving non-hotel guests).  Given the number of hotel 
rooms and the very large number of nearby restaurants, including some of the most popular 
restaurants in the city, there is every reason to believe that at any given time the new restaurant 
will be serving only non-hotel guests.  Labeling a restaurant as a “hotel restaurant” does not 

                                                 
4 VCZSP at p. 25. 



326025891.3 
 

March 26, 2020 
Page 5 

 

  

entitle it to a lesser parking requirement.  Absent conditions that will restrict the new restaurant 
space to hotel guests, the VCZSP’s 1/50 parking rate for a “Restaurant” use is clearly applicable, 
and the provided parking is therefore legally insufficient.  

   
Similarly, the project’s parking requirements do not appear to account for the fact that 

food and beverage service can occur in multiple areas beyond just the restaurant.  The courtyard, 
the pool and pool deck area, and other assembly spaces can also be used by patrons consuming 
food and drinks.  Under the plain language of the VCZSP, these areas must be counted for 
purposes of parking, especially because they are not limited to use by hotel guests.5   

 
For example, the ZA Determination’s required Hotel Parking only accounts for the 

requirements based on the number of rooms being provided.6  However, the Specific Plan 
requires one space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for public recreation and one space 
for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed 
seats in “meeting rooms or other places of assembly.”7  The ZA Determination does not require 
any parking spaces to account for the Project’s places of assembly, including the internal 
courtyard, the two rooftop decks, and other areas where people are likely to gather.   

 
The ZA Determination also incorrectly states that the VCZSP requires only 13 Beach 

Impact Parking spaces.  The ZA Determination’s parking requirements for Beach Impact Parking 
spaces are based upon 8,065 square feet of new ground floor commercial.8  Yet the ZA 
Determination (nor the Final EIR) does not explain where that square footage estimate is drawn 
from.  The hotel use itself must be assumed to be a “commercial” use, rather than a residential 
use, and any Ground Floor square footage dedicated to the hotel use must be incorporated into 
the square footage used to determine the required parking spaces to comply with the VCZSP 
Beach Impact Parking requirements.9  The proposed first floor area, excluding office space, 

                                                 
5 VCZSP also mandates that hotels provide one space “for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” (VCZSP at p. 25 
(emphasis added).)   As the DEIR acknowledges, the hotel has multiple gathering places (e.g., courtyard area 
capable of accommodating 200 people plus non-amplified music; swimming pool/pool deck capable of 
accommodating 70 people, and not exclusive to hotel guests; and (3) rooftop gardens/decks that could accommodate 
195 people, and would include BBQs and other gathering spaces).  All of these spaces could host events.  Therefore, 
they are “places of assembly” and parking must be provided. 
 
6 DEIR at Table 2-3. 
 
7 Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan at 25. 
 
8 ZA Determination, pp. 4-5, See also DEIR at Table 2-3.  
 
9 A position to the contrary (that the hotel is residential) would be inconsistent with the Project’s provision of 
residential dwelling units independent of the hotel to achieve the higher mixed-use floor area ratio.  
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would be 21,547 square feet.10  This would require provision of 33 parking spaces, when the ZA 
Determination requires only 13 spaces.   

 
ii. The Project’s Use of an Off-site Secondary Valet Area to Ensure the 

Provision of Code-Required Parking Requires a Covenant or Condition 
Ensuring that the Secondary Valet Area will Remain Available to the 
Project or, Alternatively, a Variance.  

 
The Project’s parking operations appear to rely on the use of off-site parking at a 

“Secondary Valet Area” located at the Westminster Avenue Elementary School,” that is 
“currently leased by the property owner.”11  While the Secondary Valet Area presumably will 
not be used for the provision of code-required parking spaces, it does appear to be necessary in 
order for the code-required spaces on the Project Site to be accessible at all times.  The Final 
EIR’s TRANS-PDF-6 “Valet Operations,” requires that staff be present at the Main Valet Area 
“at all times…to divert vehicles as needed to the Secondary Valet Area[].” (emphasis 
added)  TRANS-PDF-6 is an acknowledgment that the diversion of vehicles to the Secondary 
Valet Area may be needed at all times.  Therefore, the Secondary Valet Area is necessary in 
order for the Project to comply with its parking requirements and the various project conditions 
and mitigation measures related to parking and traffic.  But neither the ZA Determination nor the 
Final EIR provide any explanation of what will occur if the lease is terminated, nor any 
conditions of approval designed to ensure that it will remain available for the entire life of the 
Project.  Absent such a condition, there is no indication of how the Project will accommodate 
parking demands, and provide continuous access to its on-site code-required parking, if it can no 
longer utilize the Secondary Valet Area at Westminster Avenue Elementary School.   

 
When off-site parking is provided to satisfy a code requirement, the Municipal Code 

requires recordation of a covenant ensuring that the off-site spaces will be available “so long as 
the building or use they are intended to serve is maintained.”12  Here, because the Secondary 
Valet Area is required for the continual access of the Project’s code-required parking, this 
requirement should apply.  Absent compliance with this provision, a variance is necessary.  
 
B.  The Project will Result in Significant Noise Impacts to Neighboring Properties and 

Residences.  
 

Both 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by 
noise emanating from the Project.  1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, 
and is dependent on a relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative 
                                                 
10 Draft EIR (“DEIR”) at Appendix B, Sheet 1010. 
11 DEIR at 4.K-46. 
 
12 LAMC Section 12.26 E.5 
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projects or consult as to potential artistic or business goals.  Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is 
ultimately utilized as office space, the ability of a business to operate out of the property depends 
on a quiet environment in which business can be conducted.  1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other 
hand, not only has retail uses but residential uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be 
thwarted by the extreme noise generated by the Project.  Even worse, the Project’s EIR did not 
identify this use as a sensitive receptor.   

 
The Project effectively surrounds 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney with new noise sources.  

Yet somehow, inexplicably, twelve of the thirteen noise mitigation measures in the Final EIR 
are limited to construction mitigation.  Among the issues the mitigation measures do not 
address are the following: 

• The Project seeks entitlements to serve alcohol in basically every outdoor space.  
This will inevitably increase the noise impacts on the surrounding sensitive 
receptors. 

• The proposed outdoor bar/patio area is located immediately adjacent to 1041 
Abbot Kinney, and no limit on noise or hours of operation is imposed. 

• The proposed motor court will create significant traffic noise, in addition to noise 
created by the opening and shutting of car doors, honking, and conversation, all of 
which will occur immediately adjacent to 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney.  All of 
these impacts are likely to be greater during peak hours, when there are likely to 
be substantially more vehicles, and when the Project’s proposed Secondary Valet 
Area is the only contingency plan in place. 

• The swimming pool and pool deck are located immediately adjacent to 1041 
Abbot Kinney, and aim to accommodate up to 70 people and to operate between 
the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. Thursday to Saturday, and 9:00 a.m. and 
12:00 a.m. Sunday to Wednesday.  The proposed Project would include live 
entertainment “during non-school hours,” but this limitation is not included as a 
condition or mitigation measure. 

• The rooftop garden and deck can accommodate 100 people and is within roughly 
50 feet of 1041 Abbot Kinney.  An additional northeast rooftop deck can 
accommodate an additional 95 people, and is located immediately adjacent to the 
residential use at 1043 Abbot Kinney.  There are no conditions imposed with 
respect to when events can take place on these roof decks, and the Final EIR 
provides no reason to assume that crowd-generating activities would occur for 
any limited period, or only during evening hours.  Additionally, there is no 
condition imposed against utilizing these rooftop decks as an event space, which 
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would create additional and unanalyzed noise impacts during any hours an event 
is being held on the rooftop. 

• The central courtyard can accommodate up to 200 people and will utilize non-
amplified music, with operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m.13  The 
only project design feature proposed to mitigate this noise is the courtyard’s 
placement in the center of the newly constructed Project.14  There are no estimates 
as to the noise reduction that can realistically be anticipated based on this, and no 
analysis of the likely noise created by events or routine occupation and use of the 
courtyard space. 

• Though the Final EIR is silent as to the cumulative effect of the event spaces, the 
event spaces alone could accommodate more than 450 people, with no clear 
mitigation for cumulative noise impacts. 

Each of these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated.  Failure to do 
so will result in significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other surrounding properties.  
 
C.  The Project Fails to Condition or Otherwise Limit Special Events. 
 
 The Project Approvals fail to account for likely future events.  The Final EIR 
acknowledges that a number of hotel areas may be used to accommodate substantial numbers of 
people and live music, and also states that the hotel could accommodate various events that could 
occur, at the very minimum, “for a few hours in the evening and weekend afternoons.”15  
Despite this, there is no limit on the number of events (either hours limits or total number of 
events) or the number of people that may attend events.  There is also no condition stating that 
only hotel guests can use the event/assembly spaces, particularly the pool and pool deck area.16  
Hypothetically, just from event/assembly spaces, the hotel could accommodate 450+ people in 
addition to guests, restaurant patrons and other assumed users.  The likelihood that wedding 
receptions or corporate events (or similar events) with substantial numbers of people (200 or 

                                                 
13 Id. at 4.H-16, PDF-NOI-3. 
 
14 Id. at 4.H-21. 
 
15 DEIR at 4.H-22-23.  
 
16 This is relevant because, in Los Angeles, public (non-guest) use of hotel pool decks is increasingly popular.  If 
non-guests can access the pool area, trips associated with those patrons must be accounted for in the EIR. See 
https://www.lamag.com/culturefiles/five-gorgeous-pools-where-you-dont-have-to-be-a-member-to-crash/ and 
https://www.eventbrite.com/rally/los-angeles/la-daycations-how-to-get-to-a-hotel-pool-without-a-hotel-room/.  
 

https://www.lamag.com/culturefiles/five-gorgeous-pools-where-you-dont-have-to-be-a-member-to-crash/
https://www.eventbrite.com/rally/los-angeles/la-daycations-how-to-get-to-a-hotel-pool-without-a-hotel-room/
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more) will occur demands that trips associated with such uses be analyzed and appropriately 
conditioned.   
 
D. The ZA Determination Erroneously Applies the Small New Housing Development 

Categorical Exemption to the Project, Which Must Comply with Mello Act 
Requirements and Provide Inclusionary Residential Units.  

 
The Project fails to comply with the Mello Act because it provides no inclusionary 

residential units, further contributing to the already severe shortage of affordable housing in the 
State’s Coastal Zone.  The Zoning Administrator erroneously approved the Mello Act 
Compliance Review for the Project on the basis that the Project was “categorically exempt from 
the Inclusionary Residential Unit requirement” as a Small New Housing Development.  The 
Project is not a Small New Housing Development and is not therefore eligible for the exemption, 
and must provide Inclusionary Residential Units in compliance with the Mello Act and the City 
of Los Angeles Mello Act Interim Administrative Procedures (the “Mello Procedures”).  
Section 2.4.2 of the Mello Procedures provides the following, in relevant part:  
 

“Based on the Coastal Commission Guidelines, [the Los Angeles City Council] has found 
that it is generally infeasible for small New Housing Developments (developments which 
consist of nine or fewer Residential Units) to provide Inclusionary Residential Units.  
Such New Housing Development are Categorically Exempt from further Mello Act 
compliance review.” 
 
The ZA Determination, Finding 19, finds that the Project, as a “proposed development of 

four new Residential Units” is “categorically exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit 
requirement for New Housing Developments.  It is notable that Section 2.4.2 above does not 
define Small New Housing Developments as projects which “include” nine or fewer Residential 
Units.  Instead, it defines Small New Housing Developments as those which “consist” of nine or 
fewer Residential Units.  But the Project does not “consist” of “four new Residential Units”; 
instead, it “consists” of a variety of uses, including a hotel, offices, etc.  

 
The use of the word “consist” in Section 2.4.2 clearly indicates that Small New Housing 

Developments are only those projects which are entirely residential projects of nine units or less. 
The policy rationale for this definition is clear: it is economically infeasible for such small 
housing projects to include inclusionary units, because the remaining number of market-rate 
units is not enough to offset the “cost” of the provision of the inclusionary units.  But this 
rationale does not apply to the Project, which is largely composed of a luxury hotel, high-end 
restaurant spaces, and market rate office space.   
 

Based upon both the text of the Mello Procedures and the policy rationale behind them, 
the Project is not a Small New Housing Development and is therefore ineligible for the Small 
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New Housing Development categorical exemption.  The Zoning Administrator erred and abused 
its discretion by approving the Project’s Mello Act Compliance Determination without requiring 
the provision of inclusionary units.  
 
II.  THE FINAL EIR FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.  
 
A.  The Final EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Traffic Impacts. 

The Final EIR and associated Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) devote over 350 pages to 
discussion of potential traffic and transportation impacts resulting from implementation of the 
Project.  However, despite the length of this analysis, there are significant and fundamental flaws 
in the analysis and conclusions that must be corrected to ensure that both the general public and 
decisionmakers are adequately informed. 

i. The Final EIR’s Traffic Counts Are Stale and Underestimate Traffic. 

The Final EIR and associated TIS take extreme liberties with the traffic analysis.  First, 
although the DEIR was released publicly in early 2019, the traffic counts used to represent 
“existing conditions” were taken in 2016, more than two years before the DEIR’s release.  The 
use of 2016 counts as representative existing conditions understates area traffic and potential 
impacts of the Project.17  

CEQA generally provides that the baseline (existing conditions) should be those 
conditions existing at the time of the NOP.  However, courts also recognize agencies “not only 
can, but should make appropriate adjustments, including to the baseline, as the environmental 
review process unfolds.”18  CEQA is concerned with informational disclosures and an EIR must 
include sufficient detail to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand 
and consider meaningfully the issues raised by the project.19  Without traffic counts that 
                                                 
17 It is also out of step with the City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, which provide that a 
Traffic Impact Study “should not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old.” Available at 
https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/COLA-TISGuidelines-010517.pdf, p. 15.  It is also somewhat 
astounding that the Final EIR predicts an increase from LOS C and B (AM and PM peak hours, respectively) for the 
Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard intersection under existing (2017) conditions to LOS F (for both AM 
and PM peak hours) under future conditions.  It is a particularly shocking conclusion given there is only a three year 
difference (2017 to 2020) between existing and future conditions.  DEIR at 4.K-37 – 40.  The Pacific Avenue & 
Brooks Avenue intersection similarly degrades from LOS C to LOS E and F in only three years.  This level of 
degradation suggests that existing conditions are not accurately represented.   
 
18 Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands Com. (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 549, 563. 
 
19 Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1390. 
 

https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/COLA-TISGuidelines-010517.pdf
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accurately represent existing traffic, the Final EIR fails to provide the public with adequate 
information to allow them to meaningfully consider the impacts of the proposed Project. 

The traffic counts here cannot possibly represent the traffic in the area at present, much 
less do they properly account for the potential traffic impacts of the Project.  To begin with, the 
calculations were taken on one single day, providing no information or analysis as to how traffic 
patterns might vary across several days or across different weeks or months throughout the year. 
The counts were taken in November 2016.  It is well-settled that Venice and Abbot Kinney are 
significant tourist attractions, and that summer traffic in the area is significantly greater than 
winter traffic.20  The counts, therefore, underrepresent traffic.  There are also no weekend counts, 
which hides the fact that the Abbot Kinney area is a weekend destination.  In effect, by 
conducting the traffic counts on a Tuesday, the Final EIR and TIS evaluated traffic patterns on 
perhaps the least relevant day of the week for the proposed Project.21  

 
ii.  The Final EIR Materially Underestimates Traffic Generation and Lacks 

Substantial Evidence to Support its Trip Generation Assumptions. 
 

The Final EIR and TIS materially underrepresent anticipated trip generation by utilizing 
various methods selected to benefit the Project, taking completely unsupported trip reductions, 
and willfully ignoring Project components that will generate significant trips.  

 
First, the TIS utilizes two different methods for calculating trip generation, without 

providing any context or explanation as to why the methods were utilized.  One possible 
explanation is that the TIS cherry-picked the methodologies that were most advantageous to the 
Project.  The Final EIR uses the Institution of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) methodology to 
calculate AM peak hour trip generation, but uses trip rates from the City of Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan to calculate PM peak hour trip generation.22  The different 
sources and calculation methods to analyze trip generations is never clarified within the Final 
EIR or TIS.   

 
The Final EIR openly makes unwarranted, unsupported adjustments to the trip generation 

estimates for the Project, including as follows: 
 

                                                 
20 See https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2017/07/venice-beach-neighborhood-wealthy/534399/ (noting 
that summer traffic is “exacerbated” by heavy beach traffic). 
 
21 For all of the foregoing (and following) reasons, the Final EIR’s street segment impact analysis must be revisited 
and revised to appropriately reflect existing conditions and the Project’s true impacts.  
 
22 DEIR at 4.K-14; TIS at 17.  
 

https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2017/07/venice-beach-neighborhood-wealthy/534399/
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• The trip generation analysis assumes, for instance, that a proposed Transportation 
Demand Measure plan will result in a decrease of 15% hotel-related trips.  There is no 
evidence whatsoever supporting the contention that the proposed TDM measures will 
result in a 15% decrease in trips, especially given that the TIS notes that the “project 
owner plans on including TDM elements” but fails to specify specific measures.23  
Thus, the project owner “plans” to implement a TDM program, but is under no such 
obligation, and the exact measures of the TDM program, which must be sufficient to 
achieve the assumed 15% reduction are not specified.  Project Design Feature 
TRANS-2 does not remedy the Final EIR’s inadequacy – it does not demand specific 
measures, nor does it include a requirement that measures be implemented to achieve 
a 15% trip reduction, or a monitoring method to ensure continued compliance.  This 
is likely true because there are simply no TDM measures that could be implemented 
that would reduce trips by 15%.  The requirement for City Planning and LADOT 
approval does nothing absent a specific performance standard and compliance 
mechanism.  To illustrate the point further, the Final EIR notes that the owner will 
implement TDM elements including vehicle trip reduction incentives and services.24  
The Final EIR, of course, does not elaborate on what those services might include nor 
explain the Project proponent’s reasoning behind the level of reduction this will 
realistically achieve.  The Final EIR also indicates the owner will provide “on-site 
education about alternative transportation modes,” with no further detail as to what 
that education will entail or how effective it might be at reducing trip generation.  
This is especially confusing given that any on-site education to hotel guests will occur 
after arrival, when guests have likely already arranged transportation for their visit, 
including rental cars that in all likelihood will already have created traffic impacts 
and that are likely to be used throughout a guest’s stay.  The TDM plan must be 
mandatory, and it is unclear how a 15% reduction can reasonably be assumed if the 
exact measures are not identified.  CEQA does not permit deferral of identification of 
such measures, yet the TDM program, as proposed, is entirely illusory.  Also, an EIR 
cannot incorporate proposed mitigation measures into its project description and then 
conclude that any potential impacts from the project will be less than significant.25   

 
• The TIS appears to take liberties with the use of the ITE Manual to reduce trips 

associated with the Project: 
 
o The TIS assumes the hotel component would generate an average of 8.17 

weekday trips per room (ITE Code 310).  That 8.17 trips per room does not 

                                                 
23 DEIR at 4.K-14. 
 
24 Id. 
 
25 Trisha Lee Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656-660.  
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appear be based on the ITE Manual.  The ITE Manual provides, for instance, 
that the average weekday trip rate of a hotel per room is 8.36 trips.  However, 
that number would appear to underrepresent potential traffic because it 
assumes that not all rooms will be occupied.  The ITE Manual identifies a 
substantially larger rate (12.23 trips) for occupied rooms.  Given the 
anticipated demand for hotel rooms in Venice, especially during the summer, 
the Final EIR’s use of an ITE rate that assumes some portion of rooms will be 
unoccupied is misleading.  Applying the 12.23 trips per room rate, the hotel 
would generate 954 trips, not 637 trips.  It is of paramount importance that 
anticipated trips are appropriately calculated and represented because it 
impacts not only project parking, but also the surrounding neighborhood (if 
there is inadequate parking, people will drive around and look for parking).   

 
o The TIS assumes that the restaurants will be “high quality” restaurants for 

purposes of trip generation.  However, high quality restaurants are those with 
a typical stay duration of a least one hour.  They also do not serve breakfast, 
and some do not serve lunch.  The Final EIR does not affirmatively state that 
any restaurants will not serve lunch and, in fact, the Project’s plans suggest 
otherwise.  A use called the “AK Marketplace” is identified on the plans, and 
given the hotel use incorporated into the Project, it is likely that at least one of 
the restaurant spaces will include breakfast service.  Thus, it appears that the 
“quality restaurant” rate is not appropriate, and actually understates trips.  The 
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant rate is more appropriate.  If applied, 
that rate would generate approximately 427 trips, as opposed to the 343 
assumed by the TIS.   

 
o The TIS assumes a total trip reduction (through pass-bys and internal capture 

credits) of nearly 24%.  Each of the individual uses proposed by the Project, 
including the retail, hotel, restaurant, and office uses, all take various trip 
credits to reduce overall trips (from 1,236 trips to 939 trips).  This reduction is 
significant, and must be justified.  For instance, it is unclear how office uses, 
which directly create trips from people coming to work, are amenable to a 
nearby 54% assumed internal trip capture credit.  The TIS certainly does not 
explain why such a large reduction is justified.  It states, with respect to the 
internal trip capture reduction: “An internal trip capture reduction was applied 
to the proposed retail use.  Internal trip capture is based on the premise that 
some of the hotel employees and guests on the site, as well as adjacent 
commercial parcels would use the retail, thereby reducing some of the trips 
that the proposed project would otherwise generate.”26 Thus, the TIA states 

                                                 
26 TIS at p. 15 (emphasis added).  
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that an internal trip capture reduction was applied only for proposed retail 
uses, as assumed to be used by hotel patrons.  Table 4 – Project Trip 
Generation clearly takes internal trip capture credits for all uses, not just retail 
uses.  The Final EIR is internally inconsistent and misleads the public.  Also, 
the rationale for a trip reduction for retail uses, even if justified, does not 
apply to proposed office uses, and the TIS makes no attempt at justification.27   

 
o The TIS takes credit for a reduction of 116 trips through elimination of the 

existing day care use.  This reduction is excessive and not supported by 
evidence.  First, the ITE Code used by the TIS (565) actually has an average 
weekday trip rate of 47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet.  The TIS assumes the 
day care generates 74.06 trips per 1,000 square feet.  It is unclear from where 
the TIS’s 74.06 trip number comes.  The ITE Manual (10th Edition) provides 
a much lower trip generation number (47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet).  
Thus, by overestimating the number of trips resulting from the day care 
center, the TIS takes excessive credit for reducing existing trips.  Using the 
ITE’s actual trip generation number, the day care could reasonably be 
assumed to generate 72.3 trips, not the 116 assumed by the TIS.28  This 
increases the Project’s overall trip counts.   
 

o For existing use trips, the Final EIR appears to do everything it can to 
maximize existing trips while not applying the same rationale to future trips.  
For instance, the Final EIR does not assume any internal capture credits for 
existing office or restaurant uses although the existing uses are likely 
complementary, with office users patronizing restaurants.  The Final EIR 
cannot take such liberties that underrepresent traffic.  

 
 Critically, as discussed in connection with the Project Approvals, the Final EIR 
completely fails to analyze special events.  Its failure to account for possible events is a 
significant omission.  Even assuming a small event (less than half of total capacity – 200 people), 
such an event would significantly increase the number of vehicle trips to the Project.  The Final 
EIR simply ignores these trips.  As noted in the Final EIR, events are not speculative, but are 
contemplated at the hotel’s assembly spaces.  The EIR must analyze trips associated with events 
                                                 
27 The TIS likewise does not explain why a trip capture reduction of nearly 14% is appropriate for restaurant uses 
given that the restaurant uses are considered separate from the hotel.  It also appears that the hotel somehow takes an 
internal trip capture credit.  It is unclear how the hotel would result in any trip captures given, as the TI notes, a trip 
capture credit is based upon hotel patrons using retail uses.  It appears that the TIS is double counting.   
 
28 It should be noted that the existing day care serves an average of 30 children per day.  If each student represents 
one trip, and accounting for a reasonable number of employees (6-8), the day care would generate somewhere 
around 50 trips, max, per day.  Given this, the TIS’s assumed 116 trips per day is extremely excessive.   
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(which will occur within a small window and will occur simultaneously with all other Project 
trips [hotel guests, restaurant use, etc.]).  

 
The Final EIR is also inconsistent with respect to its measurement of peak trips.  For 

example, DEIR Table 4.K-4 provides for a total of 80 PM Peak Hour trips, yet the noise analysis 
estimates only 54 PM Peak Hour trips.29  This inconsistency must be reconciled. 

 
The Project also proposes to utilize valet services for many of the cars expected at the 

Project.  Due to the proposed volume of traffic, the Final EIR proposes a Main Valet Area and a 
Secondary Valet Area.  The Secondary Valet Area is proposed along Abbot Kinney during peak 
evening hours (proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.).  This will require a 
loading zone that will eliminate on-street parking, increasing both parking and traffic impacts.  
The valet area also extends nearly to the boundary of 1041 Abbot Kinney, yet the Final EIR 
imposes no measures to ensure that queuing vehicles waiting to utilize the Secondary Valet Area 
will not impact existing properties.  

 
The Final EIR also provides that “staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the 

Main Valet Area at all times, to divert vehicles as needed to the Secondary Valet Area,” which 
will only be staffed after 5:00 p.m. each day.30  Yet the DEIR does not account for the fact that 
diversion of any vehicle from the main valet to the secondary valet is essentially creating at least 
double trips at relevant intersections (e.g., Abbot Kinney and Westminster) – and possibly more 
than double trips, due to the need to then park those cars off-site once they have been diverted to 
the secondary valet.  This impact must be analyzed. 

 
The Final EIR also does not analyze the possibility that the Secondary Valet Area may be 

needed prior to 5:00 p.m. on any given day, particularly during busy holiday weekends for the 
hotel or during any events where guests may arrive prior to 5:00 p.m.  The DEIR does not 
analyze these potential trips, nor does it propose any measures to mitigate the additional trips that 
may be caused by operating two valet areas in different locations, one of which is not always 
operational. 

 
The Final EIR’s lack of substantial evidence explaining its trip generation and trip 

reduction assumptions, inconsistent measurement peak hour trips, its liberties with the ITE trip 

                                                 
29 DEIR at 4.H-23. 
 
30 Id. at 4.K-32, TRANS-PDF-6.  If events are occurring, it is likely that the Secondary Valet Area will be needed to 
accommodate vehicles.   
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rates, and insufficient analysis of traffic impacts caused by the proposed valet areas are each 
individually violations of CEQA.31   

 
B.  The Final EIR’s Parking Analysis is Insufficient.  

The Final EIR does not adequately evaluate impacts that will result from the Project’s 
inadequate parking supply and automated parking system.  The Final EIR asserts that parking “is 
no longer a CEQA issue” and indicates that “secondary issues related to loss of parking due to 
the Project are discussed for informational purposes.”32  This is inappropriate.  The potential 
“secondary issues” created by parking are direct, physical environmental impacts (including air 
quality and traffic impacts) that will result from people being redirected to other parking areas 
and/or people unwilling to wait for valet service due to future inadequacies.  These secondary 
impacts must be analyzed in the Final EIR.  Eliminating the discussion of potential secondary 
impacts associated with parking deficiencies from the Final EIR results in an environmental 
document that fails to fully analyze the Project’s environmental impacts.  The Project’s parking 
deficiency must be analyzed to ensure that both the general public and decisionmakers are 
adequately informed as to the Project’s potential impacts. 

i.  The Parking Analysis Does Not Adequately Evaluate Compliance with the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

 
As noted above, the Project does not comply with the LAMC’s parking requirements, 

undercounts required parking, and fails to provide the number of Beach Impact Parking spaces 
required by the VCZSP.  The Final EIR’s failure to evaluate these significant code compliance 
issues is a significant flaw that deprives the public of the opportunity to meaningfully evaluate 
the Project’s parking impacts.  The Final EIR must be revised to fully evaluate the Project’s 
compliance with all applicable parking regulations, and recirculated.  
 

ii.  The Parking Analysis Erroneously Claims It Will Not Contribute to Cumulative 
Parking Demands. 

 
The Final EIR asserts “the parking demand associated with the Project would not 

contribute to the cumulative demand for parking in the vicinity of the Project Site as a result of 
development of the Project and related projects because all Project parking can be 
accommodated on the Project Site.”33  This is categorically untrue.  As discussed above, the fact 
                                                 
31 See Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1259 
(substantial evidence must support an agency’s conclusions). 
 
32 DEIR at 4.K-13, Footnote 11; see also DEIR at 4.K-30, Footnote 12. 
 
33 Id. at 4.K-54 – 4.K-55. 
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that the Project’s parking operations rely on the Secondary Valet Area shows that all Project 
parking cannot be accommodated onsite.  

 
However, this is not the only way in which the proposed Project will contribute to 

cumulative parking demands.  The Final EIR provides that the maximum queue assumed to be 
manageable for operations at the Main Valet Area is six vehicles.34  Vehicles that cannot be 
accommodated within that queue would purportedly be directed to the Secondary Valet Area.35  
Yet the Final EIR concedes that “[a]t times during the evening, queues at the Main Valet Area 
may lengthen due to loading/passenger delays or parking system issues,” which may require 
vehicles to be redirected to the Secondary Valet Area.36  However, the Secondary Valet Area 
will only be available between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m., and the Final EIR provides no 
alternatives for any vehicle overflow outside of those hours.37  Given the significant deficiencies 
in the automated parking system, the Secondary Valet Area will require use more often than just 
after 5:00 p.m.   

 
Also, the Final EIR fails to account for the possibility that there will be parking overflow 

on weekdays, especially when events are occurring.  The TIS explains that there is an off-site 
parking lot that is capable of accommodating 80 cars.  The use of this lot is secured by a lease, 
which is not sufficient to ensure the long-term availability of the parking spaces.  Moreover, the 
TIS states that the off-site lot is used “during the weekends” after 6:00 p.m.38  Presumably, this 
limitation of use – weekends after 6:00 p.m. – is reflected in the terms of the lease.39  As 
discussed above, there will undoubtedly be times where the on-site parking and primary valet 
will not be capable of handling parking demand generated by the Project (particularly, when 
events are occurring during the week).  Where will cars be parked in such circumstances?  What 
happens as more cars are redirected to the Secondary Valet Area and cars queue beyond the 
assumed maximum queuing?  

 
The Final EIR does not provide any measures to separate the proposed queueing area 

from 1041 Abbot Kinney, besides potential striping to delineate the queueing area from the other 
property.  The potential for overflow into 1041 Abbot Kinney’s driveway is high, and there is no 
guarantee that striping will be adhered to, either by valets on-site or by guests queueing for the 
Secondary Valet Area.  The Secondary Valet Area also proposes queuing along Abbot Kinney 
                                                 
34 Id. at 4.K-46. 
 
35 Id. 
 
36 Id. at 4.K-47. 
 
38 TIS at p. 51.   
 
39 The terms of the lease must be disclosed to ensure adequate parking is secured to handle true parking demand. 
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during peak hours, when there will be a high volume of traffic.  This creates a loading zone on 
the already busy Abbot Kinney which will eliminate on-street parking.  This reduction in 
available parking is not accounted for in the Final EIR’s analysis of parking and traffic impacts. 

 
Additionally, there are inconsistencies within the Final EIR with respect to queueing in 

the Secondary Valet area.  Final EIR Section 4.K and the Traffic Study both refer to sufficient 
queueing for eight vehicles along Abbot Kinney Blvd.40  Yet the site plan in Appendix G-1 of 
the Traffic Study only shows room for six vehicles along Abbot Kinney, and the LADOT Queue 
Analysis Worksheet in Appendix G-2 also indicates the queueing calculation for the Secondary 
Valet Area only allows for queuing of six vehicles.41  These inconsistencies must be resolved.  In 
any event, any queuing occurring on Abbot Kinney will have both traffic and parking 
implications that must be fully evaluated.  
 

iii.  The Final EIR Does Not Properly Evaluate Potential Impacts of the Automated 
Parking System. 

 

The Final EIR estimates that the Project’s Automated Parking System can service eighty 
vehicles per hour, “[b]ased on the manufacturer’s calculations…”42  First, this calculation 
effectively assumes the system will be able to service one car every 45 seconds, which is not 
supported by any evidence or the speed with which existing systems operate. 43  Second, the 
EIR’s bald, unsupported statement that the 45 second service time is based upon the 
manufacturer’s calculations does not satisfy CEQA’s evidentiary requirements.44  The fact that 
there is overwhelming evidence that such systems operate significantly slower and less 
efficiently than the hotel’s lift system demands further analysis and disclosure in the Final EIR.   

 
                                                 
40 Id.; see also TIS at 42. 
 
41 TIS at 244-247. 
 
42 DEIR at 4.K-47.   
 
43 For example, AutoParkIt estimates a retrieval timeline of 40-180 seconds (see 
https://www.dasherlawless.com/automation/faq/), and designed the automated parking structure at Helms Bakery, 
which estimated 90-120 seconds for vehicle retrieval from its 247-space structure; CityLify has an estimated 
retrieval time of 130 seconds (see https://cityliftparking.com/solutions/aisle, “Plan Sheet 1013 – Subgrade Plan”); 
Utronics, whose City of West Hollywood Parking Structure project video shows a car loading in about 90 seconds 
(see https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H6BQuggpWWg); AutpPark Parking Solutions indicates that while 
retrieval time depends on the design, the “basic design is based on max 3 minutes retrieval time for a car to entry 
gate (average 90 sec).” (see http://www.autopark-parking.com/en/product-and-solution/faq-s). 
 
44 Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 900 
(mere uncorroborated opinion does not constitute substantial evidence).  
 

https://www.dasherlawless.com/automation/faq/
https://cityliftparking.com/solutions/aisle
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H6BQuggpWWg
http://www.autopark-parking.com/en/product-and-solution/faq-s
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Third, the Final EIR’s own calculations as to service times and the lift system’s adequacy 
is inaccurate and misleading.  It explains that, based upon the manufacturers specifications of 45 
seconds per vehicle, the lifts would be capable of handling peak hour trips with a vehicle queue 
of no more than three vehicles.  The analysis is based upon fundamental errors: 

 
• 45 seconds per car is not a reasonable assumption, as discussed above.  The 45 

seconds per car estimate is on the extreme low end of estimates from leading 
automated parking manufacturers.  In fact, the average retrieval time from those 
leading automated parking system manufacturers is 104 seconds per car (based on 
the times outlined in Footnote 41).  If this average proves accurate, the Project’s 
Automated Parking System will more likely be capable of servicing 35 cars an 
hour, less than half of the Final EIR’s estimate.  This will increase queuing 
significantly and require greater diversion to the Secondary Valet Area, vastly 
increasing traffic, noise and air emissions at certain intersections and on Abbot 
Kinney.  These impacts must be analyzed.  
 

• There is no discussion of out-bound trips, which will divert lifts from servicing in-
bound trips and will impact lift service time.  The TIS notes that the PM peak 
hour will generate 80 trips (43 in-bound and 37 out-bound), not just the 44 in-
bound trips assumed for the lift analysis.45  Thus, the automated parking system 
must be capable of servicing 80 vehicles per hour to avoid substantial queuing 
and diversion of trips.   
 

• There is no accounting for events, which will increase vehicles substantially 
beyond the assumed  peak hours.   

 
Additionally, the site plan in Appendix G-1 provides that the Main Valet Area can store 

six vehicles at a time as they are processed into the parking system.46  The Final EIR asserts that 
the proposed rate of service of the Automated Parking System will result in only three vehicles 
queuing at the Main Valet Area at any given time.47  However, the Final EIR admits “[p]otential 
short-term overflows of inbound vehicles were considered in this analysis, using an assumption 
of 50 percent of the total peak-hour inbound vehicles or a value of 22.”48  The Final EIR 
proposes to resolve this issue by utilizing two or three valet employees to service the overflow 
vehicles.  This creates at least two issues, neither of which is evaluated within the Final EIR.  

                                                 
45 TIS at p. 17.  
 
46 TIS at 245. 
 
47 DEIR at 4.K-47. 
 
48 Id. 
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First, the assumed overflow depends upon the accuracy of the Final EIR’s Automated Parking 
System service estimations, which may be flawed.  If in fact the system can only service 35 cars 
an hour, rather than the proposed 80 cars an hour, the short-term overflow is all but certain to 
exceed 22 cars an hour during peak hours.  This will inevitably create further back ups and 
delays, with unforeseen and unanalyzed traffic and parking impacts as the result.   

 
Second, the Final EIR’s overflow assumptions rely on the drive time from the Main Valet 

Area to the Secondary Valet Area being only one minute, and the walk time from the Secondary 
Valet Area back to the Main Valet Area being only two minutes.  Based on these assumptions, 
the Final EIR estimates that each valet employee will be able to park 20 vehicles an hour.  These 
estimates are incredibly optimistic, to say the least.  This assumes that the valets will be able to 
navigate the narrow Electric Avenue, including any outstanding queue which may make it 
impossible to take the easier route to the Secondary Valet Area, and either make a left-hand turn 
at Broadway and then a left-hand turn with no red light onto the busy Abbot Kinney or make a 
right-hand turn at Westminster and then wait at the red light to make a right-hand turn onto 
Abbot Kinney.  This estimate also does not account for the possibility of six to eight vehicles 
queuing at the Secondary Valet Area at any given time after having been redirected from the 
Main Valet Area.  If such a queue were to form, it would take well in excess of the proposed one 
minute drive time to park a vehicle.  Even if it only took an extra minute to park the vehicle, and 
the walking estimate were accurate, this would mean each valet could park only 15 vehicles an 
hour, rather than the proposed 20.  This would reduce the proposed service rate of 40 vehicles 
per hour at the Secondary Valet Area to only 30 vehicles per hour. 

 
The only proposed Project Design Feature to alleviate these impacts is the existence of 

the Secondary Valet Area, which again is only proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 
a.m.  This is, quite simply, insufficient to alleviate the parking impacts the Project will impose on 
the surrounding neighborhood.  As discussed above, the Secondary Valet Area is secured only by 
lease, and there is no existing or proposed covenant to ensure the Secondary Valet Area remains 
available to alleviate parking impacts long term.  Additionally, the Final EIR does not propose to 
limit events at the Project to the hours during which the Secondary Valet Area will be 
operational, nor does the Final EIR provide any analysis of the parking and traffic impacts of any 
events held when the Secondary Valet Area will not be operational.  The impacts of any short-
term overflow outside of those hours is unaddressed in the present Final EIR, which must be 
revised to account for possible impacts outside of those hours, and to properly assess the likely 
operational capabilities of both the Automated Parking System and the valets on-site. 

 
iv.  The Parking Impacts Are Significant and Require Additional Mitigation. 
 
The Final EIR asserts that “[i]n accordance with SB 743 and pursuant to PRC Section 

21099, parking impacts for the Project, and for other related projects that qualify as infill projects 
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in transit priority areas, would not be considered significant.”49  However, the Public Resources 
Code provides only that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.”50  This Project does not qualify for the claimed 
exemption, because it does not qualify as a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment 
center project.51  The inclusion of four apartment units, consisting in total of roughly 3% of the 
Project’s square footage, does not by itself convert the Project from a commercial use to a 
mixed-use residential project.  Additionally, even if Section 21099 were to apply here, it does not 
eliminate the need for the project to analyze “secondary parking impacts caused by ensuing 
traffic congestion” including “air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with 
transportation.”52  The Final EIR does not adequately analyze the significant parking impacts 
imposed by the Project, and does not sufficiently analyze the secondary parking impacts the 
Project will undoubtedly create. 

C.  The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis Does not Comply with CEQA. 

The Project’s noise impact analysis contained in the Final EIR relies on incorrect and 
unsupported assumptions, applies inappropriate thresholds, and omits significant information 
necessary for informed decision-making.  These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised 
to ensure compliance with CEQA. 

i.  The Noise Analysis Relies on Outdated Traffic Calculations. 

As discussed above, the Traffic Study includes stale and outdated traffic counts that 
severely discount the traffic levels existing in the vicinity of the Project.  Because the Final 
EIR’s analysis of off-site traffic noise depends upon these counts, the noise analysis likewise 
significantly underestimates existing off-site traffic noise.53  The EIR process is intended to 
                                                 
49 Id. at 4.K-55. 
 
50 Public Resources Code § 21099(d)(1). 
 
51 While Public Resources Code § 21099 does not provide a definition of “mixed-use residential” project, Section 
21159.25 provides that a “residential or mixed-use housing project” means “a project consisting of multifamily 
residential uses only or a mix of multifamily residential and nonresidential uses, with at least two-thirds of the 
square footage of the development designed for residential use.”  This reading is further supported by Section 
21159.28(d), which provides “a residential or mixed-use residential project is a project where at least 75 percent of 
the total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority project 
as defined in Section 21155.” 
 
52 Covina Residents for Responsible Dev. v. City of Covina, (2018) 21 Cal. App. 5th 712, 728. 
 
53 DEIR at 4.H-13 (“Operational noise levels were calculated based on traffic volumes in the traffic study…”). 
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protect not only the environment, but also the ability of the public to engage in informed self-
government.54  However, without an appropriate analysis of the existing noise around the Project 
Site, both of these purposes are thwarted.55 

ii.  The Final EIR Fails to Identify Important Sensitive Receptors and Analyze 
Impacts to Those Receptors.  

The Final EIR does not identify 1043 Abbot Kinney, which maintains a Certificate of 
Occupancy as a live/work space that can be utilized for residential purposes, as a sensitive 
receptor.56  The Final EIR’s characterization of 1043 Abbot Kinney as non-sensitive, and thus its 
failure to conclude that noise impacts to the property are significant, appears based on the Project 
proponent’s misunderstanding of the use designations for that property.  The LA CEQA 
Thresholds Guide states that “[r]esidences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some 
passive recreation areas would each be considered noise-and vibration-sensitive and may warrant 
unique measures for protection from intruding noise.”57  The Final EIR recognizes that 500 feet 
is the appropriate screening distance for assessing construction-related noise, yet inexplicably 
excludes 1043 Abbot Kinney, mere feet away from the Project, as a sensitive use.  Instead, it 
incorrectly identifies 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney as office space.58   

A sensitive receptor may include any area, use, or building where human activity may be 
adversely affected when noise levels exceed applicable thresholds.  Without a doubt, both 1041 
and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating from 
the Project.  1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a 
relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as 
to potential artistic or business goals.  Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office 
space, the ability of a business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet environment in 
which business can be conducted.  1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, includes residential 
uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the extreme noise generated by 
the Project.  By assessing these uses as simply “office space,” the Final EIR failed to recognize 
these as potential sensitive receptors that could be negatively impacted by the Project. 

                                                 
54 See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 390. 
 
55 See Citizens for East Shore Parks, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 563 (noting that administrative agencies should 
adjust baselines as the environmental process unfolds to ensure informed decision-making). 
 
56 DEIR at 4.H-10. 
 
57 Id. 
 
58 Id. at 4.H-28. 
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An EIR must analyze and disclose the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts 
of a project.59  Here, the Final EIR attempts to rely on a generalized identification of those uses 
that are considered sensitive to foreclose the possibility of additional sensitive receptors.  This is 
inappropriate, especially when the other area receptors are of the nature that significant 
construction and operational noise would negatively impact their usage.60  The Final EIR’s 
failure to identify these impacts as significant violates CEQA. 

iii.  Construction Noise Is Quantified Incorrectly and Underestimated. 

The Final EIR admits that “the worst-case analysis below does not account for the 10 
dBA ground-level source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 5-dBA significance threshold 
would be exceeded at multiple sensitive receptors during construction activities.”61  This “worst-
case” analysis does not analyze construction noise or vibration impacts at 1041 or 1043 Abbot 
Kinney.  This grossly underestimates the actual construction noise and vibration impacts created 
by the Project. 

Moreover, the present uses at 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney are excluded from the Final 
EIR’s analysis of existing noise levels for the Project site.62  This inevitably affects the ultimate 
construction noise analysis, as the methodology for evaluating construction noise depended on 
collection of ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, and the exclusion of 
the closest properties to the Project inevitably skews those results.63  The Final EIR also utilizes 
the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment from May 
2006 and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Noise from Construction Equipment and 
Operations, Building and Home Appliances” assessment from 1971 in order to evaluate noise 
and vibration impacts.  This results in numbers that are inconsistent with those provided by the 
Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, and the 
more recently updated Federal Highway Administration’s Noise Measurement Handbook.64  The 
construction noise numbers asserted in the Final EIR must be thoroughly examined to ensure 

                                                 
59 Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1182. 
 
60 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com., supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1382. 
 
61 DEIR at 4.H-26. 
 
62 Id. at Table 4.H-6. 
 
63 Id. at 4.H-13. 
 
64 Updated June 1, 2018, available at 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/measurement/handbook.cfm#toc492990727.  
 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/measurement/handbook.cfm#toc492990727
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they accurately reflect the most recent estimates as to noise generated by construction and 
revised as necessary.  Any failure to do so constitutes a violation of CEQA. 

iv.  The Noise Attenuation Assumed Is Unsupported.  

The Final EIR generally asserts that “[n]oise levels generated by a stationary noise 
source, or ‘point source,’ will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (e.g., 
pavement) and 7.5 dBA over soft surfaces (e.g., grass) for each doubling of the distance.”65  The 
Final EIR fails to provide any factual evidence or support for this assumption.66  Moreover, in 
making this assertion without factual support, the Final EIR wholly ignores the physical 
characteristics of the Project Site and surrounding area, which are both characterized by 
hardscape (over which noise attenuates slower).  The Final EIR does not support its analysis of 
noise attenuation, and does not provide a site-specific analysis of the likely attenuation levels at 
the Project site. 

v.  The Final EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate Operational Noise Impacts. 

When analyzing  operational noise, the Final EIR assesses (1) vehicle noise, (2) parking 
noise, (3) valet noise, (4) truck unloading noise, (4) mechanical equipment noise, (5) pool deck 
noise, (6) rooftop garden noise, and (5) courtyard activity.67  However, only the noise levels for 
off-site sources are actually quantified and compared to existing ambient levels.68  This analysis 
is inappropriate as it omits important information necessary for the public and decisionmakers to 
fully understand the significant noise impacts.69 

Where an agency fails to include information mandated by CEQA, the agency fails to 
proceed in a manner required by law.70  Here, the Final EIR fails in two important ways.  First, 
the Final EIR fails to quantify operational noise emanating from different sources.  For example, 

                                                 
65 DEIR at 4.H-8. 
 
66 Public Resources Code § 21080(e)(1) (substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts). 
 
67 DEIR at 4.H-19; see also DEIR at 4.H-21 – 4.H-22. 
 
68 Id. at Table 4.H-11. 
 
69 CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (CEQA requires that environmental documents “be prepared with a sufficient degree 
of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently 
takes account of environmental consequences”). 
 
70 Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 20 Cal.4th 412, 435. 
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the Final EIR indicates that “the pool deck would also include live entertainment, but only during 
non-school hours.”71  However, the Final EIR does not estimate the noise level of live 
entertainment on the pool deck, and this temporal limitation is not included as a condition, 
project design feature, or mitigation measure.  Thus, it is an unenforceable assumption upon 
which the analysis is based.  This is inappropriate.  Second, the Final EIR fails to quantify the 
totality of operational impacts by combining the various sources of operational noise.  Certainly, 
each of the discussed operational noise sources do not operate independently, but rather are 
multiple sources that will intermingle to create operational noise.  The tactics and methodology 
employed by the Final EIR erroneously discount these impacts. 

Further, the Final EIR does not identify a post-mitigation noise level by clarifying what 
noise reductions would result.  For example, the Final EIR proposes to mitigate noise from the 
roof deck by positioning non-amplified music and live entertainment on the south side of the 
decks, “as far as possible from residences on Electric Avenue.”72  Leaving aside that this once 
again does not account for residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney, and that this mitigation 
measure in fact proposes to place music and live entertainment closer to the residential uses at 
that property, the Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, would result from this 
mitigation measure. 

The Final EIR also did not take noise measurements from similar establishments to 
establish a baseline level of noise the Project may generate once fully operational.  This renders 
the Final EIR’s analysis of operational noise impacts under-informed and highly speculative. 

D.  The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA. 

The Project’s Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) analysis relies on the California Air Resources 
Control Board’s (“CARB”) Climate Change Scoping Plan (“Scoping Plan”) and the Southern 
California Association of Governments (“SCAG”) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (“RTP/SCS”), neither of which are applicable to a project-specific 
analysis.  Additionally, proposed Project Design Features rely on LEED certification, which is 
not sufficient to ensure GHG reductions.  These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised 
to ensure compliance with CEQA. 

i.  The Final EIR Determines Significance Based on a Statewide Scoping Plan 
and Regional Transportation Plan, Neither of Which Can Be Applied to a 
Project-Specific Analysis. 

The Final EIR determines significance based on compliance with (1) the CARB Scoping 
Plan, and (2) SCAG’s RTP/SCS.  To begin with, the CARB Scoping Plan is more than ten years 
                                                 
71 DEIR at 4.H-22. 
 
72 Id. at 4.H-25, NOI-MM-12. 
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old, and the DEIR makes no effort to update the Scoping Plan’s recommendations to present 
conditions.  Beyond that, the Scoping Plan is a statewide plan, which analyzes specific measures 
to be implemented at the state-level.  It is not applicable to a project-specific analysis. 

CEQA requires a determination of significance to be based on substantial evidence in 
light of all information before the agency.73  As with other environmental impacts, the focus 
must be on what constitutes a significant impact on climate change that may be caused by the 
project’s physical changes.74  With respect to GHG impacts, “[t]he question therefore becomes 
whether the project’s incremental addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively considerable’ in 
light of the global problem, and thus significant.”75  An analysis of GHG impacts is required to 
keep pace with scientific knowledge and regulatory schemes.76  Because the issue of climate 
change must be discussed in a cumulative context, an important consideration in selecting and 
developing significance thresholds is identifying the level at which a project’s individual 
emissions would be cumulatively considerable.  While it is not inappropriate to reference 
statewide or regional plans, “[a] significance analysis based on compliance with such statewide 
regulations … only goes to impacts within the area governed by the regulations.”77 

Here, the Final EIR does not take that necessary additional step to analyze the project-
specific GHG impacts.  Instead, the DEIR concludes that “compliance with a GHG emissions 
reduction plan results in a less than significant impact.”78  This is not accurate.  The Final EIR’s 
GHG emissions reduction plan must be developed with reference to project-specific GHG 
impacts.  Reference only to the Scoping Plan and the RTP/SCS does not alone satisfy this 
requirement. 

ii.  The Final EIR Incorrectly Relies on LEED Certification to Ensure GHG 
Reductions. 

The Final EIR provides that “the design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to 
be capable of achieving at least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s 

                                                 
73 CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (providing a lead agency’s evaluation of a project’s environmental impacts “need not 
be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonable feasible”). 
 
74 Pub. Resources Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines §15064(d); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. 
Amador Water Agency (2003) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1106-07. 
 
75 Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 512. 
 
76 Id. at 519. 
 
77 Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 229. 
 
78 DEIR at 4.E-28. 
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Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or equivalent.”79  This is illusory to 
the extent it assumes some reduction in GHGs, because LEED does not demand energy 
efficiency measures and does not ensure greater energy efficiency than the California Building 
Code.  The Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, is assumed as a result of GHG-PDF-
2.  However, if a reduction is assumed, GHG-PDF-2 is not sufficient to guarantee a reduction.  
At minimum, GHG-PDF-2 must mandate LEED measures, or other environmental measures, 
sufficient to ensure any claimed reduction.  LEED is concerned with sustainability rather than 
focusing solely on energy efficiency.  Additionally, it is unclear in the Final EIR whether any 
reduction credit from GHG-PDF-2 may be double-counting beyond California Building Code 
claimed reductions.  The Final EIR’s GHG analysis contains significant deficiencies and must be 
substantially revised to fully analyze the project-specific GHG impacts and the likely effect of 
any condition, project design feature, or mitigation measure designed to reduce those impacts. 

III.  CONCLUSION. 

The proposed Project would create a massive new complex with hotel, restaurant, event 
space, commercial, and residential uses all incorporated into the already bustling Abbot Kinney 
area.  The Project would draw large numbers of tourists to an area that is already independently a 
tourist attraction, in addition to creating a large number of additional local trips as a result of its 
commercial, restaurant, and event spaces.  If developed, the proposed Project would reshape not 
just its immediate surroundings, but Abbot Kinney generally, resulting in significant parking, 
traffic, and noise impacts on neighboring properties and residents.  For the reasons stated above, 
the Project Approvals were each made in error and each constitute an abuse of discretion.  And 
in the face of potentially massive short and long term environmental impacts, the Final EIR falls 
far short of analyzing and mitigating those impacts to the level required by CEQA.  

The Final EIR has significant deficiencies in its impacts analyses, and bases some of its 
impact conclusions on unsupported assumptions and unsubstantiated claims about impact 
reductions.  It fails to properly analyze the Project’s trip generation estimates and fails to 
substantiate its claimed trip reductions.  The Final EIR attempts to avoid analyzing parking 
impacts entirely, and completely fails to account for the secondary impacts the parking issues the 
Project will create may have on the surrounding community.  The noise analysis ignores nearby 
sensitive receptors and fails to account for the cumulative impacts of the Project’s numerous 
outdoor event spaces.  And the Final EIR does not accurately account for its GHG impacts, 
relying on statewide and regional plans rather than analyzing the project-specific impacts, and 
assuming LEED certification will be sufficient to reduce GHG impacts without accounting for 
how those reductions will actually occur. 

The Final EIR fails to accomplish its purposes under CEQA, both because its analyses 
and conclusions are not based on substantial evidence, and because it does not provide sufficient 
                                                 
79 Id. at 4.E-24, GHG-PDF-2. 
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detail to allow those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to meaningfully 
consider the issues raised by the proposed Project.  CEQA requires that the Final EIR must be 
substantially revised and recirculated. 

 Thank you for your consideration.  Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact me.  
 
 
 Sincerely, 

 
/s/ Carl Lisberger 
 
Carl Lisberger 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
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APPEAL TO THE WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 

Justification/Reasons for Appealing 
 
Case Nos. Case No. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
 CEQA No. ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
 
Project Location: 1011 Electric Avenue & 1021-51 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
 Venice Planning Area 
 
Determinations: Approvals: 

CUB: The sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-
site consumption in conjunction with a proposed hotel restaurant; the sale 
and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on- and off-site 
consumption in conjunction with a market within the hotel; a full line of 
alcoholic beverages provided in in-room liquor cabinets; sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages by hotel guest room services; and on-site consumption 
of alcoholic beverages in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge, 
and hotel business center. 
CU: Conditional Use to allow a use and maintenance of an Apartment Hotel 
within 500 feet of a residential zone; and 
CDP: Coastal Development Permit authorizing demolition of existing 
structures and construction of mixed use hotel project with 78 guest rooms 
and 4 dwelling units; and 
SPR: Site Plan Review of mixed use hotel project with 78 guest rooms; and 
SPP: Project Permit Compliance for a project within the Venice Coastal 
Zone Specific Plan; and 
WDI: Waiver of Dedication and/or Improvements to provide 5-foot 
dedication on Electric Avenue in lieu of 7.5 feet required, and to provide a 
2-foot dedication on Westminster Avenue in lieu of 5 feet required. 

 
 Adopted: 
   Conditions of Approval and Findings. 
   Statement of Overriding Considerations 
   Mitigation Monitoring Program for Venice Place Project EIR 
 
 CEQA Certification: 
   Venice Place Project EIR—CEQA No. ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
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I. Identification of Appellants; 

Preliminary Statement Regarding Coronavirus / COVID-19 Issues. 
 
This appeal is brought on behalf of Keep Neighborhoods First,1 as well as the class of all 
interested persons unable to file an appeal in this case due to the ongoing public health 
emergency resulting from the coronavirus/COVID-19 pandemic (collectively, “Appellants”). As 
this administrative appeal is being prepared and filed, residents and businesses within the City of 
Los Angeles are operating under emergency orders issued by Mayor Garcetti (the City’s “Safer 
at Home” order)2 and the Los Angeles County Health Officer, Muntu Davis, MD, MPH (the 
County’s “Safer at Home” order).3 In addition, California Governor Gavin Newsom has issued 
Executive Order N-33-20, applicable to the entire state, ordering “all individuals living in the 
State of California to stay home or at their place of residence except as needed to maintain 
continuity of operations of the federal critical infrastructure sectors…”4 All three orders were 
issued March 19, 2020. Updates to state and local orders and recommendations are ongoing. 
 
Appellants note they are proceeding under the specific direction of the Los Angeles Department 
of City Planning (“Planning”) with respect to alternate procedures to be followed in the filing of 
this appeal due to the ongoing public health emergency. Planning has directed Appellants to file 
their appeal as follows per a March 24, 2020 email received from Senior City Planner Juliet Oh: 
 

[Planning is] currently working with the [Development Service Centers] to create 
procedures that may allow appeals to be submitted electronically. Due to current 
constraints in our system, applicants and appellants still need to provide fee 
payment in the form of a check. In lieu of the "drop box" system currently in 
place, we've worked out a temporary "mail-in" option. See instructions below.     
 
You can file your appeal application and justification and provide supplemental 
information/justification after an appeal application has been accepted. This 
includes additional appeal points, if needed. 
 
Step 1 - Send via USPS: 
- Original Appeal Application (wet signatures) 
- Appeal Fee, check payable to the City of Los Angeles  
 
Mail to: 
City Planning - Metro DSC 

																																																								
1 Keep Neighborhoods First is a grassroots community coalition of neighbors, tenants, and affordable 
housing advocates who work together to solve the problems created by the proliferation of illegal, 
commercial short-term rentals in our neighborhoods that results in the loss of affordable housing.   
2 See 
https://www.lamayor.org/sites/g/files/wph446/f/article/files/SAFER_AT_HOME_ORDER2020.03.19.pdf.  
3 See http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/lac/1070029_COVID-
19_SaferAtHome_HealthOfficerOrder_20200319_Signed.pdf.  
4 See https://covid19.ca.gov/img/Executive-Order-N-33-20.pdf.  
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201 N. Figueroa St. 
4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
*Please be mindful of the end of the appeal period. This mailing must be 
postmarked by March 26th. 
 
Step 2 - Send email to notify DSC, provide the case number, contact information 
(email/phone number) of appellant, and attach the following as individual 
attachments: 
- copy of signed appeal application 
- justification 
- letter of determination 
*For this case, please email the materials above to: 
ralph.avila@lacity.org, maritza.przekop@lacity.org, and juliet.oh@lacity.org. 
 
The mailed (via USPS or courier) materials in Step 1 must be postmarked by the 
end of the appeal period. Step 1 and 2 must be completed. An email alone does 
not satisfy the appeal application requirements.  
 
We are currently working with administrative staff to prepare an electronic copy 
of the case file. This may be available next week, depending on the capacity of 
our administrative staff.5 

 
Appellants also note that this appeal has been prepared and filed without an adequate opportunity 
to review either the entitlement or environmental case files in the matter, due to the emergency 
closure of certain City offices where such records are ordinarily available for public review. As 
the March 24, 2020 Juliet Oh email alludes, these public records have not been available to 
Appellants or other members of the public during the ongoing public health emergency. Digital 
copies may be provided by Planning, but in all likelihood only after expiration of the appeal 
period. 
 
Appellants appreciate Planning’s acknowledgment that an adequate opportunity to review the 
complete case files in preparing this appeal has not been available and that Appellants may 
therefore supplement this appeal after it is submitted, including supplementing the justifications 
for appeal. 
 
 
 
 
// 
// 
 
																																																								
5 Email from Senior City Planner Juliet Oh to John Given, March 24, 2020 (available upon request). 
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II. Appellants are Aggrieved by the Decision. 
 
Appellants are aggrieved by the ZA’s action in that the approved Venice Place Project (the 
“Project”) will demolish three existing dwelling units on a part of the Project site and in 
buildings subject to the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance that were improperly converted to a 
commercial use prior to the filing of this application. Appellants are further aggrieved that the 
action to approve the Project will create a dangerous precedent to allow short-term rentals in an 
Apartment Hotel use, which is not authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) 
and is specifically contrary to the City’s Home Sharing Ordinance. Appellants reserve the right 
to supplement this statement as to how they are aggrieved following review of Project case files. 
 
III. Justifications/Reasons for Appealing 
 
Appellants, including Keep Neighborhoods First, appeal the Associate Zoning Administrator 
(“ZA”)’s approval of a Conditional Use Permit and other approvals associated with a mixed use 
development referred to as “The Venice Place Project” (the “Project”), comprised of two existing 
restaurants and a new 3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant, a new Apartment Hotel with four 
dwelling units and 78 guest rooms, 2,935 square-foot ground floor retail space, 1,735 square-foot 
spa, and 2,027 square-foot office space.6 In addition, Appellants appeal certification of the 
Project’s Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) (case no. ENV-2016-4321-EIR). 
 
Due to the coronavirus / COVID-19 public health emergency, Appellants and other members of 
the public have been unable to review the case files or listen to recordings, if any, of 
administrative hearings before submitting this appeal. Appellants therefore reserve the right, as 
acknowledged by the Department of City Planning (see Part I, above), to supplement the 
justifications and reasons for appealing, including filing additional appeal points, justifications, 
supporting evidence, and argument not raised herein. In addition, Appellants reserve the right to 
provide supplemental evidence and argument in support of the specific appeal points raised 
below. 
 
Finally, Appellants incorporate as if fully set forth herein any and all evidence, argument, appeal 
points, and justifications presented by other public commenters during the administrative process 
and appeal of this case, including evidence and argument with respect to the certified 
environmental determination and the adopted environmental findings, statement of overriding 
considerations, and mitigation monitoring program. 
 
 
 
 
// 
// 
 
																																																								
6 ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) Determination, March 12, 2020 (the 
“Determination” or “ZA Determination”). 
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A. The Project will demolish three affordable single-family residences that are  
subject to the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance and Mello Act. 

 
Approval of the Project will result in the demolition of three affordable single-family residences 
located at 1047 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, on a portion of the Project site and in residential 
structures that are subject to the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. The ZA Determination 
notes these three homes are “legally permitted as dwelling units” though “currently utilized as 
the Ecole Claire Fontaine Day Care Center.” (Determination at p. 40.) The Determination relies 
on a July 6, 2010 Los Angeles Housing Department finding that no affordable units exist at the 
location.7 As discussed below, the 2010 LAHD finding must have been based on either incorrect 
information obtained by LAHD from the property owner, or an erroneous conclusion that the 
change of use was either permitted by the City or were expected to receive a post-hoc 
legalization through later-issued permits or some other City approval. But there is no evidence to 
support that such approvals were ever issued, while there is strong evidence showing permits 
intended to legalize the use were not utilized and expired, and permit applications following 
expirations never resulted in permits being issued. 
 
In addition to relying on the dated LAHD finding, the environmental approval notes without 
reference to supporting evidence that “the City has already determined that converting the 
buildings back into a residential use is infeasible.”8 This finding is not supported by substantial 
evidence. As the EIR itself notes, “[s]ubstantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” (EIR, p. II-15; see 
Public Resources Code section 210822.2(c).) The infeasibility of utilizing the three homes for 
residential use is claimed in, but not established by, the EIR. 
 
In fact, available public records regarding the conversion of the three residences from their 
original residential use to a commercial use as a private pre-school supports that the conversion 
was done without City approval. While the EIR and Determination allege that the conversion 
dates to 2004, they provide no evidence to support the claim. Even assuming the conversion was 
illegally undertaken in 2004, however, it appears never to have been sanctioned by the City. The 
permit history of 1047 and 1051 S. Abbot Kinney is instructive. 
 
In late 2009 the Department of Building and Safety (“DBS”) received an application to “Legalize 
the use of a Single Family Dwelling as a Child Care Center per DIR 2012-0367-VSO-MEL.”9 
(See DBS Application/Permit 09016-10000-20171, for Plan Check / Job No. B09LA11783.)10 

																																																								
7 LAHD is the precursor agency to the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department. 
8 Venice Place Project Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), p. II-15. 
9 Appellants note for the record that it is unclear how a 2009 application to DBS can have a 2012 director 
sign off referenced as part of the work description. Appellants speculate that the original project 
description could not have referenced the 2012 Director’s action (it had not yet occurred) and the project 
description was changed after the fact. 
10 All referenced permits can be found at the DBS website for APN parcel : 
https://www.ladbsservices2.lacity.org/OnlineServices/PermitReport/PermitResultsbyPin?pin=108B145%
20%20%20989.  



Los Angeles City Council 
Appeal of 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
March 25, 2020 
Page 6 
 
This permit was issued on April 2, 2012. It expired on April 28, 2014, and a refund for the 
apparently unutilized permit was issued to the applicant on August 22, 2014. This expired and 
refunded permit could not have been the basis for legal conversion. 
 
Likewise, the DBS application received to “Legalize the use of a Single Family Dwelling as a 
Child Care Center per DIR 2012-0367-VSO-MEL. E xterior [sic] and interior alterations” could 
not have been the basis for legal conversion. (See DBS Application/Permit 09016-10000-20176, 
also for Plan Check / Job No. B09LA11783.) The permit application was also made in late 2009, 
was issued in early April 2012, but expired in April 2014, and the applicant received a refund in 
August 2014. 
 
A similar third permit application (DBS Application/Permit 09016-10000-20175) is in the record 
for 1051 S. Abbot Kinney. Like the above two permits, it was first applied for in December 2009, 
was issued in April 2012, expired in April 2014, and a refund was issued to the applicant in 
August 2014. It also referenced DIR 2012-0367-VSO-MEL. Like the first two expired and 
refunded permits, it cannot be the basis for legal conversion. 
 
In April 2014, apparently after expiration of the above three permits, a permit application was 
again submitted to allow “Exterior alteration and Change of use from single family dwelling to 
child day care center (ages 2-5).” (See DBS Application/Permit 14016-30000-07331, for Plan 
Check / Job No. B14WL01572.)  Though corrections were issued in May 2014, no clearances 
were ever made. The ‘current status’ now listed at DBS’s website for the permit application 
reflects that the last entry in the record was made on May 22, 2014, and the permit was never 
issued. A never-issued permit could not have been the legal basis for conversion. (See also DBS 
Application/ Permit 14016-30000-07332, associated with 1051 Abbot Kinney, which has the 
same history.) 
 
In September 2016, yet another permit application was submitted to allow “CHANGE OF USE 
FROM SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING TO DAY CARE CENTER (AGES 2-5) (BUILDING 
1).” (See DBS Application/Permit 16016-10000-23185, for Plan Check / Job No. B16LA14955.) 
Corrections for this application were issued in December 2016, but like the 2014 application, no 
clearances were made, and no permit was issued. (See also DBS Application/Permit Nos. 16016-
10000-23187 and 23188, associated with 1051 S. Abbot Kinney for buildings 2 and 3, which 
have the same history.) 
 
It is worth noting that the complicated permit application process to legalize the day care 
occurred in large part during the same time frame the applicant was initiating filings in the 
present case, which began in late 2012. (See Determination, pp. 17-18.) Appellants have found 
no permit approvals, whether in advance of or after the change of use actually occurred, to 
permit the day care use. 
 
A Director of Planning Sign-Off (“Sign-Off”) was referenced by some of the permit applications 
and expired permits listed above (DIR 2012-0367-VSO-MEL), but is not referenced in the ZA 
Determination as it should be, making the Determination’s analysis of land use decisions related 
to the Project inaccurate and incomplete. (See Determination pp. 16-17, listing “[p]revious 
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related actions on the site/in the area.”) Only the first page of the Sign-Off appears to be publicly 
available.11 The project description in the Sign-Off is as follows: “Legalize existing conversion 
of three single family dwelling [sic] into a Day Care.” The Sign-Off references the 2010 Mello 
determination made by LAHD, which is “[b]ased upon the information submitted by the 
owner…”12 
 
The Sign-Off itself notes that the “proposed project shall comply with all other regulations of its 
subject zone and all other provisions of the L.A.M.C. This Director of Planning Sign-Off is 
based on the information provided by the applicant. If, at a later date, this information is found to 
be incorrect or incomplete, this sign-off will become invalid…” (DIR 2012-0367-VSO-MEL 
[emphasis added].) Given that all known permits associated with the Sign-Off expired (or were 
simply never issued), it is self-evident that the Sign-Off itself is invalid and a nullity. It therefore 
cannot provide any basis from which the applicant may bootstrap necessary elements of the 
current requested approvals, such as a favorable Mello Act determination. 
 
To summarize, review of the available permit and approval history for 1047 and 1051 S. Abbot 
Kinney shows the day care use was never legally established. The history also does not provide 
support for the proposition that maintaining the three RSO-bound residential units as rental units, 
as required by the Mello Act, is infeasible. Whether the current applicant failed to provide an 
accurate Project site history to Planning and the ZA or the City’s own research failed to complete 
the inaccurate record, the Determination’s analysis missed or ignored the true site history. 
Project approval thereby improperly reduced available housing within the coastal zone in conflict 
with the Mello Act. Assuming the pre-day care residential use was affordable at the time the 
dwelling units were illegally converted to a day care—and given the illegal conversion of the 
property the burden should be on the applicant to prove otherwise—the Determination 
improperly allows the removal of three desperately needed affordable housing dwelling units, in 
conflict with the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. 
 

B. The Determination creates a dangerous precedent to allow short-term rentals  
in an Apartment Hotel use, in conflict with the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

 
The Determination approves a Conditional Use for an Apartment Hotel within 500 feet of a 
residential neighborhood. As defined by the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the term “Apartment 
Hotel” refers to a “residential building designed or used for both two or more dwelling units and 
six or more guest rooms or suites of rooms.” (Los Angeles Municipal Code [“LAMC”] section 
12.03.) But the somewhat archaic designation of “Apartment Hotel” for the Project does not 
convey particular rights with respect to the use of the guest rooms or dwelling units found within 
it. Moreover, nothing in the municipal code suggests that the term “Apartment Hotel” is 
interchangeable with the term “Hotel,” which is defined as a “residential building designated or 
used for or containing six or more guest rooms, or suites of rooms, which may also contain not 
more than one dwelling unit, but not including any institution in which human beings are housed 
																																																								
11 See DBS website “Case Summary & Documents” for Case Number DIR-2012-367-VSO-MEL, with 
links to case documents at https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/search/encoded/MTg2MDcx0.  
12 Ibid. 
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or detained under legal restraint.” The Project cannot be a Hotel, because it includes more than 
one dwelling unit. In any event, the Determination did not approve a Hotel use. 
 
Nonetheless, the Determination makes constant reference to “the hotel” when referring to the 
Project, and appears to treat an Apartment Hotel use as synonymous with a Hotel use. (See, e.g., 
Determination p. 2, referring to the “hotel restaurant,” a “market within the hotel,” “alcohol [sic] 
beverages provided in individual hotel room’s liquor cabinets,” the “hotel lobby,” “hotel lounge 
areas,” and “hotel business center.” [Italics added.]) 
 
The distinction between the approved use of Apartment Hotel and Hotel is important because, as 
made clear in the City’s recently adopted Home Sharing Ordinance, the City explicitly allows 
short-term rentals only in Hotels, Motels, and Transient Occupancy Residential Structures (also 
known as “TORS”). (See Los Angeles Ordinance 185,931, codified as LAMC section 
12.22.A.32(b)(11).) The zoning code defines “Short-Term Rental” as: 
 

A Rental Unit, rented in whole or in part, to any Person(s) for transient use of 30 
consecutive days or less. Rental Units within City-approved Hotels, motels, 
Transient Occupancy Residential Structures and Bed and Breakfasts shall not be 
considered a Short-Term Rental. 

 
(Ibid.) The absence of “Apartment Hotel” from this list necessarily means short-term rentals in 
guest rooms and dwelling units found within Apartment Hotels are not permitted. This squares 
entirely with an explanation provided to KNF member Judith Goldman in an email from City 
Planner Matthew Glesne, who co-authored the City’s Home Sharing Ordinance (“HSO”). 
Nothing in the City’s zoning code suggests this distinction between Hotels and Apartment Hotels 
originates with the HSO. City Planner Glesne relates Planning’s interpretation of the zoning code 
in an email entitled “RSO Apartment Hotel and Apartment Hotel Conversions under the HSO”: 
 

[W]e don’t believe an Apartment Hotel confers any right to do short-term rentals. 
It allows you to have more than 6 guest rooms, but again, I don’t see anything 
about “guest rooms” in the code that would make them available for short-term 
rentals. [¶] The Home-Sharing ordinance tried to clarify this matter by explicitly 
saying that only Hotels, Motels and TORS are allowable short-term rentals 
outside of Home-Sharing.13 

 
The Determination, which approves a Conditional Use for Apartment Hotel, at least implies that 
Short Term Rental of a guest room within this Apartment Hotel is permitted. To the extent the 
Determination interprets the municipal code to allow Short Term Rentals of guest rooms within 
Apartment Hotels, this interpretation directly conflicts with the express language of the 
municipal code to the contrary due to adoption of the HSO. It also conflicts with the 
interpretation provided by City Planner Matthew Glesne. Appellants therefore object that in 
incorrectly interpreting the zoning code both as it existed before and after adoption of the HSO 
that the Determination creates a dangerous precedent and on that basis appeal. 
																																																								
13 A copy of Planner Matthew Glesne’s email is already in the record for this case. 
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C. The Determination violates CEQA by failing to adequately analyze  
significant and potentially significant land use impacts. 

 
As discussed in Parts III.A and III.B, Project approval conflicts with the Mello Act, the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO), and the City zoning code. The environmental review is 
premised upon an environmental baseline of no existing residential uses on site and therefore no 
analysis of potentially significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.G-12.) But the Determination notes the 
existence of residential buildings at the Project site, if not uses. (Determination, p.15.) The 
Determination fails to disclose, however, that ongoing non-residential uses in the three dwelling 
units located at 1047 S. Abbot Kinney parcel were illegally converted to a day care and never 
actually approved by the City. (See Part III.A.) 
 
But for the illegal conversion, never authorized by the City, the three residential structures would 
remain a residential use, subject to both the Mello Act and the City’s Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance. The EIR fails to analyze potentially significant land use impacts due to Project 
conflicts with the Mello Act (Cal. Govt. Code section 65590 and 65590.1) and City’s RSO 
(LAMC section 151 et seq.). In addition, the Project application and Determination are premised 
upon a misinterpretation of the zoning code to allow short-term rentals in an Apartment Hotel. 
(See Part III.B, above.) The EIR also fails to discuss this conflicting interpretation. 
 
“The role of the EIR, as an informational document, is to identify and describe potentially 
significant environmental effects and feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.” (King & 
Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 852.) Here the EIR fails as 
an informational document because it does not identify, let alone analyze, the above conflicts 
with state law and local zoning and municipal codes. 
 
In addition to the EIR, the environmental approval documents include a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. (Determination, p. 1.) Here the Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
necessary because the three residential buildings that have been illegally used as a day care, 
allegedly for as many as 15-16 years without any land use approval to authorize such use, are all 
eligible for local historic designation. (Determination, p. 58.) After knowingly allowing the day 
care to use them with no authorization for a decade, the City now seeks to approve this Project 
that would demolish the bungalows, having an obvious significant and unavoidable adverse 
impact on these historical resources. (See ibid.) The EIR identifies three cultural mitigation 
measures, but none mitigate cultural impacts to a degree less than significant. (Id. at p. 59.)14 
 
Where, as here, the EIR fails as an informational document, that “informational deficiency 
undermines the foundation upon which the statement of overriding considerations rests.” 

																																																								
14 The Determination also explains that some noise impacts analyzed in the EIR will be significant and 
unavoidable, and will also require a Statement of Overriding Considerations. (Determination, pp. 59-62.) 
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(Gardiner Farms, supra, 45 Cal.App.5th at 870.) The lead agency cannot approve a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations here without violating CEQA. (Ibid.) 
 
IV. Conclusion. 

 
Based on all of the above and the additional justifications, appeal points, evidence and argument 
Appellants will submit in a supplemental filing, the Associate Zoning Administrator erred and/or 
abused his discretion in approving the Project. The West Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission must overturn and set aside the ZA’s actions approving the Project entitlements, 
certifying the environmental document, and adopting the Conditions of Approval and Findings, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring Program. 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL OF CITIZENS PRESERVING 
VENICE re the Venice Place Project Case No. ZA-2012-3354-
(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); Env-2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061-
033) (“the Project”) 
 

I.  Reason for the Appeal. 
 
This appeal is being filed by Citizens Preserving Venice for the following reasons: 
 

1.  The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 
1976. 

2. The Project will 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. 

3. The issuance of a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol will adversely 
affect the welfare of the community. 

4. The proposed conversion of existing residential dwelling units to commercial use 
is in violation of the Mello Act (California Government Code Sections 65590 et 
al.) and the Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act. 

5. The Project is not a mixed-use project under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
and therefore is not eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; is not 
exempt from the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback requirement along the 
perimeter of the site of the Project that would otherwise be required; and is not 
entitled to the requested lot consolidation.  

6. The Project adversely affects the historical resources, including the block of the 
Project, along Abbot Kinney, identified in the certified Venice Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan (“LUP”) as a historical resource, and the six buildings 
dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice. 

7. The parking plans do not comply with parking requirements. 
8. The approved loading areas and conditions are unclear and could create unsafe 

and hazardous conditions. 
9. The Zoning Administrator’s Determination does not adequately address the public 

comments submitted in this case.  This appeal incorporates by reference all 
written and oral comments, in their entirety, submitted on the Project by any 
commenting party or agency. 
 

II. How Appellant is aggrieved by the decision. 
 

Appellant is a non-profit organization organized under the laws of the state of California 
dedicated to preserving the quality of life in the Venice area of Los Angeles.  It will be 
adversely impacted by the Project and the Zoning Administrator’s determination because 
it has a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s decisions are in conformity with the 
requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly executed and the public 
duties of City officials enforced as they relate to application of the California Coastal Act, 
the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“the VSP”), the LUP, the Mello Act and other 
laws that protect the quality of life in the Venice community.  It also acts affirmatively to 
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protect and enhance the life of the neighborhood as experienced by its residents, among 
others, the residents of Oakwood, a historically African American community that has 
been and continues to be vitiated by gentrification. 
 

III.   The points at issue/Why Appellant believes the ZA erred or abused his 
discretion.   

 
Conditional Use Permit Findings 
 
A conditional use permit is required for the Project because the Project is within 500 feet 
of a residential zone.  In addition, a conditional use permit is required pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24-W.1 to allow the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages.   
 
A conditional use permit may only be granted if 1) the Project will enhance the built 
environment in the surrounding neighborhood; 2) the Project’s location, size, height, 
operations, and other significant features will be compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public 
health, welfare and safety; 3) the Project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan; 
and regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages, 4) the proposed use will not adversely 
affect the welfare of the pertinent community; 5) the granting of the application will not 
result in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration 
of alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine in the area of the City involved, giving 
consideration to applicable State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue concentration; and also giving consideration to 
the number and proximity of these establishments within a one thousand foot radius of 
the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, 
the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use 
in the area.  
 
The Zoning Administrator found that the Project enhanced the built environment because 
it introduced the visitor serving use of a hotel and related complementary businesses and 
concluded without explanation or evidence that it was compatible with the design and 
massing of the area.  What the Determination does not explain is how a Project that 
consolidates eight lots, consists of 58,638 square feet in new development over 11, 672 
square feet in existing development, that includes three new three-story massive buildings 
is compatible with the low slung, small lot neighborhood surrounding the Project.   
 
It especially ignores the entire adjacent residential neighborhood block on Electric and 
the Oakwood neighborhood of Venice which borders the Electric side of the Project.  
There is no consideration of the impact of the Project on Westminster Elementary School 
and playground which is directly across the street from the Project.  The Zoning 
Administrator erred and abused his discretion as he did not account for the built 
environment in the largest and most sensitive portion of the surrounding neighborhood. 
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The Determination also stated that the Project provided new parking.  Never mind that 
the Project removes an existing surface public parking lot with 60 parking spaces and 
replaces this parking only with the minimal amount of parking spots required for the new 
development, thereby resulting in a net loss of parking in an area that already has a severe 
parking problem. Further, there appears a total absence of self-parking, which will have a 
negative impact on the adjacent residential neighborhood, as many of the patrons of the 
hotel complex’s services will likely seek to avoid the valet service and automated parking 
and seek on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood.  The Zoning Administrator 
offers no solution, just an empty admonition that “Employees shall be prohibited from 
parking vehicles within the adjoining residential neighborhoods.”  
 
The normal method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking.  But this is 
difficult under the provisions of the LUP, as the establishment of residential preferential 
parking in the Coastal Zone is not permitted unless the displaced public parking spaces 
are replaced with new public parking at a minimum one-to-one ratio. 
 
While a smaller boutique hotel could provide a benefit to the community, the proposed 
hotel is much too massive for its current proposed location.  The Project’s size is 
generally incompatible with the immediate residential area.  The Project is comprised of 
nine lots tied together to form one parcel, providing a larger lot and greater square 
footage that any lot in the immediate area. 
 
The Project certainly does not substantially conform with the purpose, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and the applicable 
specific plan.  The Project as currently configured clearly is incompatible with many of 
the land use plans, policies and regulations governing the Project, and therefore, there is 
no basis for the finding of the Zoning Administrator that the Project substantially 
conforms with the applicable land use policies.   
 
Significantly, the Zoning Administrator grants several exemptions and benefits only 
applicable to mixed-use projects, when this Project does not meet the definition of a 
mixed-use project. The applicant sought this designation because a mixed-use project  (i) 
is eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; (ii) is exempt from the 
Commercial Corner Development Standards of LAMC Sec. 12.22-A,23 and the 
minimum 5-foot landscaped setback requirement along the perimeter of the site of the 
Project that would otherwise be required; and (iii)  as argued by the applicant, meets the 
lot consolidation requirements of the VSP contained in Section 9.A of the VSP and is 
therefore entitled to consolidate eight lots comprising the Project.  We believe the Project 
does not qualify as a mixed-use project and is not entitled to these exemptions and 
benefits.  The Determination does not provide any reasoning for finding that this Project 
meets the requirements of a mixed-use project. 
 
A careful review of the LAMC Section 13.09 B demonstrates that the Project is not a 
Mixed-Use Project under either the letter or spirit of the LAMC and thus is not entitled to 
any of the benefits sought.  Section 13.09.B.3 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
provides in pertinent part:   
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Mixed Use Project means a Project which combines one or more Commercial 
Uses and multiple dwelling units in a single building or in a Unified 
Development and which provides the following: [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 
 
(1) a separate, Ground Floor entrance to the residential component, or a lobby that 
serves both the residential and Commercial Uses components; and 
(2) a pedestrian entrance to the Commercial Uses component that is directly 
accessible from a public street, and that is open during the normal business hours 
posted by the business. 
 
A minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a 
public commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, 
must be designed to accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 
feet.    

 
LAMC Section 13.09 B.3 defines Commercial Uses for the purpose of a Mixed-Use 
Project as follows: 
 

Commercial Uses means those uses as first permitted in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, 
C4, or C5 zones, including guest rooms and hotels as defined in Section 12.03 
and Community Facilities as defined by this section.  [Emphasis supplied in bold 
font] 

 
While the Zoning Administrator labels four hotel rooms “dwelling units,” presumably to 
fit within the definition of Mixed-Use Project in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and in order to 
be eligible for the bonuses and exemptions granted to Mixed Use Projects, they are not 
“dwelling units” within the meaning of the LAMC.  Section 12.03 of the LAMC, which 
provides definitions for the terms used in Section 13.09, defines “dwelling” as: “Any 
residential building, other than an Apartment House, Hotel or Apartment Hotel.”  The 
Project is an Apartment Hotel and therefore under Section 13.09 does not contain a 
dwelling unit within the definition of the LAMC. 
 
The VSP has no definition of the term Mixed-Use.  The LUP provides that “Mixed-use 
development provides an on-site mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational 
opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice commercial areas, the City’s 
General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 30252.”  LUP Policy 
I.B.1.  The question here is - is the classification of a project as a mixed use residential 
and commercial project supportable when only 3.68% of the total project, or 4.62% of the 
total habitation space, is dedicated to residential use. 
 
More importantly, it is bad precedent to allow a developer who has somehow wedged in a 
few very small residential units to combine up to eight lots in a community that generally 
disallows such combination.  This is a gross and transparent distortion of the zoning 
codes, the VSP and the LUP, which express the Venice Community’s desire to restrict lot 
consolidation in order to protect the scale of the community.  If allowed to stand as 
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currently contemplated, the Project will create a dangerous precedent for Venice.  It 
signals to developers who in order to achieve their development objectives to qualify for 
a mixed-use project or for lot consolidation –no problem, just slap a couple of tiny 
efficiency units with kitchens on your project and you will qualify for an infinite number 
of lot consolidations and achieve your development objectives.   
 
In this case, the applicant dedicates only about 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the 
total habitation space to long term housing and by doing so they would achieve an 
unprecedented lot consolidation and waiver of important land use policies.  Further, if 
this precedent were established prior to the adoption of a certified Venice Local Coastal 
Program (“LCP”), it would prejudice the LCP, as it would set a precedent for something 
very significant that would need to be included in the LCP.  While the LUP, the guiding 
policy document was certified by the Coastal Commission, the necessary implementation 
ordinances were not adopted.  Therefore, a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) may 
only be issued if a finding can be made that the development will not prejudice the ability 
of the City to prepare a complete LCP, including the implementing ordinance. (See 
discussion regarding the Coastal Development Permit below.)   
 
This very issue was discussed in a West Area Planning Commission meeting for a 
proposed project at 601-611 South Ocean Front Walk in 2016.  There, the Commission 
members expressed concern about the cumulative impact and potential prejudice to the 
adoption of the LCP if an expansive definition of mixed use were accepted in evaluating 
projects in Venice prior to the adoption of the LCP.   On that basis the Commission 
rejected a CDP for a project at 601 Ocean Front Walk in Venice.   
   
Even if one accepted the applicant’s definition of the Project as mixed-use, that would not 
entitle the proponent to unlimited lot consolidation.  9.A.e (4) of the VSP states that “Lot 
consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use and multi-family 
residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community.”  Here, the Zoning 
Administrator’s Determination ignores the second half of this statement.  At over 60,000 
square feet and extending over nine lots, the Project is profoundly out of scale with the 
surrounding community and other existing mixed-use and multi-family developments on 
Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Electric Ave.   
 
It should also be noted that the exemption in LAMC Sec. 12.22.A.23(d)(1) from the 
Commercial Corner Development Standards of Section 12.22.A.23 specifies that a 
project is exempt from the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback requirement only if it is a 
Mixed-Use Project as defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 that “consists predominantly 
of residential uses.”  For all of the reasons discussed above, it is not a Mixed-Use Project 
as defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and certainly is not one consisting predominately 
of residential uses, as only four units in the hotel are dedicated to long term residency.  
Accordingly, the Commercial Corner regulations should apply to the Project, and the 
Project is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback requirement. 
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Here, the Project approval includes approval of the consolidation of eight lots.  The 
relevant provisions of the VSP are as follows: 
 

A.  LOT CONSOLIDATION.  Lot Consolidation of contiguous lots may be 
permitted, provided the consolidation complies with conditions specified in 
Subsection 1 and 2 below.  Subterranean development that is entirely below street 
elevation is exempt from this subsection. 
 

1.  Number of Lots 
 

e.  Commercially- and Industrially-Zoned Lots: 
 

(2)  Other Commercial Venice Coastal Development 
Projects: 
 
Two lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal 
Development Project conforms with development standards 
in Section 9 A 2 below: or three lots may be consolidated, 
provided the Venice Coastal Development Project conforms 
with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below and 
parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade. 
 
(4)  Mixed-Use and Multi-Family Residential Venice 
Coastal Development Projects: 
 
Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted 
for mixed use and multi-family residential Venice Coastal 
Development Projects, provided the projects conforms to 
the existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding 
community, the required parking is on-site and the project 
conforms with developments standards in Section 9 A 2 
below. 

 
Similarly, the LUP provides that Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be 
permitted for mixed-use projects that conform to the existing scale and character of the 
surrounding community and provide adequate on-site parking. LUP Policy I.B.7.   
 
Under the VSP and the LUP, “Lot Consolidation occurs when:  (1) one or more structures 
are built over a lot line that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot 
line is adjusted, lots are merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of 
allowing a structure to be built extending over what were previously two or more separate 
lots.” (Section 5.Q. of the VSP and the Definition Section, page I-15 of the LUP.)  
 
The VSP has no definition of the term Mixed-Use.  The LUP provides that “Mixed-use 
development provides an on-site mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational 
opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice commercial areas, the City’s 
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General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 30252.”  LUP Policy 
I.B.1.  The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on mixed-use 
projects is to “increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live 
near shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP.)  As has been discussed above, clearly the 
Project does not qualify as a Mixed-Use Project pursuant to LAMC 13.09B.  Certainly, it 
does not qualify as a Mixed-Use Project under the LUP, as it does not meet the housing 
objectives of mixed-use projects under the LUP. 
 
It should be noted too that a hotel would not qualify as a residential use under the LUP.   
In Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP, it is recognized that commercial, visitor-serving uses such as 
hotels are distinct from residential dwelling units.  It provides, in pertinent part: “The 
areas designated as Community Commercial…will accommodate the development of 
community serving commercial uses and services, with a mix of residential dwelling 
units and visitor-serving uses.”  It goes on to specify that visitor-serving commercial uses 
include “hotel” uses. 
 
Alcohol Sales   
 
In the March 12, 2020 Determination of the Zoning Administrator in this case, the Zoning 
Administrator authorized the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for 
on-site consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a new hotel 
restaurant, and the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and 
off-site consumption in conjunction with a hotel market.  Before a conditional use permit 
for the sale of alcohol may be issued, the following additional findings pursuant to 
L.A.M.C. Section 12.24.W.1 must be made:   
 

1. That the proposed use will not “adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent 
community;” 

2. That the granting of the application will not result in “an undue concentration 
of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, 
including beer and wine, in the area of the City involved,” giving 
consideration to applicable State laws and to the California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control’s (“ABC”) guidelines for undue concentration; 
and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these 
establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in 
the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale 
or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated 
for any use in the area; and  

3. That the proposed use will not “detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the 
distance of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
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and wine.”  In this case Westminster Elementary School is directly across the 
street from the Project. 

Here, the license would significantly expand both the geographic reach and 
sale/consumption of alcohol, to include sale/consumption in the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, lounge areas, business rooms, and new restaurants, as well as in-room service.   
 
The Zoning Administrator acknowledges that according to the California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) licensing criteria, only three on-site and two off-site 
consumption licenses are allocated to the subject census tract and that currently there are 
17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site licenses in this census tract, establishing an over 
saturation at the current time.  Further, the Zoning Administrator acknowledges that the 
crime statistics indicate that the crime rate in this census tract is higher than the city 
average.  He states that the subject area suffers from a total of 528 crimes compared with 
the citywide average of 185 offenses and the high crime reporting district of 222 crimes 
for the same reporting period in 2018.     
 
The Zoning Administrator states that the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control has discretion to approve an application for a license if there is evidence that 
normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the quiet 
enjoyment of property by residents.  Normal operations would mean that no new license 
could be granted.  In order to approve an additional license, he is required to make a 
finding that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the 
quiet enjoyment of property by residents in this case. The Zoning Administrator simply 
states that because he has imposed a condition requiring surveillance and that bar 
employees will be required to attend training, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
for off-site consumption will benefit the public welfare and convenience because it would 
add another place to purchase alcoholic beverages.  (Page 25-26 of the Determination.)  It 
is impossible to conclude that employee training and “other conditions” will effectively 
deter criminal activity, public drunkenness and loitering.  There are numerous studies 
performed by Los Angeles County Health and other credible institutions that prove that 
such nuisances and impacts cannot be effectively mitigated in an adjacent residential 
neighborhood and they definitely should not be allowed to occur adjacent to an 
elementary school.  (These studies will be provided subsequent to the filing of the 
appeal.)  
 
Notably, the Zoning Administrator does not include in the Determination advice of the 
Los Angeles Police Department, as is the practice when considering the crime rate in 
issuing a conditional use permit to allow the sale of alcoholic beverages. 
 
In this case, Westminster Elementary School is directly across the street on one side of 
the Project and a residential community directly on the other side of the Project. Alcohol, 
hotel rooms, and strangers adjacent to a public elementary school do not mix well. 
Further, the application of offsite sales in an already over saturated neighborhood is 
especially tone deaf, given the problems associated with a longstanding and growing 
homeless population in this same neighborhood and a proliferation of street-level, illicit 
drug sales. 
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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 applicable findings include: 1) that the development is in conformity 
with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976; 2) that the permitted 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; 3) 
That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light 
of the individual project in making its determination; 4) that 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. 

The Coastal Act of 1976 was enacted by the State Legislature as a “a comprehensive 
scheme to govern land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California.”  Its passage 
was the result of the recognition that uncontrolled development of the California coastline 
could not continue.  One of its goals is to “[p]rotect, maintain, and where feasible, 
enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural 
and artificial resources.”  To achieve this goal the Coastal Act sets forth specific policies 
governing public access, recreation, the marine environment, land resources, and 
development along the coast.  It provides specific protection for “sensitive coastal 
resource areas,” defined in the Coastal Act as those bounded land and water areas within 
the coastal zone of vital interest and sensitivity, such as highly scenic areas and special 
communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination areas. Under the 
Coastal Act, new development where appropriate is to protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination 
points for recreational uses.  

The Coastal Act specifically provides that prior to certification of the LCP, a CDP shall 
only be issued if the issuing agency, or the California Commission on appeal, finds that 
the proposed development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to 
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3. Further, the Coastal 
Act requires that new development not have a significant adverse impact, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30105.5 provides: 

 “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. 

The LUP recognizes Venice as a special coastal community.  Policy I.E.1 provides: 
“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.” The 
LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a historical resource.   
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Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 

In making Finding No. 7 that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, the Determination makes no mention of this and does not consider the 
impact of the Project on this historic resource, required to be protected under Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. 

Further, the Determination recognizes that the immediate area is surrounded by one and 
two-story structures.  On page 27, the last sentence of the third full paragraph states: “The 
project site and properties proximate to the site are developed with one- and two-story 
structures in an urban area.”  (This is also stated on page 28, the last sentence in the first 
full paragraph.)  Yet the Zoning Administrator goes on to justify the three-story mass and 
scale of the Project by comparing it with a couple of out of place three-story structures 
(that should not have been approved) and does not consider the majority of the 
surrounding structures (all one- and two-story structures) that are acknowledged to reflect 
the character of the neighborhood.   
 
Thus, the Zoning Administrator errs and abuses his discretion in concluding that the 
proposed 30-foot tall portions of the project are consistent with the massing and scale of 
the existing development, adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood as he is 
only comparing to a very small portion of the surrounding structures and not considering 
what is by far the largest and most sensitive portion.  
 
The Appellant will supply additional information that shows that 74% of the surrounding 
structures are 0- or 1-story, 8% are 2-story and 18% are 3-story. Only 18% of the 
surrounding structures are 3 stories, which in no way justifies a block long 3-story 
structure facing a 1-story residential area. 
 
For all of the above reasons, the Project does not comply with the applicable LUP 
Policies.  Accordingly, the Zoning Administrator erred in its Finding No. 8 that 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.  

The Determination also found that the Project was consistent with the various planning 
ordinances and plans, as it was a mixed-use project.   

The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission’s decision on 601 Ocean Front Walk 
(ZA-2015-102-CDP-SPP-1A), at the hearing on September 7, 2016 is instructive. The 
issue there was also whether the immaterial number of residential units qualified the 
project as mixed use, with the associated benefits related to FAR and lot consolidation. 
The WLAAPC concluded that due to that project’s immaterial amount of residential use 
it did not qualify as “mixed use,” and therefore denied the project as proposed. 
 
Below are some excerpts from the audio transcript for that hearing, from the 
Commissioner discussion: 
 
President Donovan: 
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“Mixed Use isn’t defined here [in the certified Land Use Plan] and thus I must use 
judgment and I know mixed use when I see it and I don’t see it here today.”   
[He stated that if this project was approved as proposed, it would prejudice the LCP]. He 
goes on to say that “This is not for us to decide at this point as our decision would 
prejudice the LCP.”  He reiterated that there were insufficient mitigation measures and 
not enough attention on the cumulative impacts, and thus a project of this size was out of 
scale with the surrounding area and that it would have a substantial adverse impact. 
 
Commissioner Halper: 
The ZA erred in his Finding re. prejudicing of the LCP with respect to classification of 
the proposed project as a mixed use. The current proposal, which assumes that the 
smallest possible sized unit allows, 800 sq. ft, is adequate to support an increase of 50% 
from the FAR of 1:0 for office and retail, to a FAR of 1.5:1 that is based on an 
unspecified mix of commercial (retail and/or office) and residential uses. One cannot 
justify that 2.7% of a project can get a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project.  
 
In this case, the total square footage of the “apartments” is 2,588 square feet. The 
apartments as a percentage of the total habitation space is 4.62% (As per the Project 
Description, the total square footage of hotel space is 53,384 sq. ft and the total square 
footage of the apartments is 2,588 square footage. Total habitation space is 53,384 + 
2,588 = 55,972 sq. ft. 2,588 divided by 55,972 = 4.62%) 
 
In this case, the percentage of the square footage of the apartments is 3.68% of the total 
square footage of the project, of 70,310 square feet as per the Project Description. (Total 
square footage of the apartments of 2,588 divided by total square footage of the project of 
70,310 = 3.68%). 
 
By either measure, 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total habitation space, one 
cannot justify that this minor percentage of a project can result in a 50% FAR “bonus" for 
the project (the minor amount of residential use is being used to qualify the project as 
mixed use, thus resulting in a FAR of 1.5:1 as opposed to 1:0). The precedent set by the 
WLAAPC on September 7, 2016 in denying the project as proposed (with an immaterial 
amount of residential use supporting a mixed-use classification) must be followed; 
and the LCP must not be prejudiced. This is not a Mixed-Use project and must not be 
treated as one. 

For the reasons stated above, the Appellant points out that the Project is not a mixed-use 
project, none of which arguments is addressed by the Zoning Administrator in the 
Determination.  If the Project is not a mixed-use project, then even under the Zoning 
Administrator’s rationale it does not comply with the VSP and LUP. 

Also, in making Finding No. 7, there seem to be contradictory or unclear statements 
about the loading areas around the perimeter of the Project. Finding No. 7 states that the 
proposed project includes a condition prohibiting the use of the public right-of-way for 
loading purposes, and as such, “the proposed development along Electric Avenue is 
visually compatible with the surrounding area and consistent with the character and scale 
of the neighborhood.”  Whether the on-street loading zone on Broadway that is in the 
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plans is approved, or whether its use is conditioned by Condition 17, which states 
“Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway” is also a source of confusion.  
As the specifics of what is being approved for a loading zone for the Project are not clear, 
it is not possible to comment on that for the purposes of Finding No. 7. 

Parking 

 
Adequate parking has not been required as per LUP Policy II.A.3. and Coastal Act 
Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, 30214, and 30252. Coastal Act Section 30252 states "The 
location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to 
the coast by providing adequate parking facilities,” detailed as follows: 
 
1. It is not clear from the determination whether the 60 parking spaces in the surface 
parking lot that is being demolished are being appropriately replaced. As part of the 
determination the ZA must verify whether any of these spaces are for Public Parking, 
which are required by the Coastal Act to be replaced. We have evidence that this lot was 
used for public valet parking, mostly for beach parking during the day. In addition, the 
ZA needs to determine whether there are parking covenants or agreements for other 
parties with any of the existing properties for the overall project, in order to assure that 
these obligations are being covered in the parking requirement for the new project.  
 
2. It is not clear whether the service floor area for the existing restaurants has been 
correctly calculated and where those existing parking spaces are currently located.  
 
3. The parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in 
conjunction with the overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration 
of ADA aisle width in order to reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer 
allowed. 
 
4. The ZA must assure that the parking requirement for the existing Felix restaurant at 
1023 Abbot Kinney is recalculated as it is common knowledge and apparent on the Plans 
that the service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process (DIR-
2016-262-CEX), even though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a CEX 
(Coastal Exemption). The service floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated 
as a part of the overall project parking requirement calculation. 
 
5. The parking calculation must include the service floor area for all areas of the hotel 
where alcoholic beverages will be served, including the hotel roof decks, pool areas, 
lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area and business center. 
 
6. The parking calculation must include a requirement for the existing retail nursery, the 
Sculpture Garden as it will be on the Project Site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 
2,963 square feet. 
 
7. The displaced parking spaces for public access due to the proposed on-street loading 
area must be replaced.   
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8. The wrong parking requirement was used for the service floor area of the restaurant. 
The parking requirement table on page 4 - 5 states that the parking standard for the hotel 
restaurant is 1 space per 100 sq. ft of floor area used for consumption of food or 
beverages, whereas the Parking Requirement Table in LUP Policy II.A.3. (as well as the 
comparable table in the VSP) states " 1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area 
used for consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 space for 
each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no 
fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” It is not clear whether the 
requirement has been correctly calculated as per the LUP and VSP requirements. 
 
9. The front patio service floor area of the retail store has not been included in the parking 
requirement calculation. 

Sea Level Rise 

The Determination does recognize that the Project is located within an area that may be 
affected by Sea Level Rise, but finds that the potential for such flooding in severe storm 
events is likely to increase towards the end of the project’s life, based on a typical 
development life of 75 years and brushes off that the three subterranean levels might be 
adversely impacted in the interim, stating that they are subject to further review and 
compliance with zoning and building code requirements and found therefore that the 
Project is consistent with the Coastal Act.  A thorough consideration of the Sea Level 
Rise and its impact on the Project is required under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
missing here. 

Approval of the Project will Prejudice the Ability to Prepare a Local Coastal 
Program 

There simply is no basis for Finding No. 8 that the Project 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.  Indeed, the Project sets a precedent for mixed-use projects, lot 
consolidation, three-stories of mostly commercial space in a neighborhood of low-slung 
residential buildings and rehabilitation of historic resources in an important special 
coastal community. 
 
Similarly, the Zoning Administrator also errs on Finding No. 9, as he does not consider 
the cumulative impacts of the project on coastal resources, which is required prior to the 
certification of a local coastal program. The issue of cumulative impacts is a big concern 
for this Project, as the proposed project is the largest project to ever be proposed for 
Venice, and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale and 
character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The Zoning Administrator 
also errs in that this Finding does not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been 
designated by both the City and the State as a “Special Coastal Community” (as defined) 
and must be preserved and protected from projects like this that would cause a significant 
adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique community character 
of the Venice Coastal Zone community.  
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Omitting an analysis of the impact of the project on the Special Coastal Community of 
Venice, a designated Coastal Resource, which is a key part of the applicable Chapter 3 
Coastal Act sections that must be considered in the CDP Findings, is a major error and 
abuse of discretion by the Zoning Administrator. 

Prior Decisions of the California Coastal Commission Cited by the Zoning 
Administrator 

The Zoning Administrator recognizes that his decision must be guided by any applicable 
decision of the California Coastal Commission.  Nevertheless, the decisions cited by the 
Zoning Administrator in reaching his Determination in this case are inapplicable as they 
do not involve projects of this magnitude. Each of these is discussed below: 

 
1697 Pacific Ave, February 12, 2016 
This is the Hotel Erwin.  The addition of a roof deck service floor area is in no way a 
“similar application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” The issue with this permit was simply 
assuring there was adequate parking for the expansion of the service areas.  
 
1697 Pacific Ave, August 7, 2003 
This too is the Hotel Erwin. The addition of a floor of an existing hotel is in no way a 
“similar application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” 
 
1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Blvd, December 11, 2003 
This project is a mixed-use project of a reasonable size (only 3 lot consolidation, and 
significantly smaller in size), and with a substantial number of dwelling units vs. 
commercial uses. In addition, this project was required to take the street dedications. 
 
Comparing the proposed Venice Place Project to this project highlights the fact that the 
Venice Place Project is way too large for the area in overall scale, has excessive lot 
consolidations, is not a mixed-use project as the number of dwelling units is immaterial 
in comparison to the total project, and should not be allowed to waive the street 
dedications.  The 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney decision actually supports a denial of the 
Venice Place Project. 
 
4750-4761 Lincoln Blvd, November 4, 1998 
This project is not at all similar to the subject project. This project is for an apartment 
building and not a mixed-use project. Also, according to the Coastal Commission’s 
archives, the Staff's recommendation was for a Substantial Issue, not a No Substantial 
Issue determination, as alleged in the Determination. 

Significantly, this the Venice Place Project would be the largest project to ever be 
proposed in the Venice Coastal Zone, and if approved would cause significant adverse 
cumulative impacts and set precedent for other projects of this size.  The Coastal Act 
protects Venice’s existing scale and character and does not allow for projects of this sheer 
size, especially in such a sensitive area. 
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The Project’s sheer size, impact on a historic resource, unprecedented lot consolidation, 
treatment as a mixed-use project when only 3.6% of the entire Project (or 4.6% of the 
hotel space) contemplates the provision of housing, make the finding that it 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, as set forth in Finding No. 8, 
ludicrous. The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on mixed-use 
projects is to “increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live 
near shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP.)  Four extended stay units in a luxury hotel 
will not increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near 
shopping.  Yet, this is being used to justify all sorts of exceptions to compliance with 
rules that would otherwise be applied to the Project.   
 
Site Plan Review 
 
The purpose of a site plan review is to promote orderly development, evaluate and 
mitigate significant environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general 
welfare by ensuring that development projects are properly related to their sites, 
surrounding properties, traffic circulation, and other infrastructure and environmental 
settling.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, the decision maker must find that the project 
is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan, applicable community plan and any applicable specific plan and that the project 
consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, 
loading areas, and other pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with 
existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring properties. 
 
For the reasons stated above, this Project does not comply with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan and the specific land use 
plans governing the project.  Further, the parking is not adequately addressed. 
 
First, as stated above, the total absence of self-parking will have a negative impact on the 
adjacent residential neighborhood, as patrons of the hotel complex’s services will be 
incentivized to avoid the cost of valet service and automated parking (this is not an 
inexpensive combination). The normal method for mitigating this impact would be permit 
parking. However, The Venice Coastal Zone Local Coastal Program’s Certified Land Use 
Plan makes that completely infeasible: 
 

Policy II. A. 6. Preferential Parking. Establishment of residential preferential 
parking districts shall be contingent upon replacing displaced public parking 
spaces with new public parking at a minimum one-to-one ratio.  

 
While the Zoning Administrator notes that restricted parking was requested by a 
neighborhood resident at the hearing, he does not address the issue other than to put the 
proprietors of the businesses occupying the project on best behavior to tell their 
employees not to park in the adjacent residential area. This is not a condition; it is a 
fantasy. 
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Further, the Service Floor Areas are understated in the Parking Requirement findings, 
causing the Project to be significantly under-parked.  Several service floor areas have 
been left out of the calculations. 
 
The relevant parking requirements for a Coastal Development Permit, as stated in “the 
applicable policies of the certified LUP,” are found in “Policy 11.A.3 Parking 
Requirements” and are cited on p. 31 of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination. In 
addition to other requirements, they include: “ 
 

“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or 
beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for 
every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting 
rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
The Zoning Administrator Determination characterizes the LUP policies as “advisory” 
“guidelines.” However, the VSP has the same requirements for hotels, and they are 
binding, not advisory: 
 

Section 13 D.  PARKING REQUIREMENT TABLE (p. 25) 
 

“One space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for 
consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; 
plus 
One space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square 
feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other 
places of assembly” 
 

The following excerpts from various findings in the Zoning Administrator letter lay out 
the areas in this hotel that are allowed to be used for “consumption of food or beverages:”  
 

p. 2. Approvals “(e) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, 
outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center.” 
 
p. 19. MANDATED FINDINGS 
Conditional Use Permits  
“(f) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, 
hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center…” 
 
p. 21. Conditional Use Permit Findings #3 
“The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool 
area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room 
services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and 
business center)…” 
 
p. 24. Alcoholic Beverage Findings #4 “…project proposes the sale and 
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consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and 
bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest 
rooms {liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the hotel 
(lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
Yet none of these areas besides the restaurants’ and the market’s service floor areas are 
being counted, as they should be in calculating those parking requirements already 
mentioned: 
 

“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or 
beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for 
every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting 
rooms or other places of assembly.”  
 

This is a major oversight. Those measurements and calculations need to be done and 
reflected in the parking requirements.  The architect’s plans even show three tables on the 
project property facing Abbot Kinney that are obviously to be “used for consumption of 
food or beverages,” This use does not appear to be covered by the 170 sq. ft the Zoning 
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Administrator assigned to the Market, as there is seating inside, as well.   
 
Additionally, the parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in 
conjunction with the overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration 
of the ADA aisle width in order to reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no 
longer allowed.  Further, it is unclear whether the Zoning Administrator properly 
considered the parking requirement for the existing Felix restaurant at 1023 Abbot 
Kinney as the service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process 
(DIR-2016-262-CEX), even though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a 
Coastal Exemption (“CEX”).  The service floor area for the Felix restaurant must be 
recalculated as a part of the overall project parking requirement calculation. Also, it is 
unclear whether the parking calculation included parking for the existing retail nursery, 
the Sculpture Garden as it will be on the Project site and thus part of the overall Project.  
It is 2,963 square feet. 
 
Because this project depends entirely on automated parking not only to satisfy code 
requirements but also to successfully serve the needs of the businesses and their clientele, 
it is extremely important to be sure the automated parking is capable of delivering the 
required number of spaces and sufficient, reliable service before proceeding with 
planning permits. Unlike a conventional garage, there are many aspects of automated 
parking that vary with the particular system, and they are still somewhat exotic to most 
planning practitioners.  
 
We strongly urge that you have LADBS do a preliminary inspection of this installation’s 
plans in order to have confidence that the system can be installed as depicted, will have 
the promised capacity, and will be able to provide the rate of service claimed in the EIR.  
 
One major reason to take this extra step is that the representations offered in the EIR are, 
quite frankly, deceptive in two crucial areas. First is the layout and capacity. Second is the 
claimed service rate.  
 
The Subgrade Parking Plan shows a “typical” parking level with cars on closely packed 
rows of pallets alongside a narrow shuttle aisle via which they can be transported to and 
from the three elevators. The problem is that the depiction does not include any room for 
structural supports, and the spans required are 43ft for most of the garage, and 90 ft for 
the wider end.  
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Absence of structural supports renders the plan unrealistic, as there is no room between 
pallets, which are spaced less than 4” apart, to place them. The clearance along the 
central, shuttle aisle to the elevators is no greater.  
 
Structural supports always present major obstacles to automated parking systems, 
depending on their number, size, and placement, causing inefficiencies in the use of 
space. In this case, that space is saved in the drawings by simply pretending no obstacles 
exist.  
 
If long horizontal supports were to be used to solve this problem, the approximately 8-
inch floor thickness depicted in the plans would no longer be sufficient. An increase in 
floor thickness or support depth would cause the depth of excavation to increase, taking it 
farther below the water level and further increasing the water pressure for incursion at the 
base, where the parking elevator motors lie in depression below floor level. It would also 
increase the amount of soil that would need to be removed and increase the attendant 
CEQA construction impacts.  
 
Since the ability of this project to satisfy its parking requirements depends entirely on 
automated parking, the ability to certify compliance depends greatly on the layout of any 
structural supports.  The “Typ. Subgrade Parking Plan” in Appendix A is therefore 
insufficient as a basis for approval of the parking plan, since it does not realistically 
depict the actual system capacity. Would this department sign off on a conventional 
garage with a required number of spaces if you had no floor plan or indication of where it 
would be possible to put spaces because of support pillars?  
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Another difference between conventional and automated parking is that automated 
parking systems experience failures that can cripple an entire garage or a segment of it 
for hours or days. Has anyone analyzed the failure record of the proposed system and the 
impacts that failures of different types would have on capacity, speed and throughput of 
this project’s system? The system manufacturer should be able to provide this 
information.  
 
The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate.  
On page 53 of the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated: 
 

TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 
80 vehicles per hour (combined input and output) _ (approximately 27 per hour 
per lift). 

 
Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, 
employing an entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s 
made by the same company, which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service 
rates for this system?  Below are brochure photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, 
“Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service rate figures of 80 vehicles per hour, as set 
forth on page 53 of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination, are for the Pace system. 
The hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the “Slide” system. This issue was 
raised in a letter from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving dated Aug. 30, 
2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination.  
 
The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been 
verified before accepting it as factual in the EIR.  That mistake should not be perpetuated 
by continued reliance on it going forward.   
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Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable 
of, but in this case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create 
the likelihood of bottlenecks and congestion extending into the public right-of-way.    
 
The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles 
waiting to enter the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a 
verified gate service rate specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for 
vehicle exits. A combined rate always greatly overstates the system’s ability to park 
vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars queuing to park. You cannot simply divide 
the combined rate in half.  The one-way rate of service is much lower, because the time 
required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate.  The elevator can carry 
cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets coming up to 
street level does not speed up an entering car ride down.  In other words, it does not 
increase the time efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service 
rate, which is often used as selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales 
point by manufacturers, is actually deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can 
be parked or delivered in a given period. 
 
Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car 
(Car X) needs to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle 
the cars in the row to reach the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X 
out, they block the aisle all the way past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire 
system until they can return to their spots.  
 
This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, 
and whether a pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the 
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outermost pallet reach the transit aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may 
fill up the valet court, blocking the exit from the third elevator, where Car X is finally 
emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into the street. That would violate Parking 
Condition 16, which says:  

“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall 
be prohibited in the public right of way.” 
 
And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.: 
 
“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any 
time.” 
 
This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since: 
 
“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment.” 
 
As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not 
be due to an intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA 
and Planning Commission to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first 
place, thereby guaranteeing subsequent situations that made violations unavoidable. A 
condition, after all, is not a magic wand.  
 
 
The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of 
an entirely different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very 
different and more efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage).  Also, the 
EIR should have addressed the reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the 
impacts various types of failures would have on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and 
potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are not passive systems. They require 
maintenance, or they fail. 
 
This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 
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The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things 
added are the red labels for clarity.  The cars are as depicted in the plan.  Notice that all it 
takes is two cars, #8 and #9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third 
elevator just when it’s most needed.  Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is 
a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to venture into this mess? Of course not. She’s going 
to drop her passenger on Electric, double parking to do so if necessary, but in any case, 
violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining right-of-way for loading purposes.” 
(Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is reduced from 7.5 ft to 5 ft, 
which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.)  
 
Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR 
and was to serve the 2nd Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That 
removes a mitigation and makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into 
Electric Ave., much more likely. This makes it even more crucial that the automated 
parking be capable of performing as represented.  
 
In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated 
parking system and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can 
accommodate the parking demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the 
layout of the site plan for the Project, there should have been, but there is not, a detailed 
study of how this particular automated parking system and valet court layout will operate.  
 
These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the 
project design. Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a 
preliminary inspection of this installation’s plans by LADBS before the Zoning 
Administrator rules on the planning application, to assure that the system can be installed 
as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and will be capable of providing the rate of 
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service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way to be sure the site plan as presented is 
tenable. 
 
Loading issues are unclear in the Determination where loading and unloading is 
permitted. On page 6, in the section on conditions: “17. loading. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading areas shall be provided onsite. Commercial 
loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger loading shall be prohibited along 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard.” Does this mean that all loading is done on-site? 
 
On page 28, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the Zoning Administrator says: 
“The proposed project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way [along 
Electric Ave.] for the loading purposes.”  Yet this was not mentioned in the conditions on 
loading. 
 
On page 32, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the Zoning Administrator says: 
“A valet service is provided onsite for the automated parking, and all drop-off and pick-
up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As conditioned, the loading of passengers or 
goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As such, all proposed valet operations 
are consistent with Policy I1.A.10.” (emphasis supplied). Yet we’ve seen that the 
Project’s conditioned to allow both commercial and passenger loading in the public right 
of way.  
 
And on page 36: “Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The mixed-use 
development will provide a total of 175 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, 
accessed by an automated parking system and operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot 
loading area is provided onsite, along Broadway. The onsite loading space satisfies the 
requirements of LAMC Section 12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street loading 
area displaces parking for public access, public recreation and public institutions; 
hence, the project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way for 
loading purposes.” (emphasis supplied.) 
 
Given the reasons cited, this presumably means both passenger and commercial loading 
are on site only.  
 
However, the off-street commercial loading area is insufficient for both size and quantity 
of delivery vehicles. While the Zoning Administrator’s recommendation cites the loading 
area’s compliance with code, the circumstance here is unusual and creates dangers for 
schoolchildren, because trucks using this loading area will have to back across a sidewalk 
that is the schoolchildren’s major route to Westminster Elementary School. For anything 
larger than a small bobtail, when the lift gate is extended for loading, the truck will 
extend across the sidewalk and into the curb cut. 
 
The proposed curb cut is too narrow for two trucks to occupy the loading area without 
jumping the curb.  For any longer trucks, like the small tractor trailer rigs that supply 
small stores and restaurants throughout the city, they would block the sidewalk entirely. 
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Their most likely option, whether or not it complies with the project’s conditions, is to 
park in the middle lane of Abbot Kinney Blvd., as they do now up and down that street. 
 

 
 

 
   Photo by Margaret Molloy 

 
But in this location, that creates a large blind spot for children crossing Abbot Kinney Blvd. to the 
school and for drivers on Abbot Kinney who won’t see those children until the last second.  
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Deliveries from the commercial loading area on Broadway are impractical for the market 
on Westminster. This will be worse if the dedication on Electric is reduced as approved 
by the Zoning Administrator, as pedestrians will have to share the space with deliveries 
on dollies traversing the full block on Electric, or the delivery traffic will travers the 
block on Abbot Kinney. (It is unlikely to be routed through the hotel.) The more likely 
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possibility is that deliveries to the market will be off-loaded in the center lane of Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., especially as beer trucks are usually if not always tractor trailers. 
 
Given the limited facilities and hours for loading, how can scheduling deliveries for 
hotel, hotel restaurant, independent restaurant, independent market/liquor store, and spa 
all be coordinated to comply with conditions and not interfere with each other? Even if 
they do their best to comply, they have limited control of vendors’ routes and schedules. 
The City’s record of enforcement, be it of code or conditions, has been abysmal along 
Abbot Kinney. Relying on an involved set of conditions seems like an invitation to honor 
them in the breach. 
 
All of this was addressed in public comments submitted by Venice Supports the Specific 
Plan in its letter of Feb. 25, 2019, titled: Re: Comments of Venice Supports the Specific 
Plan to Draft EIR for the Venice Place Project Case No. Env-2016-4321-EIR ("the 
Project"), as follows:  
 

The operation of the loading zone on Broadway as contemplated creates 
hazardous conditions for pedestrians and drivers trying to navigate their way 
around trash and delivery trucks. It is unclear whether the loading zone that is 
contemplated will actually remove all trucks from the flow of traffic. Given the 
Project's close proximity to Westminster Elementary and the number of school 
children who use the road where the loading zone is contemplated, this hazard is 
particularly substantial. 
 
The applicant has argued that loading and delivery will only take place during 
certain specified hours when children will not normally be going to and from 
school, but these stipulations are unworkable. The idea that the frequency of 
deliveries will be significantly reduced by consolidation presumes that the hotel 
and other business located within the Project site, such as the spa, restaurants, etc. 
will: 
 

• be willing to coordinate amongst themselves their vendor sources and 
schedules; 
 

• have the ability to dictate such a schedule to their vendors, despite 
whatever effects this would have on their delivery routes and their other 
customers; and 
 

• succeed in reducing the frequency of deliveries by a magnitude from what 
they currently handle at this location by using a parking lot that will no 
longer exist, and all this despite a greatly intensified use. 

 
Moreover, this mitigation proposal presumes City agencies have the resources to 
babysit dozens of vendors who will be serving the hotel complex on a constant 
basis. Currently, lack of enforcement is a big problem as trucks routinely double-
park on Broadway and in the middle of Abbot Kinney Blvd. If the proponent's 
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plans are adopted, the main difference will be these practices will expand right to 
a school crossing and make it blind. 

 
The Zoning Administrator’s response is to add more unenforceable parking and loading 
conditions, while failing to address the basic problems that they’re intended to mitigate.  
   
Project Permit Compliance Review 
 
In order to grant a Project Permit Compliance under Section 11.5.7.C., the decision 
maker must find that the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, 
findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan; and that the project incorporates 
mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in 
the environmental review which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the 
project, to the extent physically feasible. 
 
In addition, Section 8. of the VSP requires that additional findings must be made, 
including that the Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and 
character with the existing neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development 
Project would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate 
neighborhood; and that the Venice Coastal Development Project is in conformity with the 
certified Venice Local Costal Program. The requirements in the VSP Sections 9. General 
Land Use and Development Regulations, 10. Land Use and Development Regulations for 
Subareas, 11. Commercial and Industrial Design Standards, and 13. Parking must also be 
met. 
 
More significantly, for all of the reasons previously discussed in this appeal, the Project is 
in not in compliance with the scale and character of the existing neighborhood and thus it 
is clear that the project is materially detrimental to adjoining lots and 
the immediate neighborhood; and  the project does not comply with the certified LUP 
portion of the LCP. Further, the project does not comply with the VSP 
development standards and parking requirements, as also previously fully discussed in 
this letter.  
 
For all of these reasons, the Zoning Administrator erred in granting a Project Permit 
Compliance.  
 
It should also be noted that the dimensions of the Project indicated on page 37 of the 
Determination do not agree with the dimensions indicated in the Determination on page 
2, including the restaurant’s square footage, the service floor area of the restaurant, the 
ground floor retail space, the service floor area of the market and the office use. This is 
an error and this discrepancy needs to be clarified.  
 
Mello Act Compliance Review 
 
In 1982, a statewide bill called the Mello Act was passed.  Its purpose is to preserve 
housing in the coastal zone, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents.  
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In this time of a severe housing shortage and gentrification of Venice it is critical that it 
be followed.   
 
Basically, there are three types of projects that trigger Mello: 1) the demolition of a 
residential unit that was occupied by a person with low or moderate income or that was 
affordable under certain standards; 2) the conversion of a residential unit to a commercial 
use; or 3) a development that includes housing.  
 
Here, the Zoning Administrator and applicant dance around the exceptions that may 
apply to the triggering events to find that the applicant is not required to provide any 
affordable units and is exempt from the requirements of the Mello Act.  Each of these 
points is discussed below.  
 
In Finding No. 18, the Zoning Administrator acknowledges that the Project includes the 
demolition of three single-family residential structures.  The Zoning Administrator also 
acknowledges that the non-residential use of these structures that currently exists is not 
authorized and that they are legally permitted as dwelling units.  Accordingly, their 
current nonresidential use is irrelevant to the analysis of whether they are residential 
dwelling units.  Nevertheless, the Zoning Administrator found that the three existing 
residential structures (1047-1051 Abbot Kinney) were not affordable units.  In doing so, 
the Zoning Administrator relied on a determination by the Los Angeles Housing + 
Community Investment Department (“HCIDLA”) that was issued on February 13, 2012.  
This determination stated that the “Ecole Claire Fontaine Day Care Center had been in 
operation on the subject site since 2004” and that “it would not be economically feasible 
to convert the three detached buildings back into single family homes.”   
 
The problem with this analysis is that this determination will need to be made anew in 
connection with this Project, with no deference to the previous determination because the 
initial determination was part of an application for a change of use that was never 
finalized.  In order for the determination to be valid it would have had to be part of a 
discretionary permit in which the determination could be appealed.  In this case, the 2012 
determination could not be appealed and thus it is invalid now.  Juliet Oh, of the Planning 
Department, as much as acknowledged this in an email submitted at the Zoning 
Administrator Hearing of August 1, 2019.  During an August 1, 2019 hearing on this 
Project, the applicant’s representative conceded that the applicant must reprocess a Mello 
Act determination.  Yet, there is no indication that this was done.  
 
While HCIDLA could make the determination that the current rent applied or that the rent 
of the last known residential occupants applied (relying on a tolling of the time due to the 
unauthorized use in the interim) or not, it is required that HCIDLA make a determination 
regarding the affordability issue that can be appealed, and there is no indication that this 
has been done.  At least the Zoning Administrator did not make a finding that this was 
done and therefore Finding No. 18 is in error. 
 
In addition, as pointed out above, the Mello Act is also triggered if a residential use (the 
last authorized use of the applicable parcel) is being converted to a commercial use.  Here 
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the lots on which the three existing residential structures are being demolished are being 
converted to a commercial use, thereby triggering the Mello Act.  The lots on which these 
three residential structures sit are being converted to a commercial use.  The Project 
consists of a demolition of existing residential structures for purposes of a nonresidential 
use, a mixed-use commercial development.  The fact that mixed-use is a nonresidential 
commercial use is further corroborated in the certified LUP, where mixed-use 
developments are included in the Commercial Land Use and Development Standards 
section.  This is even further corroborated by the fact that mixed use developments are 
not allowed in a residential zone even if there are residential units incorporated into the 
development.  Also, whereas a conversion of a residential use to mixed use changes the 
nature of the use to mixed use commercial, which can only be located in a commercial 
zone, a conversion of commercial use to a mixed use remains a commercial use and does 
not become a residential and a commercial use.  It becomes a hybrid use as two different 
elements or uses are being combined, and that hybrid use can only be deemed a 
commercial use and not a residential use.  
 
The question then becomes is the new use a coastal dependent.  Coastal dependent means 
a use that is dependent on the sea to be able to function.  There is no evidence that the 
commercial use contemplated by the Project is coastal dependent and therefore the 
commercial use is prohibited. 
 
In Finding No. 18, the Zoning Administrator seems to suggest that since the Project will 
include four dwelling units, the new development on the lots where the three existing 
residential structures currently sit are not commercial.  First, there is no provision in the 
Mello Act or the Interim Procedures that allows the applicant to rely on residential 
replacement units on different lots. Further, the proposed Project is the construction of a 
mixed-use commercial project, in which four residential units are included.  These 
residential units are not being constructed separately, as a separate use from the hotel and 
other commercial uses.  The four new residential units are part of the overall mixed-use 
development, are no longer stand-alone residential uses and do not maintain their identity.  
In this Project the four new units are not segregated in one part of the development, but 
rather are to be incorporated into the overall hotel and would lose their separate identity. 
 
The cumulative impact of demolishing residential units and supposedly replacing them 
by including at least the same number of units in mixed use commercial projects in the 
Venice Coastal Zone would cause a material and unacceptable loss of housing.  These 
replacement units will become offices, storage, or hotel rooms, as the case may be, as 
experience has shown.  Once these units become part of a mixed-use development, they 
essentially become commercial.  It is impossible to enforce the use as residential units 
once units like this get lost in a mixed-use project such as this. 
 
Finding No. 19 relates to the Mello Act and Interim Procedures requirements that new 
housing developments constructed within the coastal zone include, where feasible, 
housing units for persons and families of low or moderate income.  Although the Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act specify that “it is generally 
feasible” for new housing developments consisting of ten or more residential units to 
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provide affordable units, it has become the practice in Los Angeles that it is generally 
infeasible for new housing developments consisting of fewer than ten residential units to 
provide affordable units.  While this is probably true when developments are on limited 
lots and the entire project is a residential structure this presumption is not necessarily 
valid for a mixed-use project covering 70,000+ square feet.  Under the Mello Act, if it is 
feasible to include inclusionary housing for any project including any housing, the 
developer must do so. 
 
Therefore, Finding No. 19 is a violation of the Mello Act in that it assumes without any 
evidence that it is infeasible for the applicant to include affordable units.  This Project 
includes 70,310 square feet of construction over nine lots and while only four units are 
considered dwelling units, there is no basis for the assumption that might apply to other 
typical residential developments of less than 10 units that it is infeasible to include 
affordable units.  To allow this in this time of a housing crisis, is unacceptable and a 
violation of the Mello Act.  
 
 
Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 
 
There is no substantial evidence in the record that support a Finding to allow reductions 
in the street dedications for Electric Ave and Westminster Ave. In fact, the evidence 
makes it clear that no dedications should be waive, as explained below. 
 
With respect to the waiver of 2 ½ feet of the Electric dedication, as the Finding states, 
Electric Ave is a designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of-
way and a 36-foot wide roadway. However, it has a current right-of-way width of 40 feet 
and roadway width of 22.5 feet. This is materially less than what is required (33% and 
38% respectively). Even though Electric Ave currently has two lanes and cars parking on 
both sides, in the face of the significant amount that the right-of-way and roadway are 
under the requirement, it is irresponsible to simply conclude that the current roadway 
width is safe or adequate and that no additional dedication is necessary to widen the 
roadway. One only has to go to the site to see that the lanes are already too narrow for the 
level of current use. 
 
Electric is a notoriously narrow street and it is also a very busy street because it runs 
parallel to Abbot Kinney, which has traffic jams every day, often even in non-peak hours. 
People, including officers of the undersigned appellant Citizens Preserving Venice, 
frequently stop to let oncoming cars ease by due to the narrow width of the lanes when 
there is parking on both sides. See photos attached. This is evidence that Electric Ave is 
currently unsafe and should be widened as much as possible via the full street dedication. 
 
In addition, with the hotel’s parking court on Electric Ave, it is likely that a queue will 
form during busy times for entering the parking court. That will block one lane during 
those times, which will cause a safety issue as people who are not waiting for parking 
will naturally try to pass the cars blocking the roadway. The added traffic from the 
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proposed development will also necessitate safer passage with the full dedications 
provided. 
 
It is a good idea to build a 5-foot-wide sidewalk along Electric, but as much as possible 
of the remaining dedication must be put towards widening the street. That additional 
dedication is sorely needed to provide for safer passage along Electric, especially given 
the added traffic and probable periodic queueing that will result in entering the hotel’s 
parking court.  
 
It is also not adequate to leave only 2 feet of the sidewalk for the street trees promised.  
Reduced width means smaller trees and less shade, which also means reduced mitigation 
of the urban “heat island” effect, which global and local warming require us to prioritize.   
 
Trees should play similar roles on Broadway, Westminster and Abbot Kinney.  They also 
make a more attractive and comfortable streetscape for pedestrian activity, which should 
be the lifeblood of this Project and of the Abbot Kinney district in general.  
 
It is erroneous of the Zoning Administrator to say that "the reduced street dedications 
would maintain the roadway widths and existing parking while enhancing the pedestrian 
realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian access to and from the project site.”  It is 
the dedication that allows for the sidewalk and enhanced pedestrian access, not the 
reduced street dedication. 
 
Thus, the only reasonable conclusion is that the entire dedication of 7.5 feet must be 
taken on Electric Ave. 
 
With respect to the waiver of 3 feet of the Westminster dedication, as the Finding states, 
Westminster is a designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of-
way and a 36-foot roadway. However, it has a current right-of-way width of 50 feet and a 
roadway width of 28 feet. This is materially less than what is required (17% and 22%, 
respectively). The additional three feet is needed in order to provide for a safer street and 
the additional traffic generated by the project. 
 
With both the 5-foot dedication and the three-foot dedication, the width of the 
Westminster sidewalk stays the same, at 12 feet. Thus, it is an error for the ZA to say that 
the reduced street dedication on Westminster enhances the pedestrian realm or increases 
and promotes safe pedestrian access to and from the project site. Two other properties on 
this block of Abbot Kinney, around which the subject property forms a sort of horseshoe, 
have both had 15 ft. dedications.  These dedications have been acted on and the land 
transferred.  They are at 1039 Abbot Kinney and 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Is there currently a 
dedication along the rest of this Abbot Kinney block?  The existing buildings wouldn’t be 
expected to give up land, but over half the block on the Westminster end is being built 
from the ground up, and presumably those six lots must have dedications.  However, 
we’re unable to find any discussion in the Zoning Administrator’s reports of waivers for 
them.  So, we are left with two questions:  are there dedications on these six lots, and how 
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is their situation different from the two lots that have already deeded their dedications to 
the City? 
 
All that the waivers enhance is the size of the project site for purposes of additional bulk, 
which is not even considered by the Zoning Administrator. 
 
Finally, we agree with the Zoning Administrator’s statement that the required dedications 
and improvements are necessary to meet the City’s mobility needs for the next 20 years, 
but the only logical conclusion from this statement is that there must be no waiver of the 
dedications.  
 
Thus, the Zoning Administrator erred abused his discretion in Finding that the waivers 
should be approved. 
 
CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources 
 
The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in 
the LUP adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This 
designation is relevant and important for three distinct reasons.  First, Section 17.31 of 
the Venice Community Plan, which is a part of the General Plan, states that policy and 
decision makers are directed to consult with the LUP regarding the specified historical 
coastal historical resources identified in the LUP and to base their decision on the policies 
it contains.  Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP directs that the historical and cultural resources that 
are identified should be protected and restored where appropriate, in accordance with 
historical preservation guidelines.  Policy 1.F.2 gives some guidelines, including: 
 

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 historical 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. 
 

In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., 
there are six buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of 
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Venice, as we know it today.  The applicant proposes to retain two of those character 
defining buildings, but even then, the historical integrity of these two buildings will be 
compromised by the looming second story of the hotel on top of them.    
 
The Zoning Administrator responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that 
they have been changed by new construction but are being retained and therefore there is 
no substantial adverse change to the degree that they would no longer be eligible for 
listing under national, state or local landmark programs.   
 
This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes 
not only resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially 
designated or “recognized as historically significant by local government pursuant to a 
local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of the California Public Resources 
Code.)  As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical resource and the LUP 
has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan amendment to 
the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) 
of the California Public Resources Code.  See Relationship to Other City Plans and 
Procedures, LUP, page I-8.  
 
Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the 
historical integrity of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the 
street that forms this historical resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan 
and LAMC.   
 
Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning 
Department, to issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the 
proposed development is in conformity with the LUP.  (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal 
Act.)  The LUP requirements and guidelines for development affecting historical 
resources are specified above.  They have been ignored by the applicant and must be 
considered by the Planning Department in approving a Coastal Development Permit in 
connection with the Project.  Here, the Project does not conform with the LUP, and the 
Zoning Administrator has erred in his determination. 
 
While the Zoning Administrator ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of 
the buildings comprising the Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did 
determine that three of the buildings at the Project site were historical resources.  They 
are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  But the Zoning 
Administrator’s Determination permits these structures to be demolished, stating that 
“Specific, economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report.   
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For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a 
real discussion of feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental 
impacts on the properties they have found are historical resources.  An analysis of 
alternatives to a proposed project is a critical component of an EIR.  An alternative that 
included rehabilitation of structures should have been analyzed in more detail. The DEIR 
merely stated that the alternative of saving the three bungalow structures recognized as 
historic resources might not be “economically viable due to the reduced amount of square 
footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.”  This does not constitute analysis as 
required by CEQA, but is simply a dismissal based on speculation with no supporting 
evidence. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues.  Please note we are filing a complete 
appeal application and justification within the appeal deadline despite the coronavirus 
mandated lockdown and our consequent inability to review the City file in this matter. 
However, as agreed with Senior City Planner Juliet Oh, we will be providing 
supplemental information/justification after the appeal application has been accepted, 
including additional appeal points if needed. 
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CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) 
(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
1011 Electric Avenue & 1021-1051 S. Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard 
Venice Planning Area 
Zone: C2-1-CA 
D. M.: 108B145 and 109-5A143 
C. D.: 11 
CEQA: ENV 2016-4321-EIR(SCH No. 2016-
061-033) 
Legal Description: Lots 1, 2, 6-10, Ocean 
Park Villa Tract No. 2; Lot PT Dolores 
Machado 58.15 Acres, Rancho La Ballona 
Tract 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) and 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, the Zoning 
Administrator has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Environmental Impact 
Report prepared for this project, which includes the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2016-4321-EIR (SCH No. 
2016061033) dated January 10, 2019, and the Final EIR, dated July 3, 2019 (Venice Place Project 
EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, and I hereby 

CERTIFY the following: 
(a) The Venice Place Project EIR has been completed in compliance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); 
(b) The Venice Place Project EIR was presented to the Zoning Administrator as the decision

making body of the lead agency; and 
(c) The Venice Place Project EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the lead 

agency. 

ADOPT all of the following: 
(a) The related and prepared Venice Place Project Environmental Findings; 
(b) The Statement of Overriding Considerations; and 
(c) The Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Venice Place Project EIR 

(Exhibit B). 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W, 1, I hereby APPROVE: 
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(a) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on-site consumption in 
conjunction with a proposed hotel restaurant having 195 indoor seats and 65 outdoor seats, 
operating between the hours of 7:00 AM. to 1 :00 AM., (b) the sale and dispensing of a full 
line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a market 
within the hotel, operating between the hours of 7 AM to 1 :00 AM., (c) a full line of alcohol 
beverages provided in individual hotel room's liquor cabinets, (d) the sale of a full line of 
alcohol beverages by hotel guest room services, ( e) and the on-site consumption of alcohol 
in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center. 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W ,24, I hereby APPROVE: 

a conditional use to allow the use and maintenance of an Apartment Hotel with 500 feet of a 
residential zone. 

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

a coastal development permit authorizing the demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant, 
three-single-family dwellings (private school), a 2,200 square-foot office, and a surface 
parking lot, and the construction of a 70,31 O square-foot, three-story, mixed-use 
development comprised of an apartment hotel having 78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units, a 
3,810 square-foot hotel restaurant having 2,514 square-feet of Service Floor area, 2,935 
square feet of ground floor retail space including a market with 170 square feet of Service 
Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 2,027 square feet of office use; a total of 175 
parking spaces are provided at grade and within three subterranean levels, an on-street 
loading area on Broadway, limiting the use of the space for loading during the hours of 7:00 
AM. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 AM. to 4:00 P.M. on Saturday; the 
project also requires excavation, grading, and approval of a haul route for the export of 
approximately 24,591.65 cubic yards of dirt, located within the single permit jurisdiction area 
of the California Coastal Zone. 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05, I hereby APPROVE: 

a site plan review for the construction of a mixed use project comprised of 78 guest rooms. 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 11.5.7, I hereby APPROVE: 

a project permit compliance review for a project within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific 
Plan. 

Pursuant to Sections 65590 and 65590.1 of the California Government Code I hereby APPROVE: 

a Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of three Residential Units and 
construction four new Residential Units in the Coastal Zone, 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.37-1,3, I hereby APPROVE: 

a Waiver of Dedication and/or Improvements request to provide a 5-foot dedication on 
Electric Avenue in lieu of the 7.5 feet otherwise required and to provide a 2-foot dedication 
on Westminster Avenue in lieu of the 5 feet otherwise required 

upon the following additional terms and conditions: 

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other applicable 
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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. 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with the plot 
plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may be revised as a 
result of this action. 

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of the 
surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose 
additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such Conditions are 
proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of adjacent 
property. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

Entitlement Conditions 

6. Uses. The project shall be limited to a mixed-use development comprised of the following: 

a. An apartment hotel up to a maximum of 78 guest rooms and, a minimum of 4 
dwelling units. The dwelling units shall be used for long-term stay; transient 
occupancy shall not permitted in the dwelling units. 

b. One new 3,81 O square-foot hotel restaurant, limited to a maximum of 2,514 square 
feet of Service Floor Area (dining area), as shown on SheetX2 and X3 of "Exhibit A" 

c. A hotel market limited to a maximum of 2,935 square feet, having 170 square feet of 
Service Floor Area. 

d. Office uses limited to a maximum of 2,027 square feet. 

e. Spa facilities limited to a maximum of 1,735 square feet. 

7. Hours of Operation. The hours of operation of the apartment hotel shall be 24 hours, daily. 
The hotel restaurant and market shall be limited to 7:00 AM to 1 :00 AM. 

8. Residential Setback. The dwellings units shall observe a 5-foot minimum setback from the 
proposed property line. 

9. Groundfloor Commercial Development. As shown on Sheet 1018 and 1019 of "Exhibit A": 

a. A street wall shall extend for at least 65 percent of the building frontage and shall 
have a minimum height of 13 feet. At least 50 percent of the ground floor street wall 
shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances, display windows or windows offering views 
into retail, office gallery or lobby space. 

b. Large expanses of glass shall be subdivided into units not larger than six-feet wide 
and separated by the mullions. 



CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) PAGE4 

c. No store front windows shall be lower than 12 inches above sidewalk grade and shall 
not extend to the ceiling height. The windows shall have a solid base surfaced with 
high quality materials, such as a ceramic tile, marble, granite, limestone, slate, brick, 
wood or similar materials. 

10. Height. The project shall be limited to a maximum flat roof height limit of 30 feet, as 
measured from the midpoint of the centerline of Electric Avenue or Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
to the top edge of the roof parapet. 

11 . Roof Access Structures. Roof Access Structures (RAS) may exceed the maximum flat roof 
height of 30 feet by 1 O feet. The area within the outside walls shall not exceed 100 square 
feet as measured from the outside walls. 

12. Rooftop Equipment. Chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation shafts and othersimilardevices 
essential for building function may exceed the height limit by a maximum of five feet. Any 
structures on the roof, such as air conditioning units and other equipment, shall be fully 
screened from view of any abutting properties and the public right-of-way. All screening shall 
be setback at least five feet from the edge of the building 

13. Rooftop Deck. Railings used on the proposed rooftop decks shall be of an open design and 
shall be limited to a height of 42 inches. Solid glass railing shall count towards the 
measurement of the building's height. 

a. Use of the rooftop decks shall be restricted to hotel guests and employees. 

b. The roof top deck area, along Westminster Avenue, shall be stepped back a 
minimum of 12 feet from the property line. The rooftop deck area along Broadway 
shall be stepped back a minimum 12 feet from the property line. 

c. No other roof top deck shall be permitted. 

d. As shown on Sheet No. 1017 of "Exhibit A", solar panels or a 2,128 square-foot 
rooftop garden may be installed within the step-back area along Electric Avenue. 

14. Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The project shall be limited to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1 and 
comprised of both commercial and residential uses (dwelling units). A minimum of four 
dwelling units shall be provided. 

15. Parking. A minimum of 175 vehicle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. Off-site parking 
shall be prohibited . 

a. Parking for the new mixed-use development shall be as follows: 

USE PARKING STANDARD PROJECT REQUIRED 
I 

Hotel 2 spaces; plus 2 spaces 
Dwelling Unit 2 spaces per DU; plus 4 dwellinQ units 8 spaces 
Guest Room 1 space per guest 78 guest rooms 51 spaces 

room (first 30 rms ); 
plus 
1 space per 2 guest 
rooms (31-60 rms); 
plus 
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1 space per 3 guest 
rooms (60+ rms); plus 

Service Floor 1 space per 100 SF of 2,514 SF Service 25 spaces 
Hotel floor area used for Floor 

Restaurant consumption of food 
or beverages. 

Office 1 space per 250 SF 2,027 SF 8 spaces 
Spa 1 space per 250 SF 1,735 SF 7 spaces 
Retail 1 space per 225 SF 2,935 SF 13 spaces 

(w/ seatino) 1 space per 50 SF 170 SF 3 spaces 
Beach Impact 1 space per 640 SF 8,065 SF 13 spaces 
Zone of ground floor area 

130 spaces 
Existing 1 space per 50 SF of 2,268 SF 45 spaces 
Restaurants Service Floor Area 

Total Automobile Parking Spaces 175 spaces 

b. Parking design and layout shall be subject to review and approval by LADBS and 
include the ability to accommodate electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). 

c. All required parking for the existing restaurants located at 1021-1029 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard shall be maintained and provided in conjunction with the proposed project, 
as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS). 

d. Vehicle access shall be provided along Electric Avenue. The project's driveway 
design and internal circulation pattern shall be approved by the Department of 
Transportation prior to the issuance of a building permit. A copy of the approved 
circulation plan shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to be placed in 
the subject case file. 

e. Bicycle parking shall be provided in conformance with the LAMC. 

f. Employees shall be prohibited from parking vehicles within the adjoining residential 
neighborhoods. 

16. Valet Parking. All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of 
vehicles shall be prohibited in the public right of way. 

a. Valet parking shall be provided to restaurant patrons. The availability of said 
validated parking and the location of said parking shall be made known to the public 
via the restaurant menu, a posting of the information at readily visible locations and 
on the restaurant website. The applicant shall provide a copy of the menu, signs or 
web page, for inclusion in the case file. 

b. A single valet operator shall be on-site who shall be responsible for enforcement of 
any conditions of this action regarding valet parking. 

c. Valet parking shall be required to obtain all applicable licenses and/or permits from 
the Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Police Department. Proof of 
licenses and/or permits shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning. 

d. A valid valet parking contract in compliance with this condition shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning. The contract shall be maintained for the life of this 
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grant and shall include the hours of valet service and the number of valet attendants 
to be provided as well as the valet parking locations. If the valet operator is replaced, 
a copy of the replacement contract shall be provided to the Development Services 
Center within 30 days upon execution of the new contract. 

e. The valet operator shall be required to obtain a valid LAPD Commission 
Investigation Division (CID) Valet Operator Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 
103.203 (b) and each valet attendant shall have a valid CID permit along with a valid 
California Driver License in their possession while on duty. 

Note: Prior to providing valet services, the applicant should e-mail 
laoadot.valetop@lacity.org to begin the application process, review, and approval 
of valet operations. 

f. Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any 
time. 

g. The applicant shall utilize social media, webpages, or other media to provide travel 
information to the restaurant. Such information shall promote the use of alternate 
travel means to automotive transportation (walk, bike, public transit, 
rideshare/service, or carpool). For any patrons desiring to drive a personal vehicle to 
the venue, parking information must direct them to either use the valet service or 
park on surface streets within the commercial district (i.e. Abbot Kinney Boulevard). 

17. loading. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading areas shall be 
provided onsite. Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger loading 
shall be prohibited along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

18. Trash pick-up, compacting, loading and unloading and receiving activities shall be limited to 
7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday and 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday. No deliveries or 
trash pick-up shall occur on Sunday. Deliveries and trash pick-up shall be coordinated with 
vendors and trash companies so that these activities are not conducted within one-hour of 
the start time of Westminster Elementary School or within one hour of the end time of 
regular school hours. 

19. Dedications and Improvements. Dedications and improvements shall be determined by 
the BOE, except as follows: 

a. A 5-foot dedication shall be required on Electric Avenue, in lieu of the otherwise 
required 7.5 feet. 

b. A 2-foot dedication shall be required on Westminster Avenue in lieu of the otherwise 
required 5 feet. 

20. Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. The project is located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction 
area of the California Coastal Zone. The applicant shall provide a copy of the Coastal 
Commission's Notification that the City's coastal development permit is effective. 

21. Prior to the effectuation of this grant, 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 Department of City 
Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the 
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Recorder's number and date shall be provided for inclusion in case file. Fees required per 
L.AM.C Section 19.01-E,3 for Monitoring of Conditional Use Permits and Inspection and 
Field Compliance Review of Operations shall be paid to the City prior to the final clearance 
of this condition. 

Alcoholic Beverage Conditions 

22. Authorized herein is the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site 
consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a 3,810 square-foot hotel 
restaurant; the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and off-site 
consumption in conjunction with a 2,935 square-foot hotel market. 

Subject to the following limitations: 

a. Apartment Hotel. Alcoholic beverages may be served between the hours of 7:00 
AM. to 1 :00 A.M. in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel 
business center. Alcoholic beverages may be provided within in hotel guest rooms in 
liquor cabinets and by hotel guest room services. 

b. Hotel Restaurant. The hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 AM. to 1 :00 AM. 
The restaurant shall be limited to 2,514 square feet of Service Floor Area, having a 
maximum of 195 indoor seats and 65 outdoor seats, provided that number of seats 
does not exceed the maximum allowable occupant load as determined by the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

c. Hotel Market. The hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 AM. to 1 :00 AM. The 
onsite consumption of alcoholic beverages within the 2,935 square-foot market shall 
be limited to a seating areas limited to 170 square feet of Service Floor Area. 

23. No after-hours use is permitted, except routine clean-up. This provisions includes but is not 
limited to private or promotional events, special events, excluding any activities which are 
issued film permits by the City. 

24. A camera surveillance system shall be installed and operating at all times to monitor the 
interior, entrance, exits and exterior areas, in front of and around the premises. Recordings 
shall be maintained for a minimum period of 30 days and are intended for use by the Los 
Angeles Police Department. 

25. Complaint Log. A telephone number and email address shall be provided for complaints or 
concerns from the community regarding the operation. The phone number and email 
address shall be posted at the following locations: 

a. Entry, visible to pedestrians 
b. Customer service desk, front desk or near the reception area. 

Complaints shall be responded to within 24-hours. The applicant shall maintain a log of all 
calls and emails, detailing: (1) date complaint received; (2) nature of complaint, and (3) the 
manner in which the complaint was resolved. 

26. STAR/LEAD/RBS Training. Within the first six months of operation, all employees involved 
with the sale of alcohol shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department "Standardized 
Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR) or Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
"Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs" (LEAD) training program or the Responsible 
Beverage Service (RBS) Training Program. Upon completion of such training, the applicant 
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shall request the Police Department or Department of Alcohol Beverage Control to issue a 
letter identifying which employees completed the training. STAR or LEAD or RBS training 
shall be conducted for all new hires within three months of their employment. 

27. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoring both patron and employee conduct on the 
premises and within the parking areas under his/her control to assure such conduct does not 
adversely affect or detract from the quality of life for adjoining residents, property owners, 
and businesses. 

28. Loitering is prohibited on or around these premises or the area under the control of the 
applicant. "No Loitering or Public Drinking" signs shall be posted in and outside of the 
subject facility. 

29. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be on 
the premises during business hours. The on-duty manager's responsibilities shall include the 
monitoring of the premises to ensure compliance with all applicable State laws, Municipal 
Code requirements and the conditions imposed by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control (ABC) and the conditional use herein. Every effort shall be undertaken in managing 
the subject premises and its facilities to discourage illegal and criminal activities and any 
exterior area over which the building owner exercises control, in effort to ensure that no 
activities associated with such problems as narcotics sales, use or possession, gambling, 
prostitution, loitering, theft, vandalism and truancy occur. 

30. The applicant shall be responsible for maintaining the premises and the adjoining sidewalk 
free of debris or litter. 

31. Coin operated game machines, pool tables or similar game activities or equipment shall not 
be permitted. Official California State lottery games and machines may be allowed. 

32. An electronic age verification device shall be purchased and retained on the premises to 
determine the age of any individual and shall be installed on at each point-of-sales location. 
This device shall be maintained in operational condition and all employees shall be 
instructed in its use. 

33. Smoking tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, including from electronic smoking devices, 
is prohibited in or within 10 feet of the outdoor dining areas in accordance with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.50 B 2 C. This prohibition applies to all outdoor areas of the 
establishment if the outdoor area is used in conjunction with food service and/or the 
consumption, dispensing or sale of alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages. 

34. The applicant(s) shall comply with 6404.5(b) of the Labor Code, which prohibits smoking 
within any place of employment. The applicant shall not possess ashtrays or other 
receptacles used for the purpose of collecting trash or cigarettes/cigar butts within the 
interior of the subject establishment. 

35. Designated Driver Program. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the applicant shall 
establish a "Designated Driver Program" which shall include, but not be limited to, 
signs/cards, notation on websites/social media, notifying patrons of the program. The 
signs/cards/website/social media shall be visible to the customer and posted or printed in 
prominent locations or areas. These may include signs/cards on each table, at the entrance, 
at the host station, in the waiting area, at the bars, or on the bathrooms, or a statement in the 
menus, a website, or on social media. 
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36. Any music, sound or noise which is under control of the applicant shall not violate Sections 
112.06 or 116.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Citywide Noise Ordinance). At any 
time, a City representative may visit the site during operating hours to measure the noise 
levels. If, upon inspection, it is found that the noise level exceeds those allowed by the 
citywide noise regulation, the owner/operator will be notified and will be required to modify or 
eliminate the source of the noise or retain an acoustical engineer to recommend, design and 
implement noise control measures within property such as, noise barriers, sound absorbers 
or buffer zones. 

37. Adult Entertainment of any type pursuant to LAMC Section 12.70 shall be prohibited. 

38. Private Events. Any use of the restaurant for private events, including corporate events, 
birthday parties, anniversary parties, weddings or other private events which are not open to 
the general public, shall be subject to all the same provisions and hours of operation stated 
herein. 

39. The restaurant establishments shall be maintained as a bona fide eating place with an 
operational kitchen and shall provide a full menu containing an assortment of foods normally 
offered in such restaurants. Food service shall be available at all times during operating 
hours. The restaurant establishment shall provide seating and dispense food and 
refreshments primarily for consumption on the premises. Food or refreshments solely for the 
purpose of takeout or delivery shall be prohibited. 

40. Partitions separating booth/dining areas shall not exceed 54 inches in height. No 
obstructions shall be attached, fastened or connected to the booths/dining areas within the 
interior space of the facility that restrict, limit or obstruct the clear observation of the 
occupants. 

41 . No enclosed room, other than restrooms, intended for use by patrons or customers shall be 
permitted. No private dining room with a separate access door shall be permitted. 

42. No conditional use for dancing has been requested or approved herein. Dancing is 
prohibited. 

43. There shall be no live entertainment or amplified music on the premises. There shall be no 
karaoke, disc jockey, topless entertainment, male or female performers or fashion shows. 

44. Entertainment in conjunction with the restaurant is limited to ambient music to compliment 
the dining experience, shall be limited to background music at a low volume. Independent, 
professional or amateur disc jockeys are not allowed. 

45. Entertainment in conjunction with the restaurant is limited to a live band without amplified 
sound (acoustic). Amplified ambience music played by restaurant employees to compliment 
the dining experience, shall be limited to background music at a low volume. Independent, 
professional or amateur disc jockeys are not allowed 

46. All entertainment shall be conducted within a wholly enclosed building; there shall be no live 
entertainment or dancing in the outdoor patio area, roof top decks, or roof top garden area at 
anytime. 

47. Speakers or amplified sound in the outdoor dining area, roof top decks, or roof top garden 
area shall be prohibited. 



CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) PAGE10 

Environmental Conditions - Mitigation Measures 

48. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the mitigation measures in the attached 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) and stamped "Exhibit B" 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. 

49. 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 Plan Approval filing 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. 

Administrative Conditions 

50. Prior to the effectuation of this grant, a covenant acknowledging and agreeing to complywith 
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 Department of City 
Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the 
Recorder's number and date shall be provided for inclusion in case file. Fees required per 
L.A.M.C Section 19.01-E,3 for Monitoring of Conditional Use Permits and Inspection and 
Field Compliance Review of Operations shall be paid to the City prior to the final clearance 
of this condition. 

51. MViP - Monitoring Verification and Inspection Program. Prior to the effectuation of this 
grant, fees required per L.A.M.C Section 19.01-E,3 - Monitoring of Conditional Use Permits, 
Inspection, and Field Compliance for Review of Operations, and Section 19.04 -
Miscellaneous ZA Sign Offs shall be paid to the City. 

a. Within 24 months from the beginning of operations or issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, a City inspector will conduct a site visit to assess compliance with, or 
violations of, any of the conditions of this grant. Observations and results of said 
inspection will be documented and included in the administrative file. 

b. The owner and operator shall be notified of the deficiency or violation and required to 
correct or eliminate the deficiency or violation. Multiple or continued documented 
violations or Orders to Comply issued by the Department of Building and Safety 
which are not addressed within the time prescribed, may result in additional 
corrective conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator. 

52. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the business, the property 
owner and the business owner or operator shall provide the prospective new property owner 
and the business owner/operator with a copy of the conditions of this action prior to the legal 
acquisition of the property and/or the business. Evidence that a copy of this determination 
including the conditions required herewith has been provided to the prospective 
owner/operator shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning in a letter from the 
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new operator indicating the date that the new operator/management began and attesting to 
the receipt of this approval and its conditions. The new operator shall submit this letter to the 
Department of City Planning within 30-days of the beginning day of his/her new operation of 
the establishment along with any proposed modifications to the existing floor plan, seating 
arrangement or number of seats of the new operation. 

53. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the business, the Zoning 
Administrator reserves the right to require that the new owner or operator file a Plan 
Approval application, if it is determined that the new operation is not in substantial 
conformance with the approved floor plan, or the operation has changed in mode or 
character from the original approval, or if documented evidence be submitted showing a 
continued violation( s) of any condition( s) of this grant resulting in a disruption or interference 
with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties. The application, in 
association with the appropriate fees, and a 500-foot notification radius, shall be submitted 
to the Department of City Planning within 30 days of the date of legal acquisition by the new 
owner or operator. The purpose of the plan approval will be to review the operation of the 
premise and establish conditions applicable to the use as conducted by the new owner or 
operator, consistent with the intent of the Conditions of this grant. Upon this review, the 
Zoning Administrator may modify, add or delete conditions, and if warranted, reserves the 
right to conduct this public hearing for nuisance abatement/revocation purposes. 

54. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 

Applicant shall do all of the following: 

a. 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. 

b. 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. 

c. Submit an initial deposit for the City's litigation costs to the City within 1 O 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). 

d. 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). 
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e. 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. 

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. 

OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS -TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES 

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be established. The 
instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized within three years after 
the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are not utilized or substantial physical 
construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently to completion, the 
authorization shall terminate and become void. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This authorization 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 upon you to advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. 

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 

"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial approval, or 
any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the authority of this chapter 
shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of the privilege, and the owner and 
applicant shall immediately comply with its Conditions. The violation of any valid Condition 
imposed by the Director, Zoning Administrator, Area Planning Commission, City Planning 
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Commission or City Council in connection with the granting of any action taken pursuant to 
the authority of this chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to 
the same penalties as any other violation of this Code." 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment. 

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this authorization 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 this authorization 
shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code. The Zoning 
Administrator's determination in this matter will become effective after March 26, 2020, unless an 
appeal therefrom 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 the Zoning Administrator's action, 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://cityplanning.lacity.org. Public offices are 
located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050 

West Los Angeles 
Development Services 
Center 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 
2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
(310) 231-2912 

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. 

NOTICE 

The applicant is further advised that subsequent contact regarding this determination must be with 
the Development Services Center. 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 
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waiting. You should advise any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans submitted 
therewith, and the statements made at the public hearings on September 22, 2016 and August 1, 
2019, all of which are by reference made a part hereof, as well as knowledge of the property and 
surrounding district, I find that the requirements and prerequisites for granting a coastal 
development permit, conditional use permit for alcohol and for a hotel within 500 feet of residential 
uses, a site plan review, project permit compliance review, waiver of dedication and/or improvement, 
and a Mello Act compliance review as enumerated in LAMC Sections 12.20.2, 12.24 W .1, 12.24 
W .24, 16.05, and 11.5. 7, 12.37 1.3, and Sections 65590 and 65590.1 of the California Government 
Code, and the City of Los Angeles Mello Act Interim Administrative Procedures, have been 
established by the following facts: 

BACKGROUND 

The subject site is located within the Venice Community Plan, the North Venice Subarea of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, 
Calvo Exclusion Area (not applicable to this project), is within the single permit jurisdiction of the 
California Coastal Zone, a Methane Zone, is within 4. 7 kilometers from the Santa Monica Fault, and 
is within a Liquefaction Area. The subject site, comprised of nine lots totaling approximately 46,877 
square feet, (one of which was formerly used for public parking}, is a level, irregularly-shaped parcel 
located within the C2-1-CA Zone. The project site includes a major portion of the block, with 
approximately 240 feet of frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south, 360 feet of frontage on 
Electric Avenue to the north, 160 feet of frontage on Broadway to the west, and 137 feet of frontage 
on Westminster Avenue. 

Abbot Kinney Boulevard, adjoining the property to the south, is a designated Modified Avenue Ill 
with a width of 70 feet and improved with a paved roadway, concrete curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Two 
driveways are located within the segment of the right-of-way between Broadway Street and 
Westminster Avenue. 

Electric Avenue, adjoining the property to the north, is designated as a Local Street, with a width of 
40 feet and improved with a paved roadway, concrete curb and gutter, and a sidewalk on the north 
side of the street. One driveway is located within the segment of the right-of-way between Broadway 
Street and Westminster Avenue. 

Westminster Avenue, adjoining the property to the east, is designated as a Local Street, with a 
varying width of 50-52 feet and improved with a paved roadway, concrete curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 
Two driveways are located within the segment of the right-of-way between Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
and Electric Avenue. 

Broadway. adjoining the property to the west, is designated as a Local Street, with a width of 50 feet 
and improved with a paved roadway, concrete curb, gutter, and sidewalk. One driveway is located 
within the segment of the right-of-way between Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Electric Avenue. 

The property west of the subject site is improved with a two-story office building in the C2-1-CA 
zone; the properties north and northeast of the site are developed with one and two-story, single and 
multi-family residential buildings in the RD1 .5-1 zone; the property east of the site is improved with a 
one-story commercial building (fitness use) and two-story residential building above groundfloor 
parking in the C2-1-CA zone; the property south of the site includes the Westminster Avenue 
Elementary School located within the [Q]PF-1XL zone, the school's frontage on Abbot Kinney 
includes a two-story structure, open recreation field, and a parking lot. Three lots abutting the project 
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site are developed with a parking lot, a building formerly used as a church (1039-1041 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard), and an office formerly used as a multifamily residence (1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard). 
A number of recently developed two and-three-story mixed developments are located southeast of 
the subject site. 

The subject site is improved with approximately 12,560 square feet of development, comprised of 
three restaurants totaling 7,444 square feet, a private school consisting of 1,572 square feet within 
three (residential) structures, 3,544 square feet of office space and a 60-space surface (former 
public) parking lot. There is also 2,963 square feet of existing outdoor landscaped area at the project 
site used as a retail nursery known as the Sculpture Garden that will remain. There is also a 
temporary vegetable garden, the Cook's Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Two of the three 
restaurant businesses and two of the three buildings in which they reside will be maintained, 
preserving the street frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. One of the three restaurant buildings, at 
1031 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, will be demolished and replaced with a new restaurant hotel. 

The proposed project is the demolition of one 2,442 square-foot restaurant, an existing private 
school within three single-family structures, 2,200 square feet of office space, and a 60-space, 
surface parking lot for the construction, use, and maintenance of a three-story, 70,310 square-foot 
(includes existing and new floor area), mixed-use development. The proposed mixed-use 
development is comprised of (3) new three-story structures, each with a maximum of 30 feet in 
height, and one (1) new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; the new structures are 
connected by pedestrian bridges and a three-level subterranean parking structure extending 
throughout the project site. 

The proposed mixed-used development is comprised of two existing restaurants and a new 3,810 
square-foot hotel restaurant having 2,514 square-feet of Service Floor area, a new Apartment Hotel 
with four dwelling units and 78 guest rooms, 2,935 square feet of ground floor retail space including 
a market with 170 square feet of Service Floor area, a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 2,027 square feet 
of office use. Tenant improvements are proposed to the existing restaurant structures comprised of 
interior and exterior improvements. The proposed project provides a total of 175 parking spaces (for 
new and existing uses), at grade and within the three-level subterranean parking structure. The 
project proposes an on-street (public right-of-way) loading area on Broadway, prohibited the use of 
the existing parking spaces during the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 
10:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. on Saturday; and also proposes a loading zone onsite. The project also 
requires excavation, grading, and approval of a haul route for the export of approximately 24,591.65 
cubic yards of dirt. 

The project proposes several improvements to the abutting public right-of-ways. Along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard, one drive way will be closed and approximately five parking spaces will be eliminated in 
order to establish a "Passenger Loading Only" in the roadway. Along Broadway Street, the project 
proposes to eliminate two-three parking spaces, re-locate an existing driveway from the comer to 
mid-way of the block and add a new driveway. Along Electric Avenue, the project proposes to 
relocate an existing driveway, remove two parking spaces and add two new driveways. Along 
Westminster Avenue, the project proposes to close two existing driveways to improve the vehicular 
circulation around the project site. Sidewalks will be installed along the perimeter of the project site 
to enhance the pedestrian circulation system in and around the neighborhood. 

The Bureau of Engineering completed their investigation of the project site and in a letter dated June 
13, 2019, outlined the required street dedications and public improvements. Below are the required 
street dedications: 

1. No dedication required along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

2. Dedicate 7.5 feet along Electric Avenue to complete the 30-foot half right-of-way width and 
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construct a new sidewalk to abut the new property line. 

3. Dedicate 5 feet on Broadway past the existing building to remain, to complete the 30-foot 
half right-of-way width and construct a new sidewalk to abut the new property line. 

4. Dedicate 5 feet along Westminster Ave to complete the 30-foot half right-of-way width and 
construct a new sidewalk to abut the new property line. 

5. Dedicate a 20-foot corner radius at the intersection of Abbot Kinney Boulevard and 
Westminster Avenue. 

6. Dedicate a 15-foot corner radius at the intersection of Electric Avenue and Westminster 
Avenue. 

7. Dedicate a 15-foot corner radius at the intersection of Electric Avenue and Broadway. 

The applicant requests a waiver to allow a 4.5-foot dedication on Electric Avenue in lieu of the 
required 7.5 feet and to provide a 2-foot dedication on Westminster Avenue in lieu of the required 5 
feet. 

Previous related actions on the site/in the area include: 

DIR-2017-1264-CDP- On January 3, 2018, the Director of Planning approved a Coastal 
Development Permit for the conversion of a 1,840 square-foot church into an office use, 
located at 1039-1041 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Case No. ZA 2012-0169{CUB)(CU)-On May 30, 2014, the Zoning Administrator approved 
a Conditional Use Permit to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line for alcoholic 
beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with the expansion of an existing 
restaurant and a Conditional Use to allow a deviation for the hours of operation for 
commercial uses in a Mini-Shopping Center/Commercial Corner Development, at 1025 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Case No. APCW 2008-0317{SPE)(CUB)(ZV){CDP)(SPP)- On September 17, 2008, the 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception to allow 
zero parking spaces in lieu of the required 27 spaces, a Conditional Use Permit to upgrade 
an existing beer and wine permit to allow a full line of alcoholic beverages and to expand the 
alcohol service area to a new roof deck outdoor cafe, a Variance to permit the consumption 
of food and beverage on the roof deck in conjunction with the restaurant, and a Coastal 
Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance Review, at 1697 Pacific Avenue. 

Case No. APCW 2006-10438(SPE)(CDP)(SPP)- On September 19, 2007, the West Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception to allow a 
maximum height of 35 feet in lieu of 30 feet and a street wall height of 10.5 feet in lieu of 13 
feet, a Coastal Development Permit for a new three-story mixed-use structure comprised of 
groundfloor commercial uses and three residential units, and a Project Permit Compliance 
Review, at 629-631 Rose Avenue. 

Case No. APCW 2006-9483(SPE)(CDP)(CUB)(SPP){SPR)(MEL)-On September 19. 2007, 
the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission disapproved a Specific Plan Exception, 
Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol, Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of a 
residential zone, Coastal Development Permit, Site Plan Review, Project Permit 
Compliance, and Mello Act Compliance Review for the construction, maintenance, and use 
of a new mixed-use development comprised of 57 guest rooms and commercial uses at 901 
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Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Case No. ZA 2005-8134(CDP)(CUB)(ZV)(ZAl)(SPP)(MEL) - On August 22, 2006, the 
Zoning Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit for the construction, use, and 
maintenance of a mixed-use development with groundfloor retail space, a 15 guest rooms 
and one dwelling unit, a Conditional Use Permit for an extended stay hotel within 500 feet of 
residential zone, a Variance to allow tandem parking, a Project Permit Compliance and Mello 
Act Compliance Review, at 812 Main Street. The Zoning Administrator's decision was 
appealed to the West Los Angeles Area Commission; the appeal was denied. 

APCW-2002-7551-SPE-CDP-ZM-SPP-MEL-On January 8, 2004, the West Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission disapproved a Specific Plan Exception, Coastal Development 
Permit, Adjustment, and Project Permit Review for the construction of a two-story, 30-feet-in 
height, 4,779 square-foot, artist-in-residence dwelling on a vacant lot, located at 1015 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard. 

Case No. ZA 2002-1848(PPA)(SPP)(CDP)(CUB)(MEL) - On November 20, 2002, the 
Zoning Administrator approved a Coastal Development Permit and additional entitlements 
for the construction of a mixed-use project comprised of seven live-work units, three 
condominium units, and groundfloor commercial uses, at 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. 

Case No. APCW 2001-5955(SPE)(ZV)(CU){CDP)(SPP)-On June 19, 2002, the West Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception to allow an 
increase in the height of an existing 52-foot hotel to 63.5 feet, to allow access from Pacific 
Avenue, to exceed the allowed FAR of 1.5: 1 by an additional 24,919 square feet, and allow 
92 parking spaces in lieu of the required 112 spaces, a Conditional Use Permit to allow the 
continued use and expansion of a hotel within 500 feet of a residential zone and a Coastal 
Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance Review, at 1697 Pacific Avenue. 

Site Visit: 

Staff conducted a site visit on August 29, 2016 and noted that the project site is located in an area 
developed with commercial and residential uses. The fa9ades along Abbot Kinney Boulevard are 
developed with several one and two story commercial structures. However, there are several three
story mixed-use structures on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Electric Ave, proximate to the site. The 
residential neighborhood north of the project site is zoned RD1 .5-1 and comprised of both single 
and multi-family residential structures that range in height from one to three stories. Those 
structures immediately adjacent to the site, north of Electric Avenue, consist of approximately eight, 
one-story, duplex structures situated on a triangle-shaped block. However, the neighborhood also 
contains several two and three-story multi-family residential buildings spanning several lots. 

The north frontage of the project site is improved with a surface (formerly public) parking lot and 
maintains an approximately eight-foot-tall fence. On-street parking is available; however, street 
parking is restricted on the west side of Westminster Avenue. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND CORRESPONDENCE 

The project application was initially filed on December 6, 2012 as APCW-2012-3354-SPE-CUB-CU
CDP-ZM-SPR-SPP, requesting a Specific Plan Exception and Zoning Administrator's Adjustment 
and other requests. However, the project was revised and the entitlements were amended to 
remove the Specific Plan Exception and zoning administrator's adjustment requests and added a 
Mello determination request and a request to modify the recommended dedications and 
improvements, resulting in Case No. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI. 
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Comments addressing Case No: APCW-2012-3354-SPE-CUB-CU-CDP-ZAA-SPR-SPP 
The project received over 300 letters commenting on the proposed project, approximately 57 letters 
were submitted in support and 250 letters were submitted in opposition. 

Comments addressing Case No: ZA-2012-3354-SPE-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI 
The project received over 250 letters commenting on the proposed project. In addition, a petition to 
"Stop the Venice Place Hotel" was initiated, with approximately 750 signatures and comments. 

A Notice of Public Hearing was sent twice to nearby property owners and or occupants residing near 
the subject site for which an application, as described below, had been filed with the Department of 
City Planning. The purpose of the hearings were to obtain testimony from affected or interested 
persons regarding the project. The environmental document was also among the matters 
considered at the hearings. All interested persons were invited to attend the hearings where they 
could listen, ask questions, or present testimony. 

A public hearing was first scheduled for Thursday, September 8, 2016. However, the Notice of 
Public Hearing was not properly posted onsite (ten days prior to the hearing date). An updated 
hearing notice was mailed and posted to the 500-foot radius as well as interested/required parties. 
The hearing was continued to September 22, 2016 at 9:30 am. Subsequent to the hearing, the 
applicant notified the Planning Department that an environmental impact report (EIR) would be 
prepared for the proposed project. 

Following the publication of the Final EIR, a new public hearing was held on August 1, 2019. Both 
hearings were held by Associate Zoning Administrator Theodore Irving, in the West Los Angeles 
Municipal Building, Second Floor Hearing Room, 1645 Corinth Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90025: 

More than 60 members of the public attended the public hearings. Fifty-two speakers provided 
testimony during the hearing: 30 people spoke in support of the project, 20 people spoke in 
opposition to the project, and two people provided general comments. A full summary of the 
comments provided during the September 22, 2016 and August 1, 2019 public hearings is 
maintained in the project case file. 

Below provides a summary of the main points ( comments received in writing and during the public 
hearing) in support and opposition to the proposed project. 

Comments submitted in support of the project: 
New uses will complement the existing commercial uses on Abbot Kinney and complete the 
Commercial District. 
Hotel provides a needed amenity to visitors, will provide jobs to local economy, tax revenue 
for City. 
Providing guest rooms will cut down on AirBnb. 
Project will be an asset to community, for residents and visitors. 
Provides parking according to the LAMC, brings existing restaurants onsite up to current 
parking requirements. 
The project team engaged the community through their outreach efforts. 
Most of the existing facades are retained, which is a positive change. 
Hotel will be beneficial to the neighborhood: providing security and will not impact traffic, 
most guest will walk to commercial areas and the beach. 

Comments submitted in opposition to the project: 
- Size and scale of project are too large, contradicts the intent of Venice Coastal Zone 

Specific Plan and Land Use Plan. 
Length of building is too long, out of scale . 
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- Combining 8 (multiple) lots is excessive. 
- The project will create a precedent for future projects. 
- Automated parking system is untested, unreliable, does not provide sufficient parking for 

hotel guests, employees, and visitors. 
- Traffic (vehicle flow, taxis, and deliveries) and parking will be impacted and safety concerns, 

especially for residential neighborhood. 
Residential neighborhood needs restricted parking for residents. 

- Operation of the site will result in noise impacts. 
- Alcohol sales from 7-1am will impact residents and school. 
- Safety concerns regarding proposed uses proximate to elementary school. 
- Safety concerns regarding increased vehicle traffic. 
- Construction impacts (dust/debris) 
- Existing infrastructure cannot accommodate project. 
- Proposed structures will block light. 

Hotel use takes away from the character of community. 
- A comment letter expressed the proposed project is a commercial corner development and 

requires a conditional use. Although Mixed-Use projects (defined in LAMC 13.09) are not 
subject to the requirements for commercial corner development, the proposed project does 
not meet the definition. 

- The project exceeds the allowable FAR and lot consolidation requirements of the Specific 
Plan. 

- Hotel uses are not residential uses. 
- Vehicle access should be provided on Abbot Kinney, less impact on Local Street and 

residential neighborhood. 
- Landscaped buffer should be provided on Electric Ave. 
- Alcohol service should end at 12 am, not 1 am; existing restaurants in the neighborhood 

close at 12 am. 
- A traffic/transportation review was prepared by RK Engineering analyzing the Traffic Studies 

{ENV-2012-3355-MND-REC1) and identified issues with the analysis of truck deliveries, on
site loading requirements, automated parking system impacts, site access and driveway 
locations, and parking for existing restaurants. 

Comments submitted to Case No. ENV-2016-4321-EIR. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
received 14 comments letters. A summary and response to comments is provided in the Final EIR. 

MANDATED FINDINGS 

Conditional Use Permits 
The proposed mixed use development requests a Conditional Use Permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24-W .1 to allow the (a) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on
site consumption in conjunction with a proposed hotel restaurant having 195 indoor seats and 65 
outdoor seats, operating 24 hours and serving alcohol between the hours of 7:00 AM. to 1 :00 AM., 
(b) the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site consumption in 
conjunction with a market within the hotel, operating between the hours of operating 24 hours and 
serving alcohol between the hours of 7:00 AM. to 1 :00 AM., (c) the sale and dispensing of a full 
line of alcohol beverages for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a market within the 
hotel, operating between the hours of 7:00 A.M to 1 :00 AM, (d) a full line of alcohol beverages 
provided in individual hotel room's liquor cabinets, ( e) the sale of a full line of alcohol beverages by 
hotel guest room services, (f) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center; and (g) pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-
W .24 to allow an apartment hotel within 500 feet of a residential zone. The following is a delineation 
of the findings and the application of the relevant facts. 
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Conditional Use Permit Findings 

1. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or 
will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project site is developed with a 60-space, surface parking lot, three residential 
structures, and three commercial structures. The proposed project will retain two commercial 
structures (restaurant uses) along the southwest portion of the site, remove the parking lot 
and residential structures, and construct a new three-story, 70,310 square-foot, mixed-use 
development comprised of an apartment hotel (four dwelling units and 78 guest rooms) and 
groundfloor commercial uses, providing a total of 175 parking spaces for the existing uses 
and the proposed developments on the project site. The proposed apartment hotel will be 
located within 500 feet of a residential zone, approximately 40 feet south of the RD1 .5-1 
multi-family residential zone. The project includes a new two-story, 3,81 O square-foot 
restaurant with 1,829 square feet of interior Service Floor area and 684.5 square feet of 
outdoor Service Floor area, and a new 2,935 square-foot market (retail) with 150 square feet 
of Service Floor area. 

The proposed project will enhance the build environment by introducing visitor-serving uses 
such as restaurants and a market (retail) and providing overnight visitor-serving uses (guest 
rooms), along a busy commercial corridor in the Venice Coastal Zone. The proposed 
development provides much needed overnight accommodations proximate to an established 
commercial area and provides four dwelling units, replacing three existing single-family 
dwellings, currently maintained as a preschool. The proposed new restaurant is consistent 
with the existing restaurant uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and the proposed two 
and three-story portions of the project will complement the pedestrian-oriented character and 
massing of the corridor and area. In addition, new automobile and bicycle parking will be 
provided for the new and existing uses, and onsite loading will be provided for the 
commercial uses. The proposed project also provides dedications and improvements to the 
right-of-way adjacent to the site, including the construction of new ADA-compliant sidewalks 
and pedestrian access ramps, repairing existing curb and gutter, and the closing of all 
unused driveways. The public right-of-way improvements will enhance pedestrian access to 
and adjacent to the site, and the surrounding vehicular circulation system. 

The proposed mixed-use development is comprised of uses that are consistent with the 
established commercial corridor and adjacent residential neighborhood, as well as design 
and massing that is compatible with the area's transitioning, and right-of-way improvements 
that facilitate pedestrian and vehicular access and enhance the public realm. As such, the 
proposed development will enhance the built environment and provide a service that is 
essential and beneficial to the Venice Coastal Zone. 

2. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

The properties immediately south of Abbot Kinney Boulevard are developed with an 
elementary school and playground, while the lots fronting Broadway and Westminster 
Avenue are developed with one and two-story commercial structures. The properties north of 
Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential structures that vary from one to 
three stories in height; the structures fronting Electric Avenue are one story in height. The 
properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south side of the street, are developed with 
two and three-story commercial and residential structures, with a flat-roof height of 30 feet; 
these buildings are adjacent to one-story residential structures. The three-story structure, 
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located on the east side of Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and vehicle access 
from Electric Avenue. The project site and properties proximate to the site are developed 
with one and two story structures in an urban area. 

The proposed project site encompasses the entire rear portion of the block with new 
structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (south), Broadway (west), Electric Avenue 
(north), and Westminster Avenue (east). The project proposes a 70,310 square-foot mixed
use development designed as four structures connected by pedestrian bridges and 
subsurface levels. The development (above ground) is comprised of three (3) three-story 
structures and one (1) two-story structure, with a maximum flat-roof height of 30 feet. The 
proposed development will retain two existing structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
(proposing tenant improvements) and construct new two and three-story structures. The 
existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 30 feet, consistent with that of 
existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. New development is 
only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and will preserve much of the 
existing massing and scale of the commercial block. The building wall is articulated with 
balconies and recessed planes at the second and third level. The proposed flat-roof height 
of 30 feet and three-stories is similar to that of existing structures along the south side of 
Electric Avenue that extend more than 300 feet. As such, the proposed 30-foot-tall portions 
of the project are consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, 
adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood. 

Four rooftop areas are proposed for use by hotel employees and guests. The rooftop deck 
along Electric Avenue is proximate to multi-family residential uses; however, this area 
includes a rooftop garden and solar equipment area with a limited area (approximately 1,500 
square feet) for as an open deck. The deck area, along the northeast portion of the roof, is 
stepped back, more than 12 feet from the property line (Electric Avenue). The decks located 
Westminster Avenue, Broadway and Abbot Kinney include areas range from 450 to 1,200 
square feet and are located along primarily commercial corridors. The noise expected to be 
generated from the rooftop decks would be sufficiently buffered by the ambient noise from 
the streets and required to comply with the City's Noise Ordinance. No amplified music is 
permitted on the rooftop decks. As conditioned, the operation of the rooftop areas is not 
expected to impact the adjacent properties or surrounding area. 

The proposed apartment hotel, restaurant, retail, and office uses are consistent with the 
permitted uses in the C2 zone and are appropriate uses for the Community Commercial land 
use designation in the Venice Coastal Zone Land Use Plan. The commercial uses are 
consistent with the existing uses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The vehicle entrance is 
located on Electric Avenue, adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood. The 
project's driveway access replaces an existing surface parking lot, and encloses all valet and 
parking operations. The proposed rooftop deck, along Electric Avenue, is comprised of solar 
equipment and a rooftop garden, and limited to use by hotel guests. Furthermore, the 
proposed commercial uses are located along the south side of the property, fronting Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard and minimizing impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the 
new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in 
the hotel guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the 
hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center), and offsite consumption 
for the market. The hotel would be operated 24 hours, however alcohol service (in all areas 
except the guest room liquor cabinets) and the operation of the hotel market would be 
limited to operating between 7:00 A.M. to 1 :00 A.M. The proposed hours of operation are 
typical of hotel uses and the operating hours (service of alcohol) are similar with that of 
restaurants and retail uses on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and along commercial corridors 
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proximate to the site. 

As such, the proposed development will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare and safety. 

3. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan. 

The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan, which is one of 35 Community 
Plans forming the Land Use Element of the General Plan. Properties within the Venice 
Coastal Zone are also subject to the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Land Use Plan 
(LUP), which was adopted by means of a plan amendment to the Community Plan. The 
Community Plan and LUP designate the project site with a Community Commercial land use 
designation, with corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4, RAS3, and RAS4. The project site is 
zoned C2-1-CA. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of General Plan, Community Plan, and Specific Plan. 

General Plan Framework Element 
The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was adopted in 
December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The Framework Element provides 
guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. 
The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth 
strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban 
form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, transportation, 
infrastructure, and public services. The Framework Element includes the following goals, 
objectives, and policies relevant to the project: 

Goal 3. Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi- and mixed-use centers that support and 
provide identity for Los Angeles' communities. 

Objective 3.9. Reinforce existing and encourage new community centers, which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, 
promote neighborhood and community activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places in which to live, work and visit, 
both in daytime and nighttime. 

Goal 7B. A City with land appropriately and sufficiently designated to sustain a robust 
commercial and industrial base. 

Objective 7.2. Establish a balance of land uses that provides for commercial and 
industrial development which meets the needs of local residents, sustains economic 
growth, and assures maximum feasible environmental quality. 

Policy 7.2.4. Ensure that the City has enough capacity to accommodate the 
development of general commercial uses, which support community needs in all parts of 
Los Angeles. 

Policy 7.2.5. Promote and encourage the development of retail facilities appropriate to 
serve the shopping needs of the local population when planning new residential 
neighborhoods or major residential developments. 

Goal 7.3. A City with thriving and expanding businesses. 
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Objective 7.3. Maintain and enhance the existing businesses in the City. 

7.3.2. Retain existing neighborhood commercial activities within walking distance of 
residential areas. 

The project proposes a new mixed-use development comprised of new retail (market), 
office, and restaurant uses as well as improvements to two existing restaurants and public 
right-of-way, within a Community Center in the Venice Community Plan area. The proposed 
project adds approximately 10,507 square feet of new commercial floor area, provides new 
visitor-serving uses and further enhances a critical commercial corridor for residents and 
visitors to the Venice Coastal Zone. 

Land Use Element - Venice Community Plan 
The Venice Community Plan was adopted by City Council on September 29, 2000. The 
Community Plan's purpose is to promote an arrangement of land use, circulation, and 
services, which all encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the Community. The proposed project is in conformance 
with the following objectives and policies of the Venice Community Plan: 

Goal 2. A strong and competitive commercial sector which promotes economic vitality, 
serves the needs of the community through well designed, safe and accessible areas while 
preserving the historic, commercial and cultural character of the community. 

Objective 2-1 . To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in the 
community and to provide additional opportunities for new commercial development and 
services within existing commercial areas. 

Policy 2-1. 1. New commercial uses shall be located in existing established commercial 
areas or shopping centers. 

Policy 2-1. 5. Require that commercial projects be designed and developed to achieve a 
high level of quality, distinctive character and compatibility with surrounding uses and 
development. 

Objective 2-2. To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify 
pedestrian-oriented districts. 

Policy 2-2. 1. Encourage pedestrian-oriented uses and mixed-use in designated areas. 

Objective 2-3. To enhance the appearance of commercial districts. 

Policy 2-3. 1. Require that new development be designed to enhance and be compatible 
with adjacent development. 

The project proposes a new mixed-use development comprised of new retail (market), 
office, and restaurant uses as well as improvements to two existing restaurants and public 
right-of-way, within a Community Center in the Venice Community Plan area. The project 
adds approximately 10,507 square feet of new commercial floor area, provides new visitor
serving uses and further enhances a critical commercial corridor for residents and visitors to 
the Venice Coastal Zone. The proposed project includes physical improvements to the 
pedestrian right-of-way, including new ADA-compliant sidewalks, reconfigured intersections, 
and closure of unused driveways. The proposed mixed use development is designed as 
three separate structures (above ground) with heights varying from two to three stories, 
maintaining the massing of the development and surrounding area. 
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Land Use Element - Certified Venice Land Use Plan 
The Venice Land Use Plan was adopted by the City Council on October 29, 1999 and 
certified by the California Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001. The LUP is part of the 
California Coastal Commission's Local Coastal Program intended for the Venice Coastal 
Zone; however the necessary Implementation Plan was not adopted. The LUP was adopted 
by means of a plan amendment to the Community Plan and provides policies applicable to 
development in the Venice Coastal Zone. As discussed in Finding No. 8 below, it is found 
that the project is in conformance with the objectives and policies of the Venice Land Use 
Plan. 

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 
The Specific Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 2, 2003. As discussed in 
Finding No. 16 below, the project is in conformance with the applicable regulations of the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

As such, the proposed project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, the Venice Community Plan, Land Use Plan, and Venice Coastal Zone 
Specific Plan. 

Alcoholic Beverage Findings 

4. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The project site encompasses a commercially-zoned block, located within a commercial 
corridor, Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south, and adjacent to a multi-family residential 
neighborhood, Electric Avenue to the north. The proposed mixed-use development consists 
of an apartment hotel with 78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units, a new two-story, 3,810 
square-foot restaurant with 1,829 square feet of interior Service Floor area and 684.5 square 
feet of outdoor Service Floor area, and a new 2,935 square-foot market (retail) with 150 
square feet of Service Floor area. The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks 
and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms {liquor cabinets), hotel guest room 
services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business 
center), and offsite consumption for the market. The proposed hours of operation, restaurant 
use, and market are consistent with the existing commercial uses along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard and are preferred uses identified in the Land Use Plan for areas designated for 
Community Commercial land uses. 

As conditioned, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site and off-site 
consumption will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. Negative 
impacts commonly associated with the sale of alcoholic beverages, such as criminal activity, 
public drunkenness, and loitering are mitigated by the imposition of conditions requiring 
deterrents against loitering and responsible management. Employees will undergo training 
on the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages including training provided by the Los 
Angeles Police Department Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers (STAR) Program. 
Other conditions related to excessive noise, litter and noise prevention will safeguard the 
residential community. Therefore, with the imposition of such conditions the sale of a full line 
of alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption at this location will not adversely affect or 
further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, 
welfare and safety. 

5. The granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer 
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and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable State 
laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of 
these establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in 
the area ( especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use 
of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and 
whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the 
area. 

According to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) licensing 
criteria, three on-site and two off-site consumption licenses are allocated to the subject 
census tract (Census Tract 2733.00). Currently there are 17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site 
licenses in this census tract. Records from the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control show that there are two active Type 47 ABC Licenses for the two existing 
restaurants, to be maintained and improved as part of the proposed development: Primitivo 
Wine Bistro (License No. 514811) was active since June 8, 2015 and License No 569602 
was active since August 24, 2016. The proposed hotel restaurant seeks a renewal and 
extension of an existing Type 47 License, No. 345545, active since October 7, 1998; adding 
the new areas within the hotel and seeking an off-site license for the sales within the 
proposed market. 

According to statistics provided by the Los Angeles Police Department's Pacific Division 
Vice Unit, within Crime Reporting District No. 1413, which has jurisdiction over the subject 
property, a total of 528 crimes were reported in 2018 (171 Part I and 357 Part II crimes), 
compared to the citywide average of 185 offenses and the high crime reporting district of 
222 crimes for the same reporting period. 

Part 1 Crimes reported by LAPD include, Homicide (0), Rape (1 ), Robbery (3), Aggravated 
Assault (18), Burglary (32), Auto Theft (17), Larceny (100). Part II Crimes reported include, 
Other Assault (7), Forgery/Counterfeit (1) Embezzlement/Fraud (0), Stolen Property (0), 
Weapons Violation (3), Prostitution Related (1 ), Sex Offenses (0), Offenses Against Family 
(0), Narcotics (30), Liquor Laws (22), Public Drunkenness (3), Disturbing the Peace (0), 
Disorderly Conduct (2), Gambling (0), DUI related (1) and other offenses (287). Of the 528 
total crimes reported for the census tract, 22 arrests were made for liquor laws, 3 arrests 
were made for under the influence of alcohol, and 1 arrest was made for driving under the 
influence. Crime reporting statistics for 2019 are not yet available. 

In these active commercial areas where there is a demand for licenses beyond the allocated 
number and where an over-concentration of licenses is suggested, the ABC has recognized 
that high-activity retail and commercial centers located within revitalized hubs are supported 
by a significant employee population, in addition to the increasing resident population base 
in the area. The ABC has discretion to approve an application for a license if there is 
evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the 
quiet enjoyment of property by residents . In addition, the Zoning Administrator is imposing 
conditions of approval in order to prevent public drinking, driving under the influence, and 
public drunkenness. 

The above statistics indicate that the crime rate in the census tract where the subject site is 
located is higher than the city average. Negative impacts commonly associated with the sale 
of alcoholic beverages, such as criminal activity, public drunkenness, and loitering are 
mitigated by the imposition of conditions requiring surveillance, responsible management 
and deterrents against loitering. The conditions will safeguard the welfare of the community. 
As conditioned, allowing the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption at the subject location will benefit the public welfare and convenience because 
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it would add an amenity to nearby residences. 

6. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the distance 
of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments dispensing, for sale or 
other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is zoned for commercial uses and will continue to be utilized as such with 
the proposed mixed-use development. The following sensitive uses are located within a 
1,000-foot radius of the site: 

• Westminster Elementary School, 1010 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
• Westminster Senior Citizen Center, 1234 Pacific Avenue 
• Westminster Dog Park, 1234 Pacific Avenue 
• New Bethel Baptist Church, 503 Brooks Avenue 
• Multi-family residential neighborhood, adjacent 

Consideration has been given to the distance of the subject establishment from the above
referenced sensitive uses. The grant has been well conditioned, which should protect the 
health, safety and welfare of the surrounding neighbors. The potential effects of excessive 
noise or disruptive behavior have been considered and addressed by imposing conditions 
related to noise and loitering. The project is consistent with the zoning and in keeping with 
the existing uses adjacent to the development. This project will contribute to a neighborhood 
and will serve the neighboring residents and the local employees as well as visitors. 
Therefore as conditioned, the project will not detrimentally affect residentially zoned 
properties or any other sensitive uses in the area. 

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. Following is a 
delineation of the findings and the application of the facts of this case to same. 

7. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address public access, recreation, 
marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial development. The 
following addresses conformity with the applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

Section 30222 states the priority of development purposes (private land); that the use of 
private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to 
enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture 
or coastal-dependent industry. Visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities such as 
campgrounds, hostels, motels, and hotels are encouraged in the Coastal Zone to increase 
access to the Coast through the provisions of visitor accommodations. The project consists 
of the development of a new apartment hotel providing 78 guest rooms and four dwelling 
units, within the Venice Coastal Zone. The proposed project will provide visitor 
accommodations and other visitor-serving commercial uses proximate to the Abbot Kinney 
commercial district as well as Venice Beach. The proposed project will not result in the net 
loss of any existing Residential Units and is zoned C2-1-CA, allowing for residential and 
commercial uses. 

Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on 
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archeological or paleontological resources. The project consists of the demolition of existing 
structures, excavation, and grading, in order to construct a new three-story mixed-use 
development with three subterranean parking levels. Approximately 24,591 cubic yards of 
dirt will be exported from the site. The proposed excavation and export of dirt is subject to 
review by the Department of Building and Safety and is conditioned to comply with the 
recommendations listed in the Geology and Soils Approval Letter {LOG 93259). Also, the 
proposed project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local regulatory standards 
to ensure appropriate treatment of any potential paleontological resources unexpectedly 
encountered during grading and excavation activities regulations. 

Section 30250 states (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not 
able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not 
have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. (b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be 
located away from existing developed areas. (c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly 
be located in existing developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or 
at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

The proposed project is located along Abbot Kinney Boulevard, an established commercial 
corridor primarily developed with similar retail, office, and restaurant uses. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard is a 70 foot-wide right-of-way with one travel lane in each direction, on-street 
public parking, served by public transit (local and rapid Metro stops and the Big Blue Bus), 
and is marked as a shared lane for bicycles. The project site has convenient access to 
existing public services, beach, bus lines, etc ... The proposed development includes visitor
serving uses such as guest rooms (within an apartment hotel), restaurants, and retail uses 
and is located within a highly developed commercial corridor. 

Section 30251 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. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. The 
project site and properties proximate to the site are developed with one and two story 
structures in an urban area. 

The proposed project site encompasses the entire rear portion of the block with new 
structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (south), Broadway (west), Electric Avenue 
(north), and Westminster Avenue ( east). The project proposes a 70,310 square-foot mixed
use development designed as four structures connected by pedestrian bridges and 
subsurface levels. The development (above ground) is comprised of three (3) three-story 
structures and one (1) two-story structure, with a maximum flat-roof height of 30 feet. The 
proposed development will retain two existing structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
(proposing tenant improvements) and construct new two and three-story structures. The 
existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 30 feet, consistent with that of 
existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. New development is 
only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and will preserve much of the 
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existing massing and scale of the commercial block. The building wall is articulated with 
balconies and recessed planes at the second and third level. The proposed flat-roof height 
of 30 feet and three-stories is similar to that of existing structures along the south side of 
Electric Avenue that extend more than 300 feet. The proposed project is conditioned to 
observe a rooftop setback of 12 feet from the easterly and westerly property lines. As such, 
the proposed 30-foot-tall portions of the project are consistent with the massing and scale of 
the existing development, adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood. 

The properties immediately south of Abbot Kinney Boulevard are developed with an 
elementary school and playground, while the lots fronting Broadway and Westminster 
Avenue are developed with one and two-story commercial structures. The properties north of 
Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential structures that vary from one to 
three stories in height; the structures fronting Electric Avenue are one story in height. The 
properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south side of the street, are developed with 
two and three-story commercial and residential structures, with a flat-roof height of 30 feet; 
these buildings are adjacent to one-story residential structures. The three-story structure, 
located on the east side of Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and vehicle access 
from Electric Avenue. The project site and properties proximate to the site are developed 
with one and two story structures in an urban area. 

The proposed project improves access to and around the 46,870 square-foot site, 
reconstructing the existing sidewalk, closing unused driveways, constructing ADA 
compliance ramps (corners), and constructing a new sidewalk along Electric Avenue. The 
project also includes new street trees and landscaping, enhancing the pedestrian realm, 
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the 
public right-of-way for the loading purposes. As such, the proposed development along 
Electric Avenue is visually compatible with the surrounding area and consistent with the 
character and scale of the neighborhood. The site and immediate neighborhood do not 
contain natural land forms, nor do they maintain views to the ocean; the subject site is 
approximately half a mile inland. The proposed three-story structure would not obstruct 
views of the ocean or any other scenic areas, is visually compatible with the character of the 
existing area, and will enhance the visual quality of the subject site and immediate area. 

Section 30252 The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) 
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas 
that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute 
means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for 
public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring 
that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation 
areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development 
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. The 
project proposes the development of a mixed-use project comprised of 78 guest rooms, four 
dwelling units, and groundfloor commercial uses. The project provides both visitor-serving 
facilities and "commercial facilities within or adjacent to residential development," which is in 
keeping with policies of the Coastal Act and the pedestrian-oriented nature of Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. While, the 60-space surface parking lot is being removed, the proposed project 
will provide a total of 175 parking spaces onsite to satisfy the parking requirements of the 
existing and proposed uses and will also provide additional bicycle parking for hotel guests, 
residents, and visitors. The provision of bicycle parking and proximity of transit to the 
property is consistent with the Coastal Act's policies regarding non-automobile circulation. 
Further, the proposed project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the adjoining right-of-way 
for loading purposes in order to maintain and enhance public access the coast and other 
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public institutions. 

Section 302 53 states new development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas 
of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and 
neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that 
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (3) Be consistent with 
requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Control 
Board as to each particular development. (4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle 
miles traveled. (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods 
which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses. 

The proposed development is located within a methane zone, liquefaction area and within 
4.7 kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault. As such, the project is subject to compliance with 
Zoning and Building Code requirements that will minimize risks to life and property in such 
hazard areas. The property is also located within Zone C (National Flood Insurance Program 
rate maps), areas of minimal flooding. 

The project site is also located within an area that may be affected by Sea Level Rise. On 
August 12, 2015, the Coastal Commission adopted a Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance 
document, subsequently updated and adopted on November 7, 2018. This policy document 
provides a framework and directions for local jurisdictions to address sea level rise (SLR) in 
Local Coastal Programs {LCPs) and Coastal Development Permits (CDPs). In May 2018, 
the City completed an initial sea level rise vulnerability assessment for the Venice Coastal 
Zone. The report provides that: Existing wide beaches generally protect Venice from coastal 
hazards. Coastal assets along or near the beachfront are potentially vulnerable during a 
large storm event in combination with SLR greater than 3.3 feet. After 4.9 feet SLR, 
beach front assets are more vulnerable to damage from flooding or potential erosion of the 
beach. A SLR of 6.6 feet is a tipping point for Venice's exposure to extreme coastal wave 
events. Beachfront and coastal assets could flood annually, beaches could be greatly 
reduced in width, and high water levels could greatly increase potential for flooding of inland 
low-lying areas. As discussed in the analysis, there is considerable uncertainty around the 
timing of SLR, how coastal processes may be affected, and what adaptation approaches will 
be applied in the future (VSLRVA, pg. 45). Policies and development standards to address 
the potential impacts of SLR would be addressed in the City's LCP for the Venice Coastal 
Zone. 

A Sea Level Rise Hazards Analysis was prepared by GeoSoils, Inc., a report dated May 20, 
2019. The Coastal Storm Modeling System (CoSMoS) was utilized to analyze the project's 
vulnerability to flood hazards, considering a scenario of a minimum 6.6-foot sea level rise 
and a 100-year storm scenario. Based on this scenario, the proposed development could 
potentially be affected by flooding as a result of SLR at or above the stated level; however, 
the potential for such flooding in severe storm events is likely to increase towards the end of 
the project's life (based on a typical development life of 75 years). The proposed 
development includes three subterranean levels, however, the foundation and basement 
levels are required to be water-proofed and are subject to further review and compliance 
with zoning and building code requirements. Furthermore, any repair, demolition, and/or new 
construction as a result of any flooding would be subject to additional review. As 
conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

8. 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. 
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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 following provides a discussion of the applicable policies of the certified LUP: 

Policy I. A. 17. Youth Hostels and Hotels. Development of temporary housing opportunities, 
such as hotels and youth hostels, shall be permitted through the conditional use 
permit/coastal development permit process in the Medium Density Residential and 
Community Commercial categories. The capacity of the proposed youth hostel shall be a 
factor of consideration for residential zones. Overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels 
and youth hostels, are preferred uses in Community Commercial and General Commercial 
land use categories. 

Policy I. B. 2. Mixed-Use Development. Mixed-use residential-commercial development shall 
be encouraged in all areas designated on the Land Use Policy Map for commercial 
use ... The design of mixed-use development is intended to help mitigate the impact of the 
traffic generated by the development on coastal access roads and reduce parking demand 
by reducing the need for automobile use by residents and encouraging pedestrian activity. 
Such development shall comply with the density and development standards set forth in this 
LUP. 

Policy I. 8. 6. Community Commercial Land Use. The areas designated as Community 
Commercial on the Land Use Policy Map (Exhibits 9 through 12) will accommodate the 
development of community-serving commercial uses and services, with a mix of residential 
dwelling units and visitor-serving uses. The Community Commercial designation is intended 
to provide focal points for local shopping, civic and social activities and for visitor-serving 
commercial uses. They differ from Neighborhood Commercial areas in their size and 
intensity of business and social activities. The existing community centers in Venice are 
most consistent with, and should be developed as, mixed-use centers that encourage the 
development of housing in concert with multi-use commercial uses. The integration and 
mixing of uses will increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to 
live near shopping. Overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotels and youth hostels, are 
preferred uses in the Community Commercial land use category. 

Uses/Density: Community commercial uses shall accommodate neighborhood and visitor
serving commercial and personal service uses, emphasizing retail and restaurants; and 
mixed residential/commercial use with retail on the ground floor and personal services and 
residential uses on upper floors. Drive-thru facilities and billboards shall be prohibited in the 
Community Commercial land use category. On a commercial lot, residential uses shall not 
exceed one unit per 800-1200 square feet of lot area. 

Policy I. B. 7. Commercial Development Standards. 
Density/Intensity: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 1. 5 to 1 for retail and/or office 
and residential. 

- Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use projects 
which conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and 
provide adequate on-site parking. 
Yards: Per the following Ground Level Development Policy which requires that 
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commercial development be designed in scale with, and oriented to, the adjacent 
pedestrian accessways (i.e. sidewalks). 
Ground Level Development: Every commercial structure shall include a Street Wall, 
which shall extend for at least 65% of the length of the street frontage .. . The required 
Street Wall at sidewalk level shall be a minimum of 13 feet high. (A Street Wall is the 
exterior wall of a building that faces a street.) 
Street Walls adjacent to a sidewalk cafe, public plaza, retail courtyard, arcade, or 
landscaped area may be setback a maximum of 15 feet along the project which 
consists of the sidewalk cafe, public plaza, retail courtyard, arcade, or landscaped 
area. Such areas shall not be considered in calculating the buildable area of a 
project ... but shall be considered in calculations for required parking. 

- At least 50% of the area of the ground floor Street Wall shall be devoted to 
pedestrian entrances, display windows, and/or windows affording views into retail, 
office, gallery, or lobby space. 

- Blank walls shall be limited to segments of 15 feet in length, except that walls 
containing a vehicle entry shall be limited to the width of the door plus five feet. 

- All projects shall provide at least one pedestrian entrance into each business or use 
for each street frontage. 

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. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the scale 
of existing neighborhoods. Roof access structures shall be limited to the minimum size 
necessary to reduce visual impacts while providing access for fire safety. In visually 
sensitive areas, roof access structures shall be set back from public recreation areas, public 
walkways, and all water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a visible 
increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation area, public 
walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed the height limit by more than 
ten (101 feet. Roof deck enclosures (e.g. railings and parapet walls) shall not exceed the 
height limit by more than 42 inches and shall be constructed of railings or transparent 
materials. Notwithstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust ducts, ventilation 
shafts and other similar devices essential for building function may exceed the specified 
height limit in a residential zone by five feet. 

Policy 11.A.3 Parking Requirements. 
a. Hotel: 2 spaces; plus 2 spaces for each dwelling unit; plus 1 space for each guest 

room or each suite of rooms for the first 30; plus 1 space for each two guest rooms 
or suites of rooms in excess of 30 but not exceeding 60; plus 1 space for each three 
guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 60; plus 1 space for each 100 square 
feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation 
areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating 
area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly. 

b. Office: 1 space for every 250 square feet of floor area 
c. Spa: 1 space for every 250 square feet of floor area 
d. Retail: 1 space for every 225 square feet of floor area 
e. Restaurant (existing): 1 space for every 50 square feet of Service Floor area 

Policy II. A. 4. Parking Requirements in the Beach Impact Zone ... Commercial and industrial 
projects in the BIZ shall provide one additional parking space for each 640 square feet of 
floor area of the ground floor. 

Policy II. A. 10. Valet Parking. Valet parking programs may be permitted and implemented in 
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order to increase the amount of available public parking in parking impacted areas. In order 
to ensure that any valet parking program that is permitted to operate in the Venice Coastal 
Zone does not negatively impact coastal access opportunities, all approved valet parking 
programs shall comply with the following policies: 

a. The use of public parking areas for valet vehicle Drop-off/Pick-up stations shall be 
limited to the minimum area necessary and occupy the fewest number of public 
parking spaces. 

b. Vehicle Storage/Parking. The storage of vehicles by valets is prohibited in public 
parking lots, on public rights-of-way and in on-street parking spaces (except for 
loading and unloading) unless it is determined that use of the public parking area will 
not conflict with the need for public parking by beach goers. 

c. A valet parking program that utilizes public property in the coastal zone shall be 
available for use by the general public with no preference granted to any group or 
type of use (i.e., restaurant customers vs. beach goers). 

The project consists of the demolition of an existing restaurant, three single-family dwellings, 
and a 60-space, surface parking lot and the construction of a mixed-use development 
comprised of an apartment hotel having 78 guest rooms, four dwelling units and commercial 
uses consisting of a new restaurant, retail, office, and spa uses. The subject site is zoned 
C2-1-CA with a General Plan Land Use Designation of Community Commercial. As outlined 
in Policy 1.B.6, overnight visitor-serving uses, such as hotel and youth hostels, are preferred 
uses in the Community Commercial land use category. The proposed mixed-use 
development further conforms to the development regulations outlined in Policy I.B.7, 
discussed in Finding No. 16. 

Furthermore, as discussed in Finding No. 1, the proposed development is consistent with 
the mass and scale of the existing character of the neighborhood (both commercial and 
residential character), as provided in Policy 1.E.2. The proposed development is designed 
with four structures (above ground), connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean 
levels. As such, the massing of the structure is reduced and further articulated, matching the 
scale of commercial and residential development adjacent and proximate to the site. The 
proposed two and three story structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Westminster 
Avenue, and Broadway are consistent with existing commercial and mixed-use structures. 
The proposed three-story structure fronting Electric Avenue is consistent in scale and 
massing with the existing three-story structures on the south side of Electric Avenue, 
adjacent to the residential neighborhoods to the north. 

The mixed-use development is consistent with the commercial development standards 
outlined in Policy 1.8. 7 and further discussed in Finding No. 16. The mixed-use development 
proposes an FAR of 1.5: 1 on a site comprised of eight lot and will construct four structures 
( designed as separated building above ground). The ground floor includes Street Walls that 
extend more than 65 percent of the length of the street frontage (all four streets) and are 
designed with windows, pedestrian entrances, and storefronts. As conditioned, the project 
conforms to the commercial development standards. 

The project provides 175 parking spaces within a subterranean, automated parking garage; 
the parking provided complies with the required parking for Hotel uses, as outlined in Policy 
I1.A.3 and for commercial development in the Beach Impact Zone, as outlined in Policy 
I1.A.4. The project also provides required parking for two existing restaurant uses with a 
combined Service Floor area of 2,268 square feet, consistent with the requirements outlined 
in the LUP. A valet service is provided onsite for the automated parking, and all drop-off and 
pick-up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As conditioned, the loading of passengers or 
goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As such, all proposed valet operations are 
consistent with Policy I1.A.10. 
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The proposed mixed-use development is consistent with the policies of the certified Land 
Use Plan and the standards of the Specific Plan ( discussed below) 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. 

9. 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. 

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. 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 Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been 
reviewed and the proposed project is consistent with the requirements for Parking, Height, 
Setbacks, Access, and Articulation; the project also complies with the policies of the LUP 
and standards of the Specific Plan (discussed in Finding No. 2 and 16). 

10. 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 subject property is located within the Single-Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal 
Zone. As such, Coastal Development Permits are issued by the City of Los Angeles, which 
are then appealable to the California Coastal Commission. The Director of Planning has 
been guided by the actions of the Coastal Commission in its review of similar applications in 
the Venice Coastal Zone: 

1697 Pacific Avenue (CDP Nos. 5-03-071-A3 & A-5-VEN-15-0025). On February 12, 
2016, the Commission approved with conditions, the expansion of service floor area 
to the roof deck of an existing hotel. 

1697 Pacific Avenue (CDP Nos. 5-03-071 & AS-VEN-03-067). On August 7, 2003, 
the Commission approved with conditions, the addition of a 5th floor and 30 new 
guest rooms to an existing 92-room hotel within the dual jurisdiction of the Coastal 
Zone. 

1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Boulevard (No. A-5-VEN-03-466). On December 11, 2003, 
the Commission found No Substantial Issue with regards to an appeal of Coastal 
Development Permit issued by the City (ZA-2002-1848-CDP-MEL-SPE-PP-SUB
CUB), for the construction of 35-foot high mixed-use building comprised of seven 
live-work units, two commercial condominium units, and groundfloor commercial 
uses within the single jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. 
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- 4750-4761 Lincoln Boulevard (AS-VEN-98-222). The City's Coastal Development 
Permit was appealed to the Coastal Commission on May 26, 1998 and was heard on 
November 4, 1998. The appeal was withdrawn. Coastal Commission staffs 
recommendation was that the Commission determine that no substantial issue 
exists; located within the single jurisdiction. 

The proposed project is consistent with the previous decisions of the City and the California 
Coastal Commission that have included the development of a mixed-use structures 
comprised of residential and commercial uses, hotel uses, and the expansion of hotel uses 
in the Venice Coastal Zone. 

11 . 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. 

The project proposes the demolition of six existing structures and a 60-space surface 
parking lot, for the construction of a three-story, mixed-use development comprised of 78 
guest rooms, four dwelling units, and groundfloor commercial uses within an urban area on a 
commercial corridor. The property is located more than 1,500 feet inland from the public 
road (Pacific Avenue) that is nearest to the sea or shoreline of any body of water. The 
property is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline of any body 
of water located within the coastal zone. 

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. 

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. 

12. An appropriate environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality 
Act has been granted. 

The City of Los Angeles (the "City"), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the Venice Place Project by preparing an EIR (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to the 
conclusions of the EIR.CEQA Section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such projects[.]" The procedures required by CEQA "are intended to assist public agencies 
in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such 
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significant effects." CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such 
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof." 

A full discussion of the EIR and environmental clearance is outlined in Finding No . 22 of this 
document. 

Site Plan Review 

13. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The project site is located within the Venice Community Plan, which is one of 35 Community 
Plans forming the Land Use Element of the General Plan. Properties within the Venice 
Coastal Zone are also subject to the provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Land Use Plan 
(LUP), which was adopted by means of a plan amendment to the Community Plan. The 
Community Plan and LUP designate the project site with a Community Commercial land use 
designation, with corresponding zones of CR, C2, C4, RAS3, and RAS4. The project site is 
zoned C2-1-CA. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of General Plan, Community Plan, and Specific Plan, as discussed in Findings 
No. 3, 8, and 16. 

14. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, 
bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, 
trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, which is or will be 
compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. 

The proposed development is designed with four structures (above ground), connected by 
pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. As such, the massing of the structure is 
reduced and further articulated, matching the scale of commercial and residential 
development adjacent and proximate to the site. The development will maintain two existing 
structures fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard (proposing tenant improvements) and construct 
a new two-story and three-story structure. The properties immediately south of Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard are developed with an elementary school and playground, while the lots fronting 
Broadway and Westminster Avenue are developed with one and two-story commercial 
structures. The existing structures maintain a flat-roof height of approximately 30 feet, 
consistent with that of existing two and three-story structures along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 
New development is only proposed on four lots fronting Abbot Kinney Boulevard and will 
preserve much of the existing massing and scale of the commercial block. 

The properties north of Electric Avenue are developed with multi-family residential structures 
that vary from one to three stories in height, the structures fronting Electric Avenue are one 
story in height. The properties fronting Electric Avenue, along the south side of the street, 
are developed with two and three-story commercial and residential structures, with a flat-roof 
height of 30 feet; these buildings are adjacent to one-story residential structures. As such, 
the proposed 30-foot-tall portions of the project are consistent with the massing and scale of 
the existing development, adjacent to the multi-family residential neighborhood. The building 
wall is articulated with balconies and recessed planes at the second and third level. The 
proposed flat-roof height of 30 feet and three-stories is similar to that of existing structures 
along the south side of Electric Avenue that extend more than 300 feet. The three-story 
structure, located on the east side of Westminster Avenue, includes rooftop decks and 
vehicle access from Electric Avenue. The proposed three-story structure fronting Electric 
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Avenue is consistent in scale and massing with the existing three-story structures on the 
south side of Electric Avenue, adjacent to the residential neighborhoods to the north. 

Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The mixed use development will provide a 
total of 175 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, accessed by an automated 
parking system and operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot loading area is provided onsite, 
along Broadway. The onsite loading space satisfies the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street loading area displaces parking for public 
access, public recreation and public institutions; hence, the project is conditioned to prohibit 
the use of the public right-of-way for loading purposes. 

Lighting. All common areas and pedestrian walkways within the project site will be 
illuminated, designed with downward facing lights and shielded so the light source cannot be 
seen from adjacent residential properties. 

Landscaping. The project provides approximately 5,257 square feet of landscaped area in 
an open courtyard on the ground floor and provides a swimming pool, 3,160 square feet of 
rooftop deck area, and garden (accessible to hotel guests). 

Trash collection. An enclosed trash and recycling room is provided along Broadway. 

The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, bulk, 
and setbacks), off-street parking facilities and loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection and other such pertinent improvements that will be compatible with existing and 
future development on adjacent and neighboring properties. 

15. The residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 

The proposed apartment hotel consists of 78 guest rooms and 4 dwelling units. As such, 
the open space requirements of LAMC Section 12.21-G do not apply as the mixed use 
development does not consist of six or more dwelling units. As previously discussed, the 
proposed development provides common recreational areas and amenities primarily for 
visitors and their guests, consisting of a ground level courtyard, rooftop swimming pool, and 
rooftop deck areas with a garden. However, residents of the four dwelling units are 
anticipated to have access to these amenities. As such, the proposed mixed-use project 
provides recreational and service amenities to improve habitability for its residents and 
minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 

Project Permit Compliance 

16. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 
standards, and provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. 

The site is improved with approximately 12,560 square feet of development, comprised of 
three restaurants totaling 7,444 square feet, a private school consisting of 1,572 square feet 
within three (residential) structures, 3,544 square feet of office space and a 60-space 
surface parking lot. There is also 2,963 square feet of existing outdoor landscaped area at 
the Project Site used as a retail nursery known as the Sculpture Garden that will remain. 
There is also a temporary vegetable garden, the Cook's Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney. Two 
of the three restaurant businesses and two of the three buildings in which they reside will be 
maintained, preserving street frontage on Abbot Kinney. One of the three restaurant 
buildings, at 1031 Abbot Kinney, will be demolished and replaced with a new restaurant 
serving the hotel and the public. 
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The proposed project is the demolition of six existing structures and surface parking lot, for 
the construction of a 63,964 square-foot mixed-use development (70,310 square feet of new 
and existing development) consisting of: the maintenance of two existing restaurants, the 
demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant and the construction of a 4,200 square-foot 
hotel restaurant having 1,896 square-feet of Service Floor Area, the construction of a new 
Apartment Hotel with four residential units and 80 guest rooms, 2,534 square feet of 
groundfloor retail space comprised of a market with 500 square feet of Service Floor Area 
and a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 3,371 square feet of office space. The project will 
construct three (3) new three-story mixed-use buildings, a maximum of 30 feet in height, and 
one (1) new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; all new structures are 
connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. Tenant improvements are 
proposed to the existing restaurant structures comprised of interior and exterior 
improvements. The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three 
subterranean levels. The applicant proposes to provide two on-street loading areas on 
Broadway, limiting the use of the two spaces for loading during the hours of 7:00 AM. to 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 AM. to 4:00 P.M.; a loading area is also 
provided on site. 

The proposed project complies with the applicable General Land Use and Development 
Regulations set forth in Section 9, Land Use and Development regulations for the North 
Venice Subarea set forth in Section 1 0.F, the Commercial Standard outlined in Section 11, 
and the Parking provisions set forth in Section 13 of the Specific Plan as evidenced below: 

Section 9 General Land Use and Development Regulations. The proposed mixed-use 
development, comprised of residential and commercial uses, would construct three 
structures ( connected by pedestrian bridges) on eight lots. Section 9 .A 1.e( 4) states that: lot 
consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use and multi-family 
residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community, the required parking is on
site and the project conforms with development standards in Section 9.A.2 below. As 
outlined in Section 9.A2: (a) the project provides subterranean parking that is fully below 
natural grade, and (b) the structures incorporate visual breaks and Architectural Features 
such as articulated entrances, vertical and horizontal projections, incorporates a change in 
material and plane every 20 horizontal feet and 15 vertical feet. Consistent with subsection 
B., height is measured from the midpoint of the centerline of the street lowest in elevation. 
The proposed Roof Access Structures are minimized and limited to 100 square feet 
(measured from the exterior walls) and 10 feet in height; all other mechanical equipment and 
roof structures are limited to no more than five feet in height. The project complies with the 
applicable provisions of Section 9 of the Specific Plan. 

Section 1 O.F North Venice Subarea Development Regulations. The proposed 
development is subject to the density, height, and setback requirements for the North Venice 
Subarea. Subsection 2.b limits density in commercial zones to that of the R3 zone. The 
project is subject to and complies with a density limitation of 1 dwelling unit for each 800 
square feet of lot area and 1 guest room for each 500 square feet. The project site is 
approximately 46,877 square feet. The proposed four dwelling units and 78 guest rooms are 
within the allowable density for the subject site. The project proposes a maximum height of 
30 feet with a flat roof, consistent with the height limitation of subsection 3.a. The proposed 
dwelling units, located on the third floor, are set back five feet from the required yard (zero 
feet), consistent with subsection 4.a. The project complies with the applicable provisions of 
Section 1 0.F of the Specific Plan. 

Section 11 Commercial Design Standards. The mixed-use project includes commercial 
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uses on the ground floor, providing a Street Wall for more than 65 percent of the Building 
Frontage, with a minimum height of 13 feet. More than 50 percent of the Street Walls are 
designed with windows, pedestrian entrances, and storefronts; no blank walls are provided. 
Pedestrian entrances are provided on all frontages. The project proposes a maximum Floor 
Area Ratio of 1.5: 1 for project comprised of retail, restaurant, office, and residential uses. All 
unpaved areas are landscaped, lighting is directed onsite, and trash/recycling areas are 
provided within the proposed structure. As conditioned, the project complies with the 
applicable provisions of Section 11.B of the Specific Plan. 

Section 13 Parking. The project provides 175 automobile parking spaces within a 
subterranean, automated parking garage, as provided in the table below: 

Hotel 
Dwellin Uni 
Guest Room 

Service Floor 
Hotel 

Restaurant 

Office 
S a 
Retail 

w/seatin 
Beach Impact 
Zone 

Existing 
Restaurants 

PARKING STANDARD 

2 s aces; plus 
2 s aces er DU; /us 
1 space per guest 
room (first 30 rms ); 
plus 
1 space per 2 guest 
rooms (31-60 rms); 
plus 
1 space per 3 guest 
rooms 60+ rms ; /us 
1 space per 100 SF of 
floor area used for 
consumption of food 
or bevera es. 

1 space per 250 SF 
1 space per 225 SF 

1 space per 640 SF 
of ground floor area 

PROJECT 

4 dwellin units 
78 guest rooms 

2,514 SF Service 
Floor 

2,027 SF 
1,735 SF 
2,935 SF 
170 SF 

8,065 SF 

1 space per 50 SF of 2,268 SF 
Service Floor Area 

Total Automobile Parking Spaces 

REQUIRED/PROVIDED 

8 s aces 

25 spaces 

8 spaces 
7 spaces 

13 spaces 

130 s aces 
45 spaces 

175 spaces 

The proposed mixed-use project complies with the parking standards outlined in Table D. of 
the Specific Plan as well as the Beach Impact Zone (BIZ) parking requirements outlined in 
Subsection E. In addition, the proposed project provides a minimum 45 parking spaces for 
two existing restaurants located at 1021-1029 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Any existing 
required parking for the existing restaurants are required to be maintained. Minor interior and 
exterior improvements are proposed for the structures with Service Floor areas of 927 
square feet (1021-1025 Abbot Kinney Blvd.) and 1,341 square feet (1027-1029 Abbot 
Kinney Blvd.). As conditioned, the project complies with the applicable provisions of Section 
13 of the Specific Plan. 

The project complies with the Findings outlined in Section 8.C as follows: 

a. The Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with the 
existing neighborhood, and would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or 
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the immediate neighborhood. 

The subject project site is approximately 46,877 square feet of lot area comprised of nine 
lots in a block bound by Electric Avenue to the north, Westminster Avenue to the east, 
Broadway to the west, and Abbot Kinney Boulevard to the south; three lots abutting the 
project site are developed with a parking lot, a building formerly used as a church (1039-
1041 Abbot Kinney), and an office formerly used as a multifamily residence (1043 Abbot 
Kinney), are not included in the project site. The properties to the north and northeast are 
zoned RD1 .5-1 and are developed with one and two-story, single and multi-family structures; 
the residential structures abutting Electric Avenue are one-story. The property east of the 
site maintains a 1-story commercial building (fitness use) and 2-story residential building 
above groundfloor parking in the C2-1-CA zone; the property south of the site includes the 
Westminster Avenue Elementary School located within the [Q]PF-1XL zone, the school's 
frontage on Abbot Kinney includes a 2-story structure, open recreation field, and a parking 
lot. 

The proposed mixed-use project consists of four new structures, connected by pedestrian 
bridges and walkways, ranging in height from two stories and 23 feet in height to three 
stories and 30 feet in height. The proposed project frontage on Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
comprised of a two-story structure to house a new restaurant (replacing an existing 
restaurant) and will be similar in height to an existing two-story restaurant abutting the lot. A 
three-story structure, to be located on the southeast corner of the project site is proximate to 
similar three-story mixed-use structures on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Westminster 
Avenue, immediately abutting the lot the west is a two-story commercial structure. 

The main structure of the proposed project consists of three stories (30 feet) of mixed-uses, 
rooftop deck, and groundfloor parking, with frontage and vehicle access on Electric Avenue; 
the structure would be located within 45 feet of one-story residential structures along the 
north side of Electric Avenue. The proposed structures are similar to existing two and three
story structures with rooftop decks and groundfloor garages located on Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard east and west of the project site. The existing structures are adjacent to similar 
one and two-story, single and multi-family residential structures north of Electric Boulevard. 
As such the proposed development is compatible in scale and character with the existing 
neighborhood, consistent with the character of Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Electric 
Boulevard, and would not be materially detrimental to the adjoining lots or immediate area. 

b. The Venice Coastal Development Project is in conformity with the certified Venice 
Local Coastal Program. 

The Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan ("LUP") was certified by the California Coastal 
Commission on June 14, 2001. However, the necessary Implementation Plan was not 
certified and Local Coastal Program was not adopted by the City and certified by the Coastal 
Commission. The City is in the initial stages of preparing a new LCP; prior to its adoption the 
guidelines contained in the certified LUP are advisory. A full discussion of the applicable 
policies of the certified LUP is provided in Finding No. 8. As stated, the proposed project 
conforms to the applicable policies of the LUP and development standards of the Venice 
Specific Plan. 

c. The applicant has guaranteed to keep the rent levels of any Replacement Affordable 
Units at an affordable level for the life of the proposed project and to register the 
Replacement Affordable Unit with the Los Angeles Housing Department. 

As discussed in Finding No. 18, the project includes the demolition of three single-family 
dwellings. However, as reviewed by the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) in a letter 
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dated July 6,2010, no affordable units exist at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. As such, 
no Replacement Affordable Units are required. 

d. The Venice Coastal Development Project is consistent with the special requirements 
for low- and moderate-income housing units in the Venice Coastal Zone as mandated 
by California Government Code Section 65590 (Mello Act). 

As discussed in Findings No. 18-19, the subject project consists of the demolition of three 
single-family residential structures and construction of a mixed-use development containing 
four new Residential Units. 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 lnclusionary Residential Unit 
requirement. Therefore no lnclusionary Residential Units are required. 

17. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, 
or alternatives identified in the environmental review that would mitigate the negative 
environmental effects of the project, to the extents physically feasible. 

The City of Los Angeles (the "City"), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the Venice Place Project by preparing an EIR (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to the 
conclusions of the EIR.CEQA Section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such projects[.]" The procedures required by CEQA "are intended to assist public agencies 
in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such 
significant effects." CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such 
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof." 

The Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring Program, which identifies mitigation 
measures for the project. A full discussion of the EIR and environmental clearance is 
outlined in Finding No. 22 of this document. 

Mello Act Compliance Review 
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 on site and must be maintained, and if the project is 
subject to the lnclusionary 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 findings are as follows: 

18. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0). 

The project includes the demolition three single-family residential structures currently utilized 
as the Ecole Claire Fontaine Day Care Center, in operation since 2004. Although the single
family structures currently maintain nonresidential uses, they are legally permitted as 
dwelling units. A Determination issued by the Los Angeles Housing and Community 
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Investment Department (HCIDLA), previously the Los Angels Housing Department (LAHD), 
dated July 6, 2010 found that no affordable units exist at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. LAHD's determination found the property had been operated as a day care 
center since 2004, and there are currently no units being used for residential purposes. 
Furthermore, the proposed project includes the construction of four new Residential Units 
(dwelling units within an apartment hotel), as such the project would not result in a 
Conversion and would maintain a Residential Use on the project site. 

Therefore, no Affordable Existing Residential Units are proposed for demolition or 
conversion; and the applicant is not required to provide any Affordable Replacement Units. 

19. Categorical Exemptions {Part 2.4) Small New Housing Developments. 

The project proposes the construction of a mixed-use development comprised of 78 guest 
rooms, four Residential Units, and commercial uses. 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 lnclusionary 
Residential Unit requirement. Therefore, the proposed development of four new Residential 
Units is found to be categorically exempt from the lnclusionary Residential Unit requirement 
for New Housing Developments. 

Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 
The Director of Planning may waive, reduce, or modify the required dedication or improvement, 
based on substantial evidence in the record, after making any of the following findings set forth in 
LAMC Section 12.37-1.2(b}. A Notice of Requested Waiver was mailed on June 4, 2018 as required 
under LAMC Section 12.37-1.2(a). One (1) written comment was received from the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) during the 14-day comment period. DOT recommended a waiver of no more 
than 2.5 feet on Electric Avenue, to ensure a 5-foot wide sidewalk is provided. 

20. The dedication or improvement is not necessary to meet the City's mobility needs for 
the next 20 years based on guidelines the Streets Standards Committee has 
established. 

The project site abuts Electric Avenue to the north, Broadway to the west, Westminster 
Avenue to the east, and Abbot Kinney to the south. The applicant requests a waiver of the 
required street dedication on Electric Avenue to provide a 4.5-foot dedication in lieu of the 
7.5 feet otherwise required and on Westminster Avenue to provide a 2-footdedication in lieu 
of the 5 feet otherwise required. 

Electric Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 40 feet, 
having a roadway width of 22.5 feet. Designated Local Streets are required to have a 60-
foot-wide right-of-way and a 36-foot wide roadway. The street currently provides one travel 
lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street, as such no additional 
dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. However, a dedication is necessary to 
construct a new sidewalk adjacent to the project site. A minimum width of five feet is 
necessary to meet ADA requirements for three feet of unobstructed access and provide 
additional area for future street lights and trees. As such, a 7.5-foot dedication is not 
necessary, a minimum 5-foot wide dedication satisfies the objective of the Mobility Plan to 
provide safe access for pedestrians. The resulting 5-foot wide sidewalk is consistent with the 
pedestrian improvements along Electric Avenue. 

Westminster Avenue is designated as a Local Street with a current right-of-way width of 50 
feet, having a roadway width of 28 feet. The required 5-foot dedication would result in a 
sidewalk width of 12 feet and half-roadway width of 18 feet. The street currently provides 
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one travel lane in each direction and parking on both sides of the street; parking is restricted 
along red-curb areas adjacent to the subject site. The requested dedication of two feet, in 
lieu of the required 5 feet, would result in a sidewalk width of 12 feet and half roadway width 
of 15 feet. 

As provided in the Complete Streets Design Guide, Local Streets are intended to 
accommodate lower volumes of vehicle traffic. Local streets have one lane in each direction 
and have parking on both sides of the street. The reduced street dedications would maintain 
the roadway widths and existing parking, while enhancing the pedestrian realm, increasing 
and promoting safe pedestrian access to and from the project site. Therefore, the required 
dedications and improvements are necessary to meet the City's mobility needs for the next 
20 years, based on guidelines the Street Standards Committee has established. 

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 

21. 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 this project is located in Zone C, areas of 
minimal flooding. 

22. FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

a. INTRODUCTION 

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 environmental impacts of the Venice Place 
Project (Project), located at 1021, 1021 ½, 1023, 1023 ½, 1025, 1027, 1029 ½, 1031, 1033, 
1047, 1049, and 1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard, and 1011 Electric Avenue (Site or 
Project Site). The Applicant proposes to demolish a portion of the existing uses at the 
Project Site to clear the way for a 70,310 square-foot mixed use development, including 
58,638 net new square feet of floor area, and 13,389 square feet of open space (10,426 
square feet of net new open space). The Project would consist of a three-story building with 
a maximum height of 30 feet, a floor area ratio of 1.5: 1, 175 parking spaces in a three level 
underground garage and 56 bicycle spaces. Upon completion, uses on the Project Site 
would include a hotel with 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments and 16,926 square feet of 
office, restaurant, and retail (including spa) uses, including 6,419 square feet of retained 
existing office and restaurant uses. 

The City of Los Angeles (the "City"), as Lead Agency, has evaluated the environmental 
impacts of implementation of the Venice Place Project by preparing this EIR (Case Number 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR/State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033). The EIR was prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA) and the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 6 
(the "CEQA Guidelines"). The findings discussed in this document are made relative to the 
conclusions of the EIR.CEQA Section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of 
such projects[.]" The procedures required by CEQA "are intended to assist public agencies 
in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such 
significant effects." CEQA Section 21002 goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific 
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such 
mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
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effects thereof. " 

The mandate and principles announced in CEQA Section 21002 are implemented, in part, 
through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for 
which EIRs are required. (See CEQA Section 21081[a]; CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 [a] .) For each significant environmental impact identified in an EIR for a proposed 
project, the approving agency must issue a written finding, based on substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record, reaching one or more of the three possible findings, as follows: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant impacts as identified in the EIR. 

2. 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, or can or 
should be, adopted by that other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR. 

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 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 Project. For each environmental issue analyzed in the EIR, the 
following information is provided : 

The findings provided below include the following: 

• Description of Significant Effects - A description of the environmental effects identified in 
the EIR. 

• Project Design Features -A list of the project design features or actions that are included 
as part of the Project. 

• Mitigation Measures - A list of the mitigation measures that are required as part of the 
Project to reduce identified significant impacts. 

• Finding - One or more of the three possible findings set forth above for each of the 
significant impacts. 

• Rationale for Finding -A summary of the rationale for the finding(s). 
• Reference - A reference of the specific section of the EIR which includes the evidence 

and discussion of the identified impact. 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially 
lessened either through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible 
environmentally superior alternatives, a public agency, after adopting proper findings based 
on substantial evidence, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a 
statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency 
found that the project's benefits rendered acceptable its unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. (CEQA Guidelines §15093, 15043[b]; see also CEQA § 21081 [b].) 

Environmental Review Process and Record of Proceedings. 

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project 
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includes (but is not limited to) the following documents: 

Initial Study. The Project was reviewed by the City of Los Angeles (Lead Agency) in 
accordance with the requirements of the CEQA (PRC 21000 et seq.). The City prepared an 
Initial Study in accordance with Section 15063( a) of the State CEQA Guidelines ( 14 Cal. 
Code Regs.§§ 15000 et seq.). 

Notice of Preparation. 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 32-day period commencing on January 12, 
2017, and ending on February 13, 2017. 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 various public 
agencies, interested organizations and individuals. The NOP, Initial Study, and NOP 
comment letters are included in Appendices A-1 through A-3 of the Draft EIR. 

Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the Project. It also 
analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, including a "No 
Project" alternative. The Draft EIR for the Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2016061033), 
incorporated herein by reference in full, was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, 
and City CEQA Guidelines (City of Los Angeles California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines). The Draft EIR was circulated for a 46-day public comment period beginning on 
January 10, 2019, and ending on February 25, 2019. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was 
distributed on January 10, 2019 to all property owners within 500 feet of the Project Site and 
interested parties, which informed them of where they could view the document and how to 
comment. The Draft EIR was available to the public at the City of Los Angeles, Department 
of City Planning, and the following local libraries: Los Angeles Central Library, Venice-Abbot 
Kinney Memorial Branch Library, and Mar Vista Branch Library. A copy of the document was 
also posted online at https://planning.lacity.org. Notices were filed with the County Clerk on 
January 10, 2019. 

Notice of Completion. A Notice of Completion was sent with the Draft EIR to the 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse for distribution to State 
Agencies on January 10, 2019, and notice was provided in newspapers of general and/or 
regional circulation. 

Final EIR. The City released a Final EIR for the Project on July 3, 2019, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR constitutes the second part of the EIR for 
the Project and is intended to be a companion to the Draft EIR. The Final EIR also 
incorporates the Draft EIR by reference. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City, as Lead Agency, reviewed all comments received during the review 
period for the Draft EIR and responded to each comment in Section II, Responses to 
Comments, of the Final EIR. In addition, the Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring 
Program for the Project, included in Section IV, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of the Final 
EIR. On July 3, 2019, responses were sent to all public agencies that made comments on 
the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(b ). Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR were also sent to property 
owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, as well as anyone who 
commented on the Draft EIR, and interested parties. 

Public Hearing. A noticed public hearing for the Project was held by the Associate Zoning 
Administrator on August 1, 2019. 
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In addition, the following documents and other materials also constitute the administrative 
record upon which the City approved the Project. The following information is incorporated 
by reference and made part of the record supporting these Findings of Fact: 

• All Project plans and application materials including supportive technical reports; 
• The City of Los Angeles General Plan and related EIR; 
• The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)'s 2016-2040 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and related EIR 
(SCH No. 2015031035); 

• Municipal Code of the City of Los Angeles, including but not limited to the Zoning 
Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance; 

• All records of decision, resolutions, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters, 
minutes of meetings, summaries, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, 
or prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to 
the Project; 

• Any documents expressly cited in these Findings of Fact, in addition to those cited 
above;and 

• Any and all other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources 
Code Section 21167.6(e). 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the 
documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City 
has based its decision are located in and may be obtained from the Department of City 
Planning, as the custodian of such documents and other materials that constitute the record 
of proceedings, located at the City of Los Angeles, Figueroa Plaza, 221 North Figueroa 
Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

In addition, copies of the Draft EIR and Final EIR are available on the Department of City 
Planning's website at http://planning.lacity.org (to locate the documents click on the 
"Development Services" tab, then "Published Documents" under "Environmental Review," 
and look for the Project title, where the Draft and Final EIR are made available). The Draft 
and Final EIR are also available at the following three Library Branches: 

• Los Angeles Central Library-630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 
• Venice-Abbot Kinney Memorial Branch Library-501 Venice Boulevard, Venice, CA 

90291 
• Mar Vista Branch Library-12006 Venice Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90066 

b. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is the demolition of six existing structures and surface parking lot, for 
the construction of a 63,964 square-foot mixed-use development (70,310 square feet of new 
and existing development) consisting of: the maintenance of two existing restaurants, the 
demolition of a 2,442 square-foot restaurant and the construction of a 4,200 square-foot 
hotel restaurant having 1,896 square-feet of Service Floor Area, the construction of a new 
Apartment Hotel with four residential units and 80 guest rooms, 2,534 square feet of 
groundfloor retail space comprised of a market with 500 square feet of Service Floor Area 
and a 1,735 square-foot spa, and 3,371 square feet of office space. The project will 
construct three (3) new three-story mixed-use buildings, a maximum of 30 feet in height, and 
one (1) new two-story building, approximately 25 feet in height; all new structures are 
connected by pedestrian bridges and subterranean levels. Tenant improvements are 
proposed to the existing restaurant structures comprised of interior and exterior 
improvements. The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three 
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subterranean levels. The applicant proposes to provide two on-street loading areas on 
Broadway, limiting the use of the two spaces for loading during the hours of 7:00 AM. to 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 10:00 AM. to 4:00 P.M.; a loading area is also 
provided onsite 

c. NO IMPACT OR LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Impacts of the Project that were determined to have no impact or be less than significant in 
the EIR (including having a less than significant impact as a result of implementation of 
project design features and regulatory compliance measures) and that require no mitigation 
are identified below. The City has reviewed the record and concludes that the following 
environmental issues would not be significantly affected by the Project and therefore, no 
additional findings are needed. The following information does not repeat the full discussions 
of environmental impacts contained in the EIR. The City ratifies, adopts, and incorporates 
the analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments, and conclusions of the EIR. 

Aesthetics 

Project Design Features: 
AES-PDF-1 The Project Applicant shall ensure through appropriate posting and daily 

visual inspections that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways and that 
such temporary barriers and walkways are free of trash, graffiti, peeling 
postings, and are of uniform paint color or graphic treatment throughout the 
construction period. 

Impact Summary: 
Pursuant to SB 7 43 and ZI 2454, and discussed in pages 19-21 of the Initial Study, the 
Project is located within a Transit Priority Area and would therefore result in no impact to 
Aesthetics. 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 22-23 of the Initial Study, the project site is commercially zoned (C2) and 
located in a heavily urbanized area. The project site does not contain any agricultural uses, 
and is not delineated as such on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program. Therefore there is no impact to Agricultural and Forestry Resources. 

Air Quality 

Project Design Features: 
AIR-PDF-1 The construction contractor will coordinate with the school administrator of 

the Westminster Elementary School to minimize student and staff exposure 
to air pollution during construction. The School will be provided with the 
name and phone number of one decision making member of the construction 
team to act as the liaison. Control measures that may be enacted at the 
request of the School administrator to minimize pollutant exposure include 
but are not limited to: 

• Watering beyond the requirements of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). 
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• Reduced earthwork activity during high wind conditions in the direction of 
Westminster Elementary School, which the SCAQMD defines as 25 
miles per hour gusts. 

• Maintaining construction equipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. The contractor will keep documentation on-site 
demonstrating compliance. 

• Turning off construction truck and vehicle engines when idling will 
exceed five minutes. 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 24-26 of the Initial Study and Section 4.B of the Draft EIR, the project 
would not conflict with the implementation of the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, as the 
analysis shows that increases in particulate matter or other criteria pollutant emissions 
during construction would not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended significance thresholds, 
and the project is otherwise consistent with all air quality plans. Regional and localized 
emissions during both the construction and operational phases of the project also fall under 
South Coast Air Quality Management District thresholds. The project would also not subject 
sensitive receptors or other people to substantial pollutant concentrations or odors. 
Therefore the project will result in less than significant impacts related to air quality. 

Biological Resources 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 27-29 of the Initial Study, the project is located within a heavily urbanized, 
disturbed area and does not contain any sensitive natural communities, federally protected 
wetlands, or migratory wildlife corridors, and there is no local habitat conservation plan, and 
so the project has no impacts related to these categories of biological resources. The project 
will comply with the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the City's required tree removal 
and replacement program, ensuring that impacts to Biological Resources categories a and e 
are less than significant. 

Cultural Resources (Thresholds b, c, and d) 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 30-32 of the Initial Study and Section 4.C.3.d of the Draft EIR, the 
excavation for an underground parking structure has the potential to affect archeological or 
paleontological resources or human remains, none of which are currently known to exist on 
the project site. However, compliance with all relevant required regulatory measures would 
ensure that impacts to cultural resources for thresholds b, c, and d would be less than 
significant. 

Geology and Soils 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 33-36 of the Initial Study and Section 4.D of the Draft EIR, the project is 
not located on a site with an active seismic fault, slopes susceptible to landslides, oil field, 
expansive soil, septic tank, prominent geologic features, or other unusual geological 
conditions. Analysis shows that while there is a potential for liquefaction in the soils on the 
project site, settlement magnitudes are considered within acceptable levels by LADBS. 
Furthermore, compliance with the Uniform Building Code, the LADBS Landform Grading 
Manual Guidelines, and the recommendations and conditions provided within the 
Geotechnical Report and the conditions included in the LADBS Soils Report Approval Letter 
would keep all impacts related to Geology and Soils to a less than significant level. 
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Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

Project Design Features: 
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GHG-PDF-1 The proposed project should reflect at least twenty (20) percent of the total 
code required parking spaces provides for all types of parking facilities, but in 
no case less than one location should be capable of supporting future 
electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans will indicate the proposed 
type and location(s) of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring 
schematics and electrical calculations to verify that the electrical system has 
sufficient capacity to simultaneously charge all electric vehicles at all 
designated EV charging locations at their full rated amperage. Plan design 
shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum operating 
capacity. Five (5) percent of the total code required parking spaces shall be 
further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate electric 
vehicles within the parking areas. When the application of either the 20 or 5 
percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A 
label stating "EVCAPABLE" shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the 
service panel or subpanel and next to the raceway termination point. 

GHG-PDF-2 The design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to be capable of 
achieving at least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building 
Council's Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or 
equivalent. Such LEED features shall include energy-efficient buildings, a 
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly site design, and water conservation 
measures, among others. 

Impact Summary: 
As detailed in Section 4.E of the Draft EIR, the project would be LEED certified and include 
features such as a Transportation Demand Management plan and EV-ready parking spaces 
to ensure compliance with GHG reduction plans. The project would not interfere with the 
State's efforts to meet GHG reduction goals and policies, resulting in a less than significant 
impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact Summary: 
As detailed in Section 4.F of the Draft EIR and in pages 38-40 of the Initial Study, the 
project would not involve the use of hazardous materials, interference with an emergency 
plan, exposure to wildlands, or proximity to a private airstrip or airport land use plan. The 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment revealed no evidence of recognized environmental 
conditions at the project site. The site is located within a Methane Zone, but compliance with 
regulations would keep impacts to a less-than-significant level, both for methane and for the 
release of any potential hazardous materials found during the demolition process. 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 41-45 of the Initial Study, construction of the project will require the 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the approval by the City 
Engineer and other responsible agencies of the site drainage plans. The project site is flat 
and already developed with impermeable surfaces, and development of the underground 
parking garage will be subject to regulatory compliance with the Geotechnical Report and 
LAD BS Approval Letter, ensuring that impacts related to Hydrology or Water Quality are kept 
to a less than significant level. 
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Land Use and Planning 

Impact Summary: 
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As noted on page 46 of the Initial Study and detailed in Section 4.G of the Draft EIR, the 
project is not of a size or type to physically divide an established community and is contained 
within an existing city block. The analysis of the project's consistency with the various 
applicable land use plans did not find any substantial conflict, and therefore the impacts with 
regard to Land Use and Planning would be less than significant. 

Mineral Resources 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 47-48 of the Initial Study, the project is not located within any Major Oil 
Drilling districts, and no oil wells exist on the project site. Furthermore, according to the 
Conservation Element of the General Plan, the site and its vicinity are highly urbanized, 
developed areas not accessible for mining extraction. Therefore development of the project 
would not interfere with any known mineral resources, and there would be no impacts 
related to Mineral Resources. 

Noise (Thresholds e and f) 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 50-51 of the Initial Study, the project site is not located within an airport 
land use plan, is not located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, and is 
not within the vicinity of any private airstrips. Therefore the project would not introduce 
substantial new sources of noise, or subject area residents or workers to airport-related 
noise hazards, and there would be no impacts related to thresholds e and fwithin the Noise 
category. 

Population and Housing 

Impact Summary: 
For threshold a, as noted on page 52 of the Initial Study and Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, the 
Project would be consistent with the City's Housing Element's goals, objectives, and policies 
and applicable employment growth plans and policies of the City. The Project would: (1) 
concentrate growth in accordance with the guidelines set forth by the applicable regional and 
local regulatory frameworks; (2) support the creation of new jobs; and (3) include a mix of 
commercial and residential uses, all in the same development, thereby advancing the goal of 
providing mixed-use facilities within the urbanized areas of the City of Los Angeles. The 
Project would help achieve a portion of the City's household growth goal, while also being 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, utilize the existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). The new jobs and housing associated with the Project would be within 
SCAG's growth forecasts for the City of Los Angeles. Thus, the Project would not directly 
induce substantial population or employment growth. Impacts relating to inducing substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation is required. 

As noted on page 53 of the Initial Study, the project would not displace any housing or 
residents, as none exist on the project site. Instead, the project proposes to build several 
residences as part of a mixed-use project. Therefore there would be no displacement of 
housing or residents, and there would be no impacts related to thresholds band c within the 
Population and Housing category. 
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Public Services 

Project Design Features: 
POL-PDF-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit and prior to the issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant or its successor will submit a 
diagram of the Project Site to the LAPD Pacific Division Commanding Officer 
that includes access routes and any additional information that might 
facilitate police response. 

Impact Summary: 
1. As noted on page 55 of the Initial Study and detailed in Section 4.J. 1 of the Draft EIR, 

the Project would fall within the LAFD's maximum prescribed response distances from a 
fire station with an engine company and a truck company. As such, impacts with regard 
to LAFD response distance thresholds would be less than significant and would not 
result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts. 

2. As noted on page 55 of the Initial Study and detailed in Section 4.J.2 of the Draft EIR, 
cumulative and project-specific impacts on police services would not result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of a new or physically altered 
police station, the need for a new or physically altered police station, the construction of 
which would cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain police 
protection performance objectives. Therefore, impacts related to Public Services (Police) 
would be less than significant. 

3. As noted on page 55 of the Initial Study and detailed in Section 4.J.3 of the Draft EIR, 
cumulative development would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered school facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios or performance objectives for the District. As the 
Project would not result in a substantial incremental contribution to the cumulative 
demand for school services, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
impact to schools. Cumulative impacts to school facilities would be less than significant. 

4. Furthermore, as noted on pages 55-56 of the Initial Study, only four residences are being 
constructed for the project, which is lower than the six-unit LAMC threshold for requiring 
open space to be supplied with the project. Nevertheless, 13,336 square feet of open 
space is being provided with the project. Impacts on Public Services with regard to public 
recreation areas are therefore anticipated to be less than significant. The small increase 
in population associated with the project would also not be expected to result in any 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new library 
facilities, or a need for new or physically altered library facilities. Therefore impacts 
related to Public Services with regard to libraries would be less than significant. 

Recreation 

Impact Summary: 
As noted on page 57 of the Initial Study, only four residences are being constructed for the 
project, with is lower than the six-unit LAMC threshold for requiring open space to be 
supplied with the project. Nevertheless, 13,336 square feet of open space is being provided 
with the project. Use of existing park facilities would be negligible. Therefore, impacts related 
to Recreation would be less than significant. 
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Transportation/Circulation 

Project Design Features: 
TRANS-PDF-1 Construction Management Plan 
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Prior to the start of construction, the Project Applicant will prepare a 
Construction Management Plan (CMP) and submit it to LADOT for review 
and approval. The CMP shall include a Worksite Traffic Control Plan to 
facilitate vehicle and pedestrian movement, and minimize potential conflicts 
between construction activities, vehicle traffic, bicyclists and pedestrians. 
The CMP and Worksite Traffic Control Plan will include, but not be limited to 
the following measures: 
• Maintain access for land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site during 

construction; 
• Control truck and vehicle access to the Project Site with flagmen; 
• Prepare a haul truck route program that specifies the construction truck 

routes to and from the Project Site; 
• Schedule construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on 

arterial streets; 
• Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures 

as alternate routing and protection barriers. 
• Schedule construction-related deliveries other than concrete and 

earthwork-related deliveries, to reduce travel during peak travel periods. 
• No bus stops would be relocated and no bus lines would be rerouted due 

to Project construction. 

TRANS-PDF-2 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program 
The Project Applicant will prepare and implement a TOM Program that 
includes strategies to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single
occupant vehicle trips. As appropriate, these measures would be designed to 
provide incentives for use of transit and rideshare, to reduce the number of 
vehicle trips, and facilitate LADOT's First and Last Mile Program. The TOM 
Program will be subject to review and approval by the Department of City 
Planning and LAOOT. The TOM Program strategies could include the 
following: 
• Implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services; 
• Providing on-site education on alternative transportation modes; 
• Implementing flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting 

programs; 
• Providing bicycle amenities such as bicycle racks and lockers for 

employees; 
• Providing subsidized transit passes; 
• Providing bicycles for patrons and employees to use; 
• Providing airport shuttle for patrons; 
• Providing on-site facilities to encourage use of alternative forms of 

transportation; and 
• Providing a pick-up/drop-off area for taxis and shared-ride services. 

TRANS-PDF-3 Loading Zone Operational Hours 
The Project loading zone will only be operated Monday through Friday, 7:00 
AM to 6:00 PM; Saturday, 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM; except as follows: There 
shall be no deliveries 45 minutes prior to Westminster Elementary School 
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commencement time and 15 minutes after school commencement time. No 
deliveries will be permitted until one ·hour after the end of Westminster 
Elementary School's school day. No deliveries on Sunday will require the 
use of the loading zone. 

TRANS-PDF-4 On-street Loading Zone 
The Project includes the installation of a loading zone on Broadway, adjacent 
to the Project Site. The installation of on-street loading zone shall require the 
review and approval by LADOT's Western District Office. Since the Project is 
located within the California's Coastal Zone, an establishment of on-street 
loading zone would also require the approval by the California Coastal 
Commission. 

TRANS-PDF-5 Circulation and Access 
Install signage to prohibit U-turn movements westbound on Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard at Broadway. Install curb extensions or bulbouts at the street 
corners along Abbot Kinney Boulevard, immediately to the east and west of 
Broadway. The curb extensions would reduce the pedestrian crossing 
distance on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, as well as provide narrower travel 
lanes to potentially reduce speeds along this roadway. 

TRANS-PDF-6 Valet Operations 
Staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet Area at all 
times, to divert vehicles as needed to the Secondary Valet Area at the south 
side of the site. The Secondary Valet Area will be staff at 5 PM everyday. 
Staff at both locations will be able to communicate instantaneously via 
wireless communication, to enable quick re-routing of inbound vehicles. 

TRANS-PDF-7 Construction Activity Near Westminster Elementary School 
• The Project Applicant will maintain ongoing contact with the Westminster 

Elementary School administration. The school's administrative offices will 
be notified prior to the start of the Project's construction activities. The 
Project Applicant will obtain walk and bus routes to the schools from 
either the school's administration or from the Los Angeles Unified School 
District's Transportation Branch (213) 580-2950 and if necessary, install 
temporary barriers and signage to ensure access to the school's walk 
and bus routes are maintained. 

• The Project Applicant will install appropriate traffic signs (e.g., "sidewalk 
closed") around the site to ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety. 

• The Project Applicant will maintain safe and convenient pedestrian 
routes to Westminster Elementary School. Crossing guards and/or flag 
men will be provided at the Project Applicant's expense as needed to 
ensure safe passage. 

• Barriers and/or fencing will be installed to secure construction equipment 
and to minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and 
attractive nuisances. 

• The Project Applicant will provide security patrols to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions. 

• When Westminster Elementary School is in session there will be no 
staging or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles to transport 
workers, on the south side of Abbot Kinney Boulevard, between 
Broadway and Westminster Avenue. 
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TRANS-PDF-8 Schools affected by Haul Route 
• The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) will assign 

specific haul route hours of operation based upon Westminster Avenue 
Elementary School hours of operation. 

• Haul route scheduling will be sequenced to minimize conflicts with 
pedestrians, school buses and cars at the arrival and dismissal times of 
the school day. Haul route trucks will not be routed past the school during 
periods when school is in session especially when students are arriving 
or departing from the campus. 

TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 
80 vehicles per hour ( combined input and output)_(approximately 27 per hour 
per lift). 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 58-60 of the Initial Study, and detailed in Section 4.K of the Draft EIR, a 
Traffic Impact Study was prepared for the project and approved by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation. As discussed in the analysis therein, the Project would not 
result in significant traffic impacts during the AM and PM peak period under Existing With 
Project Conditions and Future With Project Conditions. As such, the Project would not 
conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy, including the Congestion Management 
Plan, establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. 
Therefore impacts related to Transportation thresholds a) and b) would be less than 
significant. 

The project also does not contain any aviation-related uses, and is not located within an 
airport land use plan area or within two miles of an airport. Therefore safety risks associated 
with changes in air traffic patterns (Transportation threshold c) would not occur and no 
impact would occur. Compliance with the conditions contained within the LADOT approval 
letter would keep impacts related to site access, circulation, and queueing (Transportation 
threshold d) less than significant. Implementation of TRANS-PDF-1 through the preparation 
of a Construction Management Plan would keep construction impacts on emergency access 
(Transportation threshold e) less than significant. The Project would be consistent with 
existing City policies regarding alternative transportation; therefore, implementation of the 
Project would not conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
and/or bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Impacts regarding Transportation threshold f would 
therefore be less than significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact Summary: 
As noted in pages 63-65 of the Initial Study and Section 4.M.1 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements, and would not cause a measurable 
increase in wastewater flow at a point where, and at a time when, a sewer's capacity is 
already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to be constrained. As such, 
Project construction and operation would not (a) require or result in the construction of a new 
wastewater treatment facility or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects, or (b) result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the Project that it does not have 
adequate capacity to serve the Project's projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments. Thus, impacts with regard to wastewater generation and 
infrastructure capacity would be less than significant. 
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As noted in pages 63-65 of the Initial Study and Section 4.M-2 of the Draft EIR, project
related water facilities and water demand were analyzed and found to be within the capacity 
of LADWP water facilities and water supplies. Impacts to the existing water infrastructure 
and facilities would be less than significant. 

As noted in pages 63-65 of the Initial Study and Section 4.M.3 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate both the 
project's construction and operational solid waste disposal needs. Therefore, impacts to 
solid waste facilities would be less than significant. Furthermore, the project would comply 
with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations regarding solid waste, so the project 
would have no impact with respect to Utilities threshold g. 

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION 

The EIR determined that the Project has potentially significant environmental impacts in the 
areas discussed below. The EIR identified feasible mitigation measures to avoid or 
substantially reduce the environmental impacts in these areas to a level of less than 
significant. Based on the information and analysis set forth in the EIR, the Project would not 
have any significant environmental impacts in these areas, as long as all identified feasible 
mitigation measures are incorporated into the Project. The City again ratifies, adopts, and 
incorporates the full analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments, and 
conclusions of the EIR. 

Noise (Threshold b) 

Impact Summary: 
Regarding Noise threshold b, construction-related vibration impacts were evaluated in 
Section 4.H of the Draft EIR, based on information and technical analysis provided in the 
Noise and Vibration Study by Terry A. Hayes Associates, Inc., June 2018. 
Construction activity would not result in building damage at sensitive receptors but would 
result in annoyance at the residences directly across Electric Avenue, Broadway, and 
Westminster Avenue. Without mitigation, the project would result in exposure of persons to 
or generation of excessive groundbome vibration. Impacts associated with construction 
vibration in these places could be potentially significant. Construction activity would occur 
adjacent to other buildings on the project's block and would potentially result in structural 
damage to the church building (currently occupied as office) and office building, in addition 
to potentially resulting in annoyance to users of the office building. Without mitigation, the 
project would result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration. Impacts associated with construction vibration in these places could be potentially 
significant. 
Also for Noise threshold b, the project's ongoing operations would not include significant 
sources of vibration or groundbome noise, such as heavy equipment operations or 
subterranean transit activities. Operational vibration in the project vicinity would be limited to 
vehicular travel on the local roadways. Similar to existing conditions, traffic-related vibration 
levels would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Therefore, operation of the project 
would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration. 
Impacts associated with operation vibration would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Mitigation Measures: 
NOI-MM-13 Prior to commencement of construction activity, a qualified structural 

engineer shall survey the existing foundation and other structural aspects of 
adjacent commercial buildings located on the same block as the Project. The 
qualified structural engineer shall hold a valid license to practice structural 
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Finding: 

engineering in the State of California. The qualified structural engineer shall 
submit a preconstruction suNey letter establishing baseline conditions. 
These baseline conditions shall be forwarded to the lead agency and to the 
mitigation monitor prior to issuance of any foundation only or building permit 
for the Project. At the conclusion of vibration causing activities, the qualified 
structural engineer shall issue a follow-on letter describing damage, if any, to 
adjacent buildings. The letter shall include recommendations for any repair, 
as may be necessary. Repairs shall be undertaken prior to issuance of any 
temporary or permanent certificate of occupancy for the new building. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-13 would reduce vibration impacts associated with on-site 
construction activity by requiring a suNey of existing buildings by a qualified structural 
engineer. Should any damage occur post-construction, the engineer shall submit 
recommendations for repair. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of the project's impacts associated with noise, see Section 4.H 
(Noise) of the Draft EIR and pages 49-51 of the Initial Study. See also Appendix 4-1 (Noise 
Appendix) of the Draft EIR. See also Section II (Responses to Comments, LAUSD and 
Amanda Seward letters) and Section Ill (Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections) of the 
Final EIR. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impact Summary: 
As noted on page 59 of the Initial Study and Section 4.L of the Draft EIR, the potential for 
unknown tribal cultural resources to be present was assessed and the Project area may 
contain deeply buried features or artifacts associated with Native Americans. If present, such 
resources have the potential to be significant under CEQA. 

Mitigation Measures: 
TRIBAL-MM-1 Prior to commencing any ground disturbance activities including excavating, 

digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, tunneling, quarrying, grading, leveling, 
removing peat, clearing, pounding posts, augering, backfilling, blasting, 
stripping topsoil or a similar activity at the project site, the Applicant, or its 
successor, shall retain and pay for archeological monitors, determined by the 
City's Office of Historic Resources to be qualified to identify subsurface tribal 
cultural resources. The archeological monitors shall obseNe all ground 
disturbance activities on the project site beneath the disturbed alluvial 
soils/fill at all times the ground disturbance activities beneath the disturbed 
alluvial soils/fill are taking place. If ground disturbance activities beneath the 
disturbed alluvial soils/fill are simultaneously occurring at multiple locations 
on the project site, an archeological monitor shall be assigned to each 
location where the ground disturbance activities are occurring. 

Prior to the commencement of any ground disturbance activities at the 
project site, the Applicant, or its successor, shall notify any California Native 
American tribes that have informed the City they are traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project that 
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ground disturbance activities, beneath the disturbed alluvial soils/fill, are 
about to commence and invite the tribes to observe the ground disturbance 
activities, beneath the disturbed alluvial soils/fill, if the tribes wish to monitor. 
In the event that any subsurface objects or artifacts that may be tribal cultural 
resources are encountered during the course of any ground disturbance 
activities, all such activities shall temporarily cease within the area of 
discovery, the radius of which shall be determined by the qualified 
archeologist, until the potential tribal cultural resources are properly 
assessed and addressed pursuant to the process set forth below: 

1. Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the Applicant, or 
its successor, shall immediately stop all ground disturbance activities, 
beneath the disturbed alluvial soils/fill, 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, Office of 
Historic Resources. 

2. If the City determines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2107 4 
(a)(2), that the object or artifact appears to be a tribal cultural resource in 
its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, the City shall 
provide any affected tribe a reasonable period of time, not less than 14 
days, to conduct a site visit and make recommendations to the Applicant, 
or its successor, and the City regarding the monitoring of future ground 
disturbance activities, as well as the treatment and disposition of any 
discovered tribal cultural resources. 

3. The Applicant, or its successor, shall implement the tribe's 
recommendations if a qualified archaeologist, retained by the City and 
paid for by the Applicant, or its successor, reasonably concludes that the 
tribe's recommendations are reasonable and feasible. 

4. In addition to any recommendations from the applicable tribe(s), a 
qualified archeologist shall develop a list of actions that shall be taken to 
avoid or minimize impacts to the identified tribal cultural resources 
substantially consistent with best practices identified by the Native 
American Heritage Commission and in compliance with any applicable 
federal, state or local law, rule or regulation. 

5. If the Applicant, or its successor, does not accept a particular 
recommendation determined to be reasonable and feasible by the 
qualified archaeologist, the Applicant, or its successor, may request 
mediation by a mediator agreed to by the Applicant, or its successor, and 
the City. The mediator must have the requisite professional qualifications 
and experience to mediate such a dispute. The City shall make the 
determination as to whether the mediator is at least minimally qualified to 
mediate the dispute. After making a reasonable effort to mediate this 
particular dispute, the City may (1) require the recommendation be 
implemented as originally proposed by the archaeologist; (2) require the 
recommendation, as modified by the City, be implemented as it is at least 
as equally effective to mitigate a potentially significant impact; (3) require 
a substitute recommendation be implemented that is at least as equally 
effective to mitigate a potentially significant impact to a tribal cultural 
resource; or (4) not require the recommendation be implemented 
because it is not necessary to mitigate any significant impacts to tribal 
cultural resources. The Applicant, or its successor, shall pay all costs and 
fees associated with the mediation. 
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Finding: 

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

7. The Applicant, or its successor, may recommence ground disturbance 
activities inside of the specified radius of the discovery site only after it 
has complied with all of the recommendations developed and approved 
pursuant to the process set forth in paragraphs 2 through 5 above. 

8. 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 and to the Native American Heritage Commission for 
inclusion in its Sacred Lands File. 

9. Notwithstanding paragraph 8 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, section 6254(r), and shall comply with the City's AB 52 
Confidentiality Protocols. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Mitigation Measure TRIBAL-MM-1, detailed above, includes monitoring for tribal cultural 
resources by a qualified archaeologist during the initial excavation phase, and would ensure 
proper identification, treatment, and preservation of any resources. Implementation of 
TRIBAL-MM-1 would reduce potentially significant impacts to tribal cultural resources to less 
than significant levels. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of the project's impacts associated with tribal cultural resources, 
see Section 4.L {Tribal Cultural) of the Draft EIR. See also Appendix L (Tribal Cultural 
Resources Assessment, non-confidential, December 2018) of the Draft EIR. 

e. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
The Final EIR determined that the environmental impacts set forth below are significant and 
unavoidable. In order to approve the project with significant unmitigated impacts, the City is 
required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which is set forth in a separate 
section below. No additional environmental impacts other than those identified below will 
have a significant effect or result in a substantial or potentially substantial adverse effect on 
the environment as a result of the construction or operation of the project. The City finds and 
determines that: 

a) All significant environmental impacts that can be feasibly avoided have been eliminated, 
or substantially lessened through implementation of the project design features and/or 
mitigation measures; and 

b) Based on the Final EIR, the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below, and 
other documents and information in the record with respect to the construction and 
operation of the project, all remaining unavoidable significant impacts, as set forth in 
these findings, are overridden by the benefits of the project as described in the 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations for the construction and operation of the project 
and implementing actions. 

Cultural Resources (Threshold a) 

Impact Summary: 
The Project would have a direct impact on historical resources. 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard appear to be eligible for local designation and therefore are 
historical resources under CEQA. The three bungalows would be demolished as a result of 
the Project and a new three-story building would be constructed on the site. Therefore, the 
Project would have a significant adverse impact on these historical resources. 

As for indirect impacts to historic resources, the overall integrity of setting of the Charles H. 
Whittlesley Residence and 1100 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard has already been changed by 
new construction, and both historical resources would remain highly visible and continue to 
be prominent features of the blocks on which they are located. Therefore, the Project would 
not result in a substantial adverse change to the immediate surroundings of these historical 
resources to the degree that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state, 
or local landmark programs. 

Mitigation Measures: 
CUL-MM-1 1. Recordation 

Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, a Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) Level II report documenting the architectural and historical 
significance of 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard shall be 
prepared. One original copy of the report shall be assembled and distributed 
to the Southern California Information Center at California State University 
Fullerton, the Los Angeles Conservancy, the Los Angeles Central Library, 
and the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources. Before submitting 
any documents, each repository must be contacted to ensure that they are 
willing and able to accept the items. The report shall be created by a historic 
preservation professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards for history or architectural history with demonstrated 
experience in creating HABS Level II documentation. The report shall 
include: 
a. A written report according to the HASS narrative format, which includes 
historical and descriptive information, index to photographs, and photo key 
plan. 
b. Duplicates of historic photographs, if available. 
c. Duplicates of original drawings, if available. 
d. Large format (4" x 5" or larger) black and white photographs based on 
HASS guidelines. The photographs shall be keyed to a site plan to show the 
location of each photograph taken. Views shall include the setting of the 
district and exterior views of at least half of the contributing buildings. 

CUL-MM-2 2. Salvage and Reuse 
The Project Applicant shall create a salvage and reuse plan identifying 
elements and materials that can be saved prior to the issuance of a 
demolition permit. The plan shall be prepared by a historic preservation 
professional meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards for architectural history or historic architecture with 
demonstrated experience in developing salvage and reuse plans. The plan 
shall be submitted to the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources. 
Elements and materials that may be salvageable include: decorative 
elements, framing members, light fixtures, plumbing fixtures, and flooring 
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materials such as tiles and hardwood. The salvageable items shall be 
removed in the gentlest, least destructive manner possible. The plan shall 
identify an indoor, weather-controlled space where items can be stored. The 
Applicant shall identify individuals, organizations, or businesses interested in 
receiving salvageable items in consultation with the City of Los Angeles 
Office of Historic Resources. 

CUL-MM-3 3. Relocation 

Finding: 

Prior to obtaining a final certificate of occupancy, the Project Applicant shall 
make 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard available to third 
parties for relocation and/or salvage at no cost for the structures (the third 
party shall be responsible for costs associated with the relocation and/or 
salvage activities). No earlier than 90 days before the commencement of 
construction of the Project, the Project Applicant shall publicize the 
availability of these structures for relocation and/or salvage by publishing a 
notice in a newspaper of general circulation and by directly informing 
potentially interested parties. Any relocation and/or salvage activities 
undertaken by third parties shall be fully completed prior to the 
commencement of Project construction. 

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2, and CUL-MM-3 would not 
reduce the direct impact on the historical resources to a less than significant level, but is 
recommended nonetheless to document the history of the area for the sake of posterity. The 
only way of avoiding the direct impact on the historical resources would be to redesign the 
Project to preserve 1047, 1047A, and 10478 S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of the project's impacts associated with cultural resources, see 
Section 4.C (Cultural Resources) of the Draft EIR and pages 30-32 of the Initial Study. See 
also Appendices C-2 (Archaeology Response, April 6, 2016), C-3 (Paleontology Response, 
April 8, 2016), F (Historic Resources Technical Report, August 2018) of the Draft EIR. See 
also Section II (Responses to Comments, Amanda Seward letter) of the Final EIR. 

Noise (Thresholds a, c, and d) 

Project Design Features: 
PDF-NOl-1 Outdoor amplified sounds systems shall be designed as to not exceed a 

maximum noise level of 64 dBA Leq- A noise consultant shall provide written 
documentation that the design of the system complies with these maximum 
noise levels. 

PDF NOl-2 Non-squeal paving finishes (i.e. paving finishes that are not smooth, often 
referred to as "broom finishes") shall be used within the Project's valet 
parking area. 

PDF-NOl-3 The central courtyard area would accommodate up to 200 individuals and 
permit non-amplified music. The courtyard operating hours will be from 7:00 
a.m. to 1 :00 a.m. 
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Impact Summary: 
Noise impacts are evaluated in Section 4.H of the Draft EIR, based on information and 
technical analysis provided in the Noise and Vibration Study by Terry A. Hayes Associates, 
Inc., June 2018. Concerning Noise threshold a and Noise threshold d, Table 4.H-9 in 
Section 4.H of the Draft EIR evaluates the unmitigated construction noise levels at seven 
nearby sensitive receptors, and the 5-dBA/10-day significance threshold is exceeded at six 
of them. Thus, on-site construction noise would result in the exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of the City's standards. Prior to the implementation of 
mitigation, the Project would result in a significant impact from construction-related noise. 
Off-site construction-related noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise thresholds a and d, 
based on truck noise on nearby streets. As shown in Table 4.H-10 of the Draft EIR, 
construction truck traffic would result in a maximum noise level increase of approximately 1.9 
dBA Leq. These incremental noise level increases would not exceed 5 dBA, which is the 
threshold established by the CEQA Thresholds Guide. During other construction phases, the 
number of construction truck trips would be lower, which would result in lower noise levels. 
Therefore, off-site noise impacts related to haul truck noise levels would not result in the 
exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of the City's standards. 
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Off-site operation-related noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise threshold a, based on 
truck noise for solid waste collection. Solid waste would continue to be stored along 
Broadway and would not constitute a new noise source. Therefore, solid waste generation 
would not increase daily truck noise and would not increase the existing CNEL. Therefore, 
mobile noise impacts would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of the City's standards. Impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Operational on-site noise impacts were also evaluated for Noise thresholds a and c, based 
on the project including a variety of operational noise sources that would be contained within 
the building structures, in the open spaces areas, or passive sources that generate low 
levels of noise. These are constrained by Project Design Features NOl-1, NOl-2, and NOl-3. 
It is anticipated that project activities would occasionally be audible at adjacent land uses 
(e.g., truck, valet, or balcony activity), but these activities would not increase the permanent 
CNEL at the property line of affected uses by 3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 dBA or 
incrementally increase the permanent CNEL by more than 5 dBA. Therefore, on-site noise 
impacts would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of the City's standards. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measures: 
NOI-MM-1 Power construction equipment (including combustion engines), fixed or 

mobile, shall be equipped with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling 
devices (consistent with manufacturers' standards). All equipment shall be 
properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 

NOI-MM-2 
NOI-MM-3 

NOI-MM-4 

NOI-MM-5 

improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 
Project construction shall not include the use of driven (impact) pile systems. 
Grading and construction contractors shall use rubber-tired equipment rather 
than metal-tracked equipment. 
When possible, the construction contractor shall use on-site electrical or 
solar sources to power equipment rather than diesel generators. Solar 
generator and electric generator equipment shall be located as far away from 
sensitive uses as possible. 
Noise and vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
project site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators) 
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shall be conducted as far away as possible from the nearest sensitive land 
uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction 
trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of noise from such activities 
towards these land uses. The construction contractor shall locate 
construction staging areas away from noise-sensitive uses. 

NOI-MM-6 Barriers, such as, but not limited to, plywood structures or flexible sound 
control curtains extending eight feet in height shall be erected around the 
project site to minimize the amount of noise during construction on the 
nearby noise-sensitive uses located offsite. These barriers shall be capable 
of reducing noise levels by at least 10 dBA. 

NOI-MM-7 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around jackhammers, drilling 
apparatuses, and drill rigs used within the project site to the extent feasible. 
These sound curtains shall be capable of reducing noise levels by at least 10 
dBA. 

NOI-MM-8 A "noise disturbance coordinator" shall be established. The disturbance 
coordinator shall be responsible for responding to local complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of 
the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be 
required to implement reasonable measures such that the complaint is 
resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 500 feet of the 
construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall list the 
telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

NOI-MM-9 Haul routes shall be located on major arterial roads within non-residential 
areas. If not feasible, haul routes shall be reviewed and approved by Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation before the haul route can be located 
on arterial roads in residential areas. 

NOI-MM-1 O Construction supervisors shall be informed of project-specific noise 
requirements, noise issues for sensitive land uses adjacent to the 
construction site, and/or equipment operations to ensure compliance with the 
required regulations, best practices, and other restrictions placed on the 
Project to conform with the required mitigation measures. 

NOI-MM-11 Prior to initiating construction activity, the construction contractor shall 
coordinate with the site administrator for the Westminster Avenue 
Elementary School to discuss construction activities that generate high noise 
levels. The School shall be provided with the name and phone number of 
one member of the construction team to act as the liaison. Coordination 
between the site administrator and the construction contractor shall continue 
on an as-needed basis throughout the construction phase of the project to 
mitigate potential disruption of classroom activities. Should the administrator 
indicate that the school is being impacted by noise issues during 
construction, the contractor shall implement additional control measures that 
may include but are not limited to: 
• Ceasing disruptive construction activities during noise-sensitive school 

activities (e.g., state testing and graduation ceremonies). 
• Improving noise barriers with additional acoustical materials or other 

methods as reasonable and practical. 
• Temporarily shifting the disruptive activity to an area of the project site 

that would not result in disruption until the termination of the special 
event. 

NOI-MM-12 Non-amplified music and live entertainment on roof decks shall be positioned 
on the south side of the decks. The location shall be as far as possible from 
residences on Electric Avenue. 

Finding: 
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Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
The Project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI
MM-11, which are feasible measures to control noise levels, including engine mufflers and 
noise blanket barriers. These mitigation measures would reduce noise levels associated with 
individual pieces of equipment and combined construction noise levels. For example, NOI
MM-1 would reduce heavy-duty equipment noise levels by at least 3 dBA. NOI-MM-5 would 
reduce ground-level construction noise by 10 dBA for ground-level receptors. 

Mitigated noise levels associated with construction activities are shown in Table 4.H-12 of 
the Draft EIR. Noise in this table was estimated for the structural phase of construction, 
which would include multi-story construction activity. As a result, the worst-case analysis 
does not account for the 10-dBA ground-level source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 
5-dBA significance threshold would be exceeded at multiple sensitive receptors during 
construction activities. Therefore, with mitigation, the Project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

NOI-MM-12 would ensure that non-amplified music and live entertainment on roof decks 
would be located away from residences on Electric Avenue. By locating this noise source on 
the south side of the roof deck, the roof deck would function as a noise barrier blocking the 
line-of-sight between music and residences. Because the music would not be amplified, the 
combination of the glass or heavy plastic safety wall along the edge of the building and the 
blocked line-of-site and would ensure that the music would not be audible at residences 
along Electric Avenue. The Project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
operational noise levels. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of the project's impacts associated with noise, see Section 4.H 
(Noise) of the Draft EIR and pages 49-51 of the Initial Study. See also Appendix 4-1 (Noise 
Appendix) of the Draft EIR. See also Section II (Responses to Comments, LAUSD and 
Amanda Seward letters) and Section Ill (Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections) of the 
Final EIR. 

f. ALTERNATIVES 
CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that could 
substantially reduce or avoid the significant impacts of a project while also meeting the 
project's basic objectives. An EIR must identify ways to substantially reduce or avoid the 
significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code 
Section 21002.1 ). Accordingly, the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to a 
project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any significant 
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment 
of the project objectives, or would be more costly. The alternative analysis included in the 
Draft EIR, therefore, identified a reasonable range of project alternatives focused on 
avoiding or substantially reducing the project's significant impacts. 

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 will substantially lessen any 
significant effect of the project, reduce the significant unavoidable impacts of the project to a 
level that is less than significant, or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
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environment. 

Project Objectives 
Section 15124(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that 
the project description shall contain "a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed 
project." Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines further states that "the statement of 
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project." The underlying purpose of 
the Project is to revitalize the Project Site by developing a high-quality mixed-use 
development that provides a new hotel use, and neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant 
uses that serve the community and promote walkability. As set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, 
the Project's objectives are: 
• Support the growth of the City's economic base through the introduction of an 

economically viable project that includes revenue generating commercial activities and 
tax revenues. 

• To construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored by a hotel, consistent with 
the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan Framework Community Center 
designation, which may include overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment 
facilities, and neighborhood-oriented services. 

• Consistent with the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 1.8.6 and designation of 
Community Commercial, provide a hotel use on one of two blocks on Abbot Kinney on 
which a hotel use is preferred. 

• To develop a Project that is appropriate in scale and design to the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods. 

• To provide visitor serving commercial activities. 

Alternatives Analyzed 

Description of Alternative: Alternative 1, No Project 

Under Alternative 1, the existing uses would remain, and the Project Site would continue to 
function as an office, restaurant, and pre-school site. The existing uses on the Project Site 
total 11,672 square feet, including three restaurants totaling 7,517 square feet, 2,583 square 
feet of office space, and a 1,572 square-foot private school. There is also 2,963 square feet 
of existing open space and surface parking at the Project Site. No changes would be made 
to the Project Site. Future on-site activities would be limited to the continued operation and 
maintenance of existing land uses. 

Impact Summary: 
Alternative 1 would avoid the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot be 
feasibly mitigated with respect to historic resources, construction noise and construction 
vibration. Impacts associated with the remaining environmental issues would be less than 
those of the Project. 

Finding: 
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Regarding the project objective to support the growth of the City's economic base through 
the introduction of an economically viable project that includes revenue generating 
commercial activities and tax revenues, this would not be met. Alternative 1 would not 
redevelop the Project Site, or expand the economic base of the City through increased 
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commercial activity and tax revenue. 

Regarding the project objective to construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored 
by a hotel, consistent with the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan 
Framework Community Center designation, which may include overnight accommodations, 
cultural and entertainment facilities, and neighborhood-oriented services, this would not be 
met. Alternative 1 would not provide a mix of uses on the Project Site because it would not 
include residential or hotel uses. 

Regarding the project objective to, consistent with the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 
I.B.6 and designation of Community Commercial, provide a hotel use on one of two blocks 
on Abbot Kinney on which a hotel use is preferred, this would not be met. Alternative 1 
would not be consistent with Policy I.B.6 because it would not include a hotel. 
Regarding the project objective to develop a Project that is appropriate in scale and design 
to the adjacent residential neighborhoods, this would not be met. Alternative 1 would not 
change the uses currently at the Project Site. The existing surface parking lot and lack of 
interior walkways on the Westminster frontage is no consistent with the scale and design of 
the adjacent neighborhoods. 

Regarding the project objective to provide visitor serving commercial activities, this would not 
be met. Alternative 1 would continue the existing uses at the Project Site, which include 
restaurant uses. However, it would not expand the commercial activities at the Project Site 
that would serve visitors to the area. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of Alternative 1 and its impacts see Section 6.A (Alternative 1: No 
Project) of the Draft EIR. 

Description of Alternative: Alternative 2, Reduced Hotel Option: 

The Reduced Hotel Option (Alternative 2) would reduce the hotel use by 25 rooms. All the 
rooms in the wing fronting Westminster and wing fronting Broadway would be converted to 
office use. Those rooms would be replaced by 13,169 square feet of office, an increase of 
11,142 square feet as compared to the Project. Additionally, Alternative 2 would replace 
2,027 square feet of ground floor office, as well as the hotel library and business center 
(1,713 square feet) with retail uses. The total retail use square footage proposed under 
Alternative 2 would be 6,274 square feet, an increase of 3,339 square feet compared to the 
Project. The following uses would remain unchanged from the Project: 3,810 square feet 
restaurant uses, 1,735 square feet spa uses, and 4 residential units. In summary, 
Alternative 2 would provide 53 hotel rooms, 4 residential units, 13,169 square feet of office, 
3,810 square feet of restaurant, 6,274 square feet of retail, and 1,735 square feet of spa. 
205 parking spaces (an increase of 30 spaces as compared to the Project) would be 
provided in two underground levels with automated lifts, similar to the Project. 

Impact Summary: 
Alternative 2 would not avoid the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot 
be feasibly mitigated with respect to historic resources, construction noise and construction 
vibration. 

Alternative 2 would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable historic resources impacts, 
even with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2, and CUL-MM-3. 
1047, 1047A, and 1047B Abbot Kinney Boulevard appear to be eligible for local designation 
and therefore are historical resources under CEQA. Like the Project, the three bungalows 
would be demolished as a result of Alternative 2 and a new three-story building would be 
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constructed on the Project Site. 

Alternative 2 would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable construction noise and 
vibration, even with mitigation measures proposed. This is because of the proximity to 
sensitive receptors in the area, including residential and Westminster Elementary. 
Alternative 2 would create two new significant traffic impacts at the intersection of Pacific 
Avenue/Brooks Avenue and at Venice Boulevard/Abbot Kinney Boulevard. In comparison, 
the Project would not create any significant impacts at the study intersections. 

Finding: 
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Regarding the project objective to support the growth of the City's economic base through 
the introduction of an economically viable project that includes revenue generating 
commercial activities and tax revenues, this would be met. Alternative 2 would redevelop the 
Project Site, and would expand the economic base of the City through increased commercial 
activity and tax revenue, albeit to a lesser extent than the Project due to the reduction in 
hotel rooms. 

Regarding the project objective to construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored 
by a hotel, consistent with the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan 
Framework Community Center designation, which may include overnight accommodations, 
cultural and entertainment facilities, and neighborhood-oriented services., this would be met. 
Alternative 2 would provide a mix of uses on the Project Site, including residential and hotel 
uses. 

Regarding the project objective to, consistent with the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 
I.B.6 and designation of Community Commercial, provide a hotel use on one of two blocks 
on Abbot Kinney on which a hotel use is preferred, this would be met. Alternative 2 would be 
consistent with Policy I.B.6 because it would include a hotel on the block on which a hotel 
use is preferred, albeit to a lesser extent than the Project due to the reduction in hotel 
rooms. 

Regarding the project objective to develop a Project that is appropriate in scale and design 
to the adjacent residential neighborhoods, this would be met. Alternative 2 would be the 
same scale and design as the Project and would be consistent with the adjacent residential 
neighborhood. The design would resemble contemporary modern styles with horizontal 
elements, large glass facades, and exposed industrial materials, such as brick, wood, and 
metal. The new structures would wrap around and above the existing restaurants to be 
retained. Several walkways connect Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Broadway, and Westminster 
Avenue, with the interior of the Project Site and its central courtyard, while second and third 
level pedestrian walkways connect the multiple buildings. The building layout, new building 
compositions, and material choice allow the retained buildings to maintain their identity while 
integrating them into the overall new design of the Project Site. 
Regarding the project objective to provide visitor serving commercial activities, this would be 
met. Alternative 2 would include hotel, retail, spa, and additional restaurant uses that would 
serve visitors to the area. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of Alternative 2 and its impacts see Section 6.B (Alternative 2: 
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Reduced Hotel Option) of the Draft EIR. Also see Appendices K-1 (Traffic Impact Study, 
December 2018) and N-1 (Alternative -Air Quality Modeling, April 2017). 

Description of Alternative: Alternative 3, Reduced Daily Noise Option 

The Reduced Daily Noise Option (Alternative 3) would changes the construction schedule 
and working hours to reduce daily noise during construction. It would construct the same 
program as the Project. The total size of new building construction would remain 63,891 
square feet. 

The intent of this alternative is to limit the loudest construction activities at sensitive uses 
during the most noise sensitive hours of the day, such as early morning or evening. Heavy
duty and particularly noisy equipment (e.g., backhoes, loaders, jackhammers, etc.) would be 
prohibited from operating before 8:00 AM and after 4:00 PM on weekdays and before 9:00 
AM and after 4:00 PM on Saturdays. As a comparison, LAMC Section 41 .40 allows all 
construction equipment to be used from 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM on weekdays and from 8:00 AM 
to 6:00 PM on Saturdays. The revised construction schedule (due to reducing the per-day 
working hours) would extend the overall construction period from approximately 582 days to 
approximately 621 days. 

In summary, Alternative 3 would consist of 78 hotel rooms, 4 residential units, 2,027 square 
feet of office, 3,810 square feet of restaurant, 2,935 square feet of retail, and 1,735 square 
feet of spa. This is the same program as the Project. 175 parking spaces would be provided 
in two underground levels with automated lifts, like the Project. 

Impact Summary: 
Alternative 3 would not avoid the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot 
be feasibly mitigated with respect to historic resources, construction noise and construction 
vibration. 

Alternative 3 would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable historic resources impacts, 
even with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2, and CUL-MM-3. 
1047, 1047 A, and 10478 Abbot Kinney Boulevard appear to be eligible for local designation 
and therefore are historical resources under CEQA. Like the Project, the three bungalows 
would be demolished as a result of Alternative 3 and a new three-story building would be 
constructed on the Project Site. 

Alternative 3 would directly reduce noise levels within the community during the early AM 
(before 9 AM) and later PM (after 4 PM) hours. However, the significance noise threshold 
(which is based on an incremental noise level increase of 5 dBA), would still be exceeded at 
the same sensitive land uses during the noisiest construction activities. This is because of 
the proximity of the Project Site to sensitive receptors in the area, including residential uses 
and Westminster Elementary. 

Finding: 
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Regarding the project objective to support the growth of the City's economic base through 
the introduction of an economically viable project that includes revenue generating 
commercial activities and tax revenues, this would be met. Alternative 3 would redevelop the 
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Project Site, and would expand the economic base of the City through increased commercial 
activity and tax revenue, same as the Project. 

Regarding the project objective to construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored 
by a hotel, consistent with the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan 
Framework Community Center designation, which may include overnight accommodations, 
cultural and entertainment facilities, and neighborhood-oriented services, this would be met. 
Alternative 3 would provide a mix of uses on the Project Site because it would include 
residential and hotel uses. 

Regarding the project objective to, consistent with the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 
I.B.6 and designation of Community Commercial, provide a hotel use on one of two blocks 
on Abbot Kinney on which a hotel use is preferred, this would be met. Alternative 3 would be 
consistent with Policy I.B.6 because it would include a hotel on the block on which a hotel 
use is preferred, same as the Project. 

Regarding the project objective to develop a Project that is appropriate in scale and design 
to the adjacent residential neighborhoods, this would be met. Alternative 3 would be the 
same scale and design as the Project and would be consistent with the adjacent residential 
neighborhood. The design would resemble contemporary modern styles with horizontal 
elements, large glass facades, and exposed industrial materials, such as brick, wood, and 
metal. The new structures would wrap around and above the existing restaurants to be 
retained. Several walkways connect Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Broadway, and Westminster 
Avenue, with the interior of the Project Site and its central courtyard, while second and third 
level pedestrian walkways connect the multiple buildings. The building layout, new building 
compositions, and material choice allow the retained buildings to maintain their identity while 
integrating them into the overall new design of the Project Site. 

Regarding the project objective to provide visitor serving commercial activities, this would be 
met. Alternative 3 would include hotel, retail, spa, and additional restaurant uses for visitor 
serving commercial activities. 

Reference: 
For a complete discussion of Alternative 3 and its impacts see Section 6.C (Alternative 3: 
Reduced Daily Noise Option) of the Draft EIR. Also see Appendix K-1 (Traffic Impact Study, 
December 2018). 

Description of Alternative: Alternative 4, Historic Preservation Option 

Alternative 4 would preserve and adaptively reuse the 3 bungalows structures at 1047, 
104 7 A, and 104 7B Abbot Kinney Boulevard within the overall Project Site. The bungalows 
would be moved approximately 40 feet to the southeast to front Westminster Avenue, 
renovated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards (Standards) to preserve 
the character defining features, and used as retail/commercial space. The hotel wing 
fronting Westminster, which would be reduced by a minimum of 800 square feet, would 
incorporate the bungalows into its design. Alternative 4 would reduce the hotel use by 1 
room and reduce the hotel room rentable square footage by 800 square feet, as compared 
to the Project. The overall square footage of the development would be reduced by the 
same 800 square feet, as compared to the Project. Dimensions and setbacks from the street 
and adjacent properties would also be reduced. As a result, five of the larger hotel rooms 
(ranging from 409 square feet to 571 square feet) would be reduced in size to 315 square 
feet to 398 square feet. Alternative 4 would also create non-standard retail spaces; in part, 
because the bungalows would be used as retail space, the largest contiguous useable retail 
space in Alternative 4 would be approximately 700 square feet, as compared to 2,935 
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square feet of retail with the Project. The following new uses would be unchanged from the 
Project: 3,81 O square feet restaurant uses, 1,735 square feet spa uses, 4 residential units, 
and 2,027 square feet of office uses. 175 parking spaces would be provided in two 
underground levels with automated lifts, similar to the Project. 

Impact Summary: 
Alternative 4 would not avoid the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot 
be feasibly mitigated with respect to construction noise and construction vibration. 
As compared to the Project. Alternative 4 would eliminate the significant and unavoidable 
historic resources impacts by retaining the 3 historic bungalows. 

Finding: 
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental 
impact report. 

Rationale for Finding: 
Regarding the project objective to support the growth of the City's economic base through 
the introduction of an economically viable project that includes revenue generating 
commercial activities and tax revenues, this would be met. Alternative 4 would redevelop the 
Project Site, and would expand the economic base of the City through increased commercial 
activity and tax revenue, same as the Project. 

Regarding the project objective to construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored 
by a hotel, consistent with the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan 
Framework Community Center designation, which may include overnight accommodations, 
cultural and entertainment facilities, and neighborhood-oriented services, this would be met. 
Alternative 4 would provide a mix of uses on the Project Site because it would include 
residential and hotel uses. 

Regarding the project objective to, consistent with the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 
I.B.6 and designation of Community Commercial, provide a hotel use on one of two blocks 
on Abbot Kinney on which a hotel use is preferred, this would be met. Alternative 4 would be 
consistent with Policy I.B.6 because it would include a hotel on the block on which a hotel 
use is preferred, same as the Project, albeit to a lesser extent than the Project due to the 
reduction in one hotel room. 

Regarding the project objective to develop a Project that is appropriate in scale and design 
to the adjacent residential neighborhoods, this would be met. Alternative 4 would be similar 
in scale (a reduction by 1 hotel room is negligible) and design as the Project and would be 
consistent with the adjacent residential neighborhood. Alternative 4 would preserve and 
adaptively reuse the 3 bungalows structures at 1047, 1047A, and 1047B Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard within the overall Project Site. The bungalows would be moved approximately 40 
feet to the southeast to front Westminster Avenue, renovated in accordance with the 
Secretary of Interior's Standards ("Standards") to preserve the character defining features, 
and used as retail/commercial space. The design would resemble contemporary modern 
styles with horizontal elements, large glass facades, and exposed industrial materials, such 
as brick, wood, and metal. The new structures would wrap around and above the existing 
restaurants to be retained. Several walkways connect Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Broadway, 
and Westminster Avenue, with the interior of the Project Site and its central courtyard, while 
second and third level pedestrian walkways connect the multiple buildings. The building 
layout, new building compositions, and material choice allow the retained buildings to 
maintain their identity while integrating them into the overall new design of the Project Site. 
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Regarding the project objective to provide visitor serving commercial activities, this would be 
met. Alternative 4 would include hotel, retail, spa, and additional restaurant uses for visitor 
serving commercial activities. 

Reference 
For a complete discussion of Alternative 4 and its impacts see Section 6.0 (Alternative 4: 
Historical Preservation Option) of the Draft EIR. Also see Appendices K-1 (Traffic Impact 
Study, December 2018), N-2 (Alternative 4- Plans, December 2018), and N-3 (Alternative 4 
- Historic Memo, December 2018). 

Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible 

As set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6( c ), an EIR should identify any alternatives 
that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons 
for their rejection. According to the CEQA Guidelines, among the factors that may be used 
to eliminate an alternative from detailed consideration are the alternative's failure to meet 
most of the basic project objectives, the alternative's infeasibility, or the alternative's inability 
to avoid significant environmental impacts. Alternatives to the Project that were considered 
and rejected as infeasible include the following : 

Alternative Off-Site Locations: 
Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance regarding alternative 
location( s) for a Project. Moving the Project to another location should be considered if doing 
so would allow significant impacts of the Project to be avoided or substantially lessened. If 
no feasible alternative locations exist, the EIR must disclose the reasons for this conclusion. 
The Alternative Site Alternative was initially considered but rejected as infeasible. Under the 
Alternative Site Alternative, the Project would be constructed on a site otherthan the Project 
Site. The Project Site is designated as Community Commercial by the Venice Coastal Land 
Use Plan and hotels are a preferred use in the Community Commercial land use category. 
The Project Site consists of 9 contiguous lots (8 APNs) with a total area of approximately 1 
acre. 

The Alternative Site Alternative was deemed infeasible because other sites designated as 
Community Commercial within the Venice area lack some of the essential components of 
the Project Site. In particular, there is no other lot or adjoining lots designated as Community 
Commercial on Abbot Kinney that consist of even one-half acre in common ownership that 
could accommodate a similar design. This alternative was deemed infeasible as the Project 
Applicant does not own or control another site of comparable size on a major street within 
the City, in close proximity to major transit facilities or along a commercial, walkable street 
that would complement the Project's uses. Nor is it feasible for the Project Applicant to 
obtain control of another site. 

Moreover, an alternative location would not reduce significant impacts to a level of 
insignificance. All property within the Venice area that is designated for Community 
Commercial is within 500 feet of sensitive uses (residential or school). Given the proximity of 
Community Commercial sites to sensitive uses, the level of construction noise and vibration 
could not be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

Reduced Project Size Alternatives: 
A variety of reduced Project size alternatives were considered and eliminated. The review of 
such proposals focused on consistency with the applicable plans and policies, the infill 
character and the character of surrounding uses. Because visitor serving uses are 
encouraged on the Project Site by the Venice Coastal Land Use Plan, all reduced Project 
size alternatives maintained some hotel and visitor serving uses. Any alternative Project 
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without hotel rooms would also not meet the Project objectives of redeveloping the Project 
Site with a mixed use development anchored by a hotel and to meet a high unmet demand 
for hotel rooms in the Abbot Kinney and Venice areas. 

Reduced Project Size Alternative 1: 

One option for a reduced size Project would be to modify the Project by approximately 50% 
(Reduced Project Size Alternative 1 ). Such an alternative would consist of 2,442 square feet 
of restaurant use (the existing amount, which would be demolished and replaced), 39 hotel 
rooms and two apartment units (26,698 square feet), 1,013 square feet of office and 2,335 
square feet of retail (no spa). Reduced Project Alternative 1 would require 109 parking 
spaces, which could be accommodated in a two story underground parking garage. 

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would not reduce significant construction and vibration 
impacts to a level of insignificance. The Project Site is currently developed with buildings 
and an asphalt parking lot. Demolition of the existing uses for a Reduced Project Size 
Alternative 1 would require the same equipment as for the Project, including bulldozers, 
jackhammers, crushers and caisson drills. Such equipment would be necessary to demolish 
the existing development and to haul away the debris. Given the Project Site's proximity to 
nearby sensitive uses, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through 
NOI-MM-11, and a shorter construction period, of approximately one-half the time as the 
Project, the daily levels of noise and vibration would be similar to the Project's. Thus, the 
Reduced Project Alternative 1 would still exceed the City's thresholds and trigger significant 
impacts for construction noise and vibration. 

Reduced Project Size Alternative 2: 

Another option for a reduced size Project would be to eliminate the underground parking and 
park the Project either at grade (Reduced Project Size Alternative 2). However, this 
alternative would not reduce significant impacts to a level of insignificance. The Project Site 
is currently developed with buildings and an asphalt parking lot. Demolition of the existing 
uses for Reduced Project Alternative 2 would require largely the same equipment as for the 
Project, including bulldozers, jackhammers and crushers. Such equipment would be 
necessary to demolish the existing development and to haul away the debris. 

Even if Reduced Project Size Alternative 2 eliminated the need for underground parking and 
eliminated the need for auger-type drilling by incorporating a slab foundation (both of which 
would reduce some of the construction noise and would reduce vibration to level of 
insignificance), the modified foundation would still necessitate the removal and transport of 
asphalt and concrete from the existing parking lot, and the recompaction of the Project Site, 
all of which would have similar construction noise as the Project because of the proximity of 
the sensitive uses. The Reduced Project Size Alternative 2 also considered utilizing smaller 
and different equipment, such as outfitting construction equipment with hospital-grade 
mufflers. However, there would still be excessive noise during welding and framing activities 
with such equipment which would create a significant noise impacts. Given the Project Site's 
proximity to nearby sensitive uses, even if the Project were reduced in size to eliminate the 
underground parking garage and Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 through NOI-MM-11 were 
incorporated, such an alternative would still exceed the City's thresholds and trigger 
significant impacts for construction noise. 

Moreover, the Reduced Project Size Alternative 2 would meet the Project Objectives to a 
lesser extent as compared to the Project. Far fewer hotel rooms and neighborhood serving 
uses could be constructed on the Project Site because of the need to accommodate parking 
for existing and proposed uses on the Project Site. Such parking could only be 
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accommodated at grade or in an above-ground parking garage. If an above-ground parking 
garage were to be built as part of the Reduced Project Size Alternative 2, that parking 
garage would require use of auger-type drills which would create a significant vibration 
impact. Also, at grade parking would be less visually attractive, and would not achieve the 
Project Objective of weaving the design of the Reduced Project Size Alternative 2 into the 
fabric of the neighborhood to the same extent as the Project. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6( e )(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to a 
project shall identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative among the alternatives 
evaluated in an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines also state that should it be determined that the 
No Project Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the EIR shall identify 
another Environmentally Superior Alternative among the remaining alternatives. Pursuant to 
Section 15126.6( c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis below addresses the ability of the 
alternatives to "avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects" of the 
Project. 

The level of significant impacts under the Project would be similar to the Alternatives 
presented, with implementation of the same mitigation measures and Project Design 
Features, as identified in the Draft EIR for the Project. The severity of the significant impacts, 
however, fluctuates between the Project and each Alternative presented, as described in the 
analysis for each Alternative. This comparative fluctuation of significant impacts is the basis 
for assessing which alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative. 
Alternative 2 (Reduced Hotel Option) would create two new significant traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Pacific Avenue/Brooks Avenue and at Venice Boulevard/Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. In comparison, the Project would not create any significant and unavoidable 
impacts at the study intersections. 

Alternative 3 (Reduced Daily Noise Option) proposes a change to the construction schedule 
and construction worker hours to reduce construction noise during early morning and 
evening hours. Alternative 3 would construct the same program as the Project and have the 
same construction noise and vibration impacts as the Project. While the noise and vibration 
impacts under Alternative 3 would remain significant and unavoidable and the duration of 
construction would be prolonged, the significant and unavoidable impact would be lessened 
as compared to the Project because the construction hours would be limited. 

Alternative 4 (Historic Preservation Option) would have a similar development program as 
the Project and have the same construction noise and vibration impacts as the Project, but 
would avoid the significant and unavoidable historic impacts by preserving and reusing the 
potentially eligible historic buildings at the Project Site. Alternative 4 would also meet the 
Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. 

Accordingly, Alternative 4 was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

g. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an EIR should evaluate any 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed project 
be implemented. The types and level of development associated with the project would 
consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption would 
occur during construction of the project and would continue throughout its operational 
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lifetime. The development of the Project would require a commitment of resources that 
would include: ( 1) building materials and associated solid waste disposal effects on landfills; 
(2) water; and (3) energy resources (e.g., fossil fuels) for electricity, natural gas, and 
transportation . 

Building Materials and Solid Waste: 
Construction of the Project would require consumption of resources that do not replenish 
themselves or which may renew so slowly as to be considered non-renewable. These 
resources would include certain types of lumber and other forest products, aggregate 
materials used in concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel, and stone), metals (e.g., steel, 
copper, and lead), and petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics). 

Solid Waste is addressed in Section 4.M.3 of the Draft EIR. During construction of the 
Project, a minimum of 50 percent of the non-hazardous demolition and construction debris 
would be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse in compliance with the requirements of the City 
of Los Angeles Green Building Code. In addition, during operation, the Project would provide 
a designated recycling area for Project residents to facilitate recycling in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles Space Allocation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 171,687) and the Los 
Angeles Green Building Code. Thus, the consumption of non-renewable building materials 
such as lumber, aggregate materials, and plastics would be reduced. 

Water: 
Consumption of water during construction and operation of the Project is addressed in 
Section 4.M.2 of the Draft EIR. As evaluated therein, given the temporary nature of 
construction activities, the short-term and intermittent water use during construction of the 
Project would be less than the net new water consumption estimated for the Project at 
build out. In addition, water use during construction would be offset by the reduction of water 
demand currently consumed by the existing uses, which would be removed as part of the 
Project. During operation, the estimated water demand for the Project would not exceed the 
available supplies projected by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP). Thus, LADWP would be able to meet the water demand of the Project, as well as 
the existing and planned future water demands of its service area. In addition, the Project 
would implement a variety of water conservation features to reduce indoor water use. 
Furthermore, the Project would be required to reduce indoor water use by at least 20 percent 
in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. Thus, while project 
construction and operation would result in some irreversible consumption of water, the 
Project would not result in a significant impact related to water supply. 

Energy Consumption and Air Quality: 
During ongoing operation of the Project, non-renewable fossil fuels would represent the 
primary energy source, and thus the existing finite supplies of these resources would be 
incrementally reduced. Fossil fuels, such as diesel, gasoline, and oil, would also be 
consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment. Project consumption of 
nonrenewable fossil fuels for energy use during construction and operation of the Project is 
addressed in Section 4.N, Energy Conservation and Infrastructure, of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed therein, construction activities for the Project would not require the consumption 
of natural gas, but would require the use of fossil fuels and electricity. On- and off-road 
vehicles would consume gasoline and diesel fuel throughout the Project's construction. For 
comparison purposes, the fuel usage during Project construction would represent 
approximately 0.0009 percent of the 2017 annual on-road gasoline-related energy 
consumption and 0.01 percent of the 2017 annual diesel fuel-related energy consumption in 
Los Angeles County. Therefore, the Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Therefore, impacts related to the 
consumption of fossil fuels during construction of the Project would be less than significant. 
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During operation, the Project's increase in electricity and natural gas demand would be 
within the anticipated service capabilities of LADWP and the Southern California Gas 
Company, respectively. The Project would comply with 2016 Title 24 standards and 
applicable 2016 CALGreen requirements. In addition, new buildings and infrastructure would 
include features so as to be capable of achieving at least current LEED® Silver certification, 
or equivalent, and includes electricity conservation features. Therefore, the Project would not 
cause the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy and would be 
consistent with the intent of Appendix F to the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, Project 
operations would not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans. 

Environmental Hazards: 
The Project's potential use of hazardous materials is addressed in Section 4. F, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR. As evaluated therein, the types and amounts of 
hazardous materials that would be used in connection with the Project would be typical of 
those used for hotel, office, residential, retail, and restaurant uses. Specifically, operation of 
the Project would be expected to involve the use and storage of small quantities of 
potentially hazardous materials in the form of cleaning solvents, painting supplies, pesticides 
for landscaping, and petroleum products. Construction of the Project would also involve the 
temporary use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and 
transmission fluids. However, all potentially hazardous materials would be used and stored 
in accordance with manufacturers' instructions and handled in compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. Any associated risk would be reduced to a less than 
significant level through compliance with these standards and regulations. As such, 
compliance with regulations and standards would serve to protect against significant and 
irreversible environmental change that could result from the accidental release of hazardous 
materials. 

Conclusion (Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes): 
Project construction and operation would require the irretrievable commitment of limited, 
slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources (such as building materials like timber and 
energy resources such as petroleum), which would limit the availability of these resources 
for future generations or for other uses. However, the consumption of such resources would 
not be considered substantial and would be consistent with regional and local growth 
forecasts and development goals for the area. The loss of such resources would not be 
highly accelerated when compared to existing conditions and such resources would not be 
used in a wasteful manner. Therefore, although irreversible environmental changes would 
result from the Project, such changes are concluded to be less than significant. 

Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a 
proposed 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. Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population grown, or increases in the population which may tax existing 
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause 
significant environmental effects. Additionally, consideration must be give to characteristics 
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 necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the 
environment. 

Population 
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In April 2016, SCAG adopted the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), which contained new population forecasts for the 
Subregion. According to the 2016 RTP/SCS, the population forecast for the Subregion is 
approximately 3,981,911 persons in 2017 and approximately 4,063,757 persons in 2020 The 
Project's ten (10) new residents would represent approximately 0.01 percent of the projected 
growth in the City of Los Angeles between 2017 and 2020 (i.e., the Project's baseline and 
buildout years). Therefore, the Project's residents would be well within SCAG's population 
projections in the 2016 RTP/SCS for the Subregion and would not result in a significant 
direct growth-inducing impact. 

Employment 
In addition to the residential population generated by the Project, the Project would have the 
potential to generate indirect population growth in the vicinity of the Project Site as a result of 
the employment opportunities generated by the Project. During construction, the Project 
would create temporary construction-related jobs. However, the work requirements of most 
construction projects are highly specialized such that construction workers remain at a job 
site only for the time in which their specific skills are needed to complete a particular phase 
of the construction process. Thus, construction workers would not be expected to relocate to 
the Project vicinity as a direct consequence of working on the Project. Therefore, given the 
availability of construction workers, the Project would not be considered growth inducing 
from a short-term employment perspective. 

SCAG adopted the 2016 RTP/SCS in April of 2016, which contains new employment 
forecasts. According to the 2016 RTP/SCS, the employment forecast growth is 50,646 
growth from 2017 to 2020. The Project's 92 estimated new employees would represent 
would represent approximately 0.18 percent of the projected employment growth in the City 
of Los Angeles between 2017 and 2020 (i.e., the Project's baseline and buildout years). 
Therefore, the Project would not cause an exceedance of SCAG's employment projections 
contained in the 2016 RTP/SCS. In addition, the Project uses would include a range of full
time and part-time positions that are typically filled by persons already residing in the vicinity 
of the workplace, and who generally do not relocate their households due to such 
employment opportunities. Therefore, given that some of the employment opportunities 
generated by the Project would be filled by people already residing in the vicinity of the 
Project Site, the potential growth associated Project employees who may relocate their place 
of residence would not be substantial. Although it is possible that some of the employment 
opportunities offered by the Project would be filled by persons moving into the surrounding 
area, which could increase demand for housing, it is anticipated that most of this demand 
would be filled by then-existing vacancies in the housing market and others by any new 
residential developments that may occur in the vicinity of the Project Site. As such, the 
Project uses would be unlikely to create an indirect demand for additional housing or 
households in the area. 

Utility Infrastructure Improvements 
The area surrounding the Project Site is already developed with residential and commercial 
uses, and the Project would not remove impediments to growth. The Project Site is located 
within an urban area that is currently served by existing utilities and infrastructure. While the 
Project may require minor local infrastructure upgrades to maintain and improve water, 
sewer, electricity, and natural gas lines on-site and in the immediate vicinity of the Project 
Site, such improvements would be limited to serving Project-related demand, and would not 
necessitate major local or regional utility infrastructure improvements that have not otherwise 
been accounted and planned for on a regional level. 

Urbanization of Land in Remote Locations (Leapfrog Development) 
The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and currently developed. As such, the 
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The Project would be consistent with the growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles 
Subregion and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently 
utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the 
reduction of vehicle miles traveled. In addition, the Project would not require any major 
roadway improvements nor would the Project open any large undeveloped areas for new 
use. Any access improvements would be limited to driveways necessary to provide 
immediate access to the Project Site and to improve safety and walkability. Therefore, direct 
and indirect growth-inducing impacts would be less than significant. 

Energy Conservation 

Section 21100(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a detailed 
statement setting forth mitigation measures proposed to minimize a project's significant 
effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. Section 4.N, Energy Conservation, of 
the Draft EIR provides relevant information and analyses that address the energy 
implications of the Project. With the evaluation emphasis on the potential to avoid or reduce 
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy, the analysis concluded that, 
due to compliance with existing requirements, the location of the Project, and the size of the 
Project, the Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy. 

h. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The EIR identifies unavoidable significant impacts that would result from implementation of 
the project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines provide that when a decision of a public agency allows the occurrence 
of significant impacts that are identified in the EIR, but are not at least substantially mitigated 
to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in writing the reasons to 
support its action based on the EIR and/or other information in the record. The State CEQA 
Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b ), that the decision-maker 
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 that cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the documents and materials that 
constitute the record of proceedings, including, but not limited to, the Final EIR and all 
technical appendices attached thereto. 

Based on the analysis provided in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of the Project would result in significant impacts that cannot be feasibly 
mitigated with respect to: Cultural Resources and Noise (On-Site Construction Noise, 
Construction Vibration, and Cumulative Impacts). 

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 as infeasible the 
alternatives to the project discussed above, (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 each of the project's benefits, as listed 
below, outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts relating to Cultural 
Resources and Noise (On-Site Construction Noise, Construction Vibration, and Cumulative 
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Impacts). 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the detailed rationale for the benefits of the Project. These overriding considerations 
of economic, social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits for the Project justify adoption of 
the Project and certification of the completed EIR. 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 project despite the project's identified significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts. Each of the following overriding consideration 
separately and independently (i) outweighs the adverse environmental impacts of the 
Project, and (ii) justifies adoption of the 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 Project. 

The individual considerations are: 

1. The Project will provide guest rooms, units, and commercial uses within a Transit Priority 
Area, within close proximity to local and regional public transit. The project site is located 
less than 0.25 miles from the bus stop at Main Street and Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 
where service is provided by Metro bus line 33 and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus line 1. 
The project site is less than half a mile from bus stops at Windward Avenue and Main 
Street, where service is provided by Metro bus line 733 and Culver City Bus line 1. In 
addition to the bus lines that currently service the Project area, the Metro Expo line 
Downtown Santa Monica Station is located two miles north of the project site. Such 
proximity to transit will allow patrons and employees to utilize public transportation and 
reduce automobile traffic. 

2. The Project will provide 78 guest rooms in one of the only areas designated for hotel 
uses in the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan. These guest rooms will provide an 
opportunity for visitors to stay in close proximity to the coastal attractions, local retail, and 
restaurants in the Venice community. 

3. The Project will aesthetically improve the community by replacing a parking lot and 
existing deteriorating structures with buildings that are consistent with the scale and 
design of the area. These buildings will complement the surrounding neighborhood with 
a variety of recycled, renewable, locally sourced, non-toxic, and reclaimed materials. 

4. The Project will provide economic benefits by supporting the growth of the City's 
economic base with an economically viable project that includes revenue generating 
commercial activities and tax revenues, including transit occupancy taxes. The Project 
will also generate employment opportunities, creating construction jobs in the short term 
and long term restaurant and hospitality employment opportunities upon Project 
completion. 

5. The Project will incorporate various Green Building and sustainability features to 
enhance air quality and support the City of Los Angeles's sustainability goals and 
polices, including reduction of greenhouse gases. The Project will utilize the Los Angeles 
Green Building Code and will be constructed in compliance with Title 24 California 
Green Building Standards and incorporate various sustainability features, including but 
not limited to low-flow plumbing fixtures in guest rooms and common areas and 
landscaping that incorporates a plant palette of native and drought-tolerant plantings and 
uses low-flow irrigation. As an infill project in the Venice community, the Project is 
intended to contribute to a land use pattern that addresses housing and guest room 
needs and reduces vehicle trips and air pollution by locating commercial and coastal 
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serving uses within an area that has public transit and employment opportunities, 
restaurants, and entertainment all within walking distance. 

6. The Project would implement a landscaping plan and provide open space areas. There 
would be 18,646 square feet of open space, including, but not limited to, a 2,500-square
foot "outdoor living room" on the ground floor, a 604-square-foot pool deck on the third 
floor, two decks on the roof top ( 449 and 1,205 square feet), and a 2, 128-square-foot 
rooftop garden. Open space/pedestrian areas would incorporate seating or lounging 
areas and support a variety of private hosted gatherings to serve guests of the hotel and 
the community. 

7. The Project will be located within a Transit Priority Area, consistent with SCAG's 2016 
RTP/SCS regional mobility goals that encourage land use and growth patterns that 
facilitate transit use, including the concentration of urban development near transit, 
thereby meeting the housing needs of the region while reducing overall vehicle trips, 
congestion, and energy demand. 

8. In addition, the development and use of the Project will accomplish the five Project 
Objectives described in the EIR by accomplishing the following: 
• Support the growth of the City's economic base through the introduction of an 

economically viable project that includes revenue generating commercial activities 
and tax revenues. 

• Construct a high-quality mixed-use development anchored by a hotel, consistent with 
the uses and densities envisioned for the General Plan Framework Community 
Center designation. 
Provide a hotel use on one of two blocks on Abbot Kinney on which a hotel use is 
preferred, consistent with the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 

• Develop a project that is appropriate in scale and design to the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods. 

• Provide visitor serving commercial activities. 

Finding: 
For all the foregoing reasons, the City finds that the benefits of the Project, as approved, 
outweigh and override the significant and unavoidable impacts identified above. 

i. GENERAL FINDINGS (CEQA) 

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 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. The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental impacts: 
aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, population and housing, 
public services, transportation and traffic, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service 
systems, and energy conservation. Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate 
sections, Alternatives, Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, and other CEQA considerations. The significant environmental impacts of the 
project and the alternatives were identified in the EIR. 
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2. 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 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 periods 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 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 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. The Final EIR documents changes to 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 El Rs, 
the City finds that there is no new significant impact, substantial increase in the severity 
of a previously disclosed impact, significant new 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: 

5. 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. 
a. 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 . 

b. None of the information submitted after publication of the Final EIR, including 
testimony at 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. 

c. The mitigation measures identified for the project were included in the Draft EIR and 
Final EIR. As revised, 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 the extent feasible by the mitigation measures 
identified in the MMP. 

6. 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 in order to 
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ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation. The 
mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified by the City and revised in the MMP 
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 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. 

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

8. The custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City decision is based is the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of City Planning. 

9. 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. 

10. 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. 

11. 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 the other regulatory jurisdictions. 

Inquiries regarding this matter shall be directed to Juliet Oh, Planning Staff for West/South Project 
Planning Bureau at (213) 978-1186. 

Tt~_e \ 
Associate Zoning Administrator 

TLl:JO 

cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
Eleventh District 

Adjoining Property Owners 
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ERRATUM No. 1 TO THE 

  
Venice Place Project  

Case Number: ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
State Clearinghouse: 2016061033 

 
 

 

Project Location: 1021, 1021 ½, 1023, 1023 ½, 1025, 1027, 1029 ½, 1031, 1033, 1047, 1049, 
and 1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 1011 Electric Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90291 

Community Plan Area: Venice 

Council District: 11—Bonin 

Project Description:  The Project Site consists of multiple lots totaling 46,877 square feet (1.076 
acres). The Project Site contains 11,672 square feet of existing on-site development, and a 60-
space surface parking lot. Additionally, a 2,963 square feet existing outdoor landscaped area is 
located on-site. There is also a temporary vegetable garden, the Cook’s Garden, at 1033 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard and a temporary private pop-up park at 1021½ Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The 
Applicant proposes to demolish a portion of the existing uses and the final development at the 
Project Site would be a 70,310 square-foot mixed use development, including 58,638 net new 
square feet of development, and 13,389 square feet of open space (10,426 square feet of net 
new open space). The Project would consist of a three-story building with a maximum height of 
30 feet, a floor area ratio of 1.5:1, 175 parking spaces in a three-level underground garage and 
56 bicycle spaces.   

 

PREPARED FOR: 

The City of Los Angeles  
Department of City Planning 

 

PREPARED BY:  

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

 

APPLICANT: 

Wynkoop Properties, LLC  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This Erratum includes clarifications and minor modifications to the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Venice Place Project (Project). These modifications clarify and refine the EIR and 
provide supplemental information to the City decision-makers and the public. CEQA requires 
recirculation of a Draft EIR only when “significant new information” is added to a Draft EIR after 
public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR has occurred (refer to California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR is 
certified. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 specifically states: 

New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 
a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a 
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

 
• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

 
• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 

in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 also provides that “[r]ecirculation is not required where the 
new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications 
in an adequate EIR [...] A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial 
evidence in the administrative record.” 

 
  



Venice Place Project PAGE 4 City of Los Angeles 
Erratum   July 2020 

2 TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS 

Text changes are noted as follows: deletions in bold strikethrough and additions in bold 
underline. 

 

Mixed Use Building vs. Apartment Hotel 

Based upon Department of City Planning’s review of the Project’s uses and entitlement requests, 
the Project would be defined as a Mixed Use Building with hotel uses, rather than an Apartment 
Hotel with hotel uses. Therefore, the Apartment Hotel term used within the EIR, within the list of 
discretionary actions of the project description and within the land use analysis, is replaced with 
the term hotel. The hotel use and mixed-use nature of the Project are otherwise correctly 
described and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. Specifically, the air quality modeling, 
employment estimates, traffic study, utility demand and generation, and other estimates which 
quantify impacts from the Project, correctly identify the rates for each land use of the Project, 
including for the hotel use. As the change from Apartment Hotel to hotel merely clarifies the 
nomenclature used within the entitlement requests, no further changes to the analysis are 
needed.   

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Page 2-34 of Section 2. Project Description of the Draft EIR identifies the discretionary actions 
required for the Project. The Apartment Hotel term used within the list of discretionary actions is 
replaced with the term hotel: 

1.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W,24, a Conditional Use to permit a Apartment 
Hotel hotel located within 500 feet of a Residential Zone; 

3. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20-2, a Coastal Development Permit to permit a 
mixed-use project including an Apartment Hotel a hotel with 80 guest rooms 
and restaurant, four apartment dwelling units, retail, and office space;  

 
4. Pursuant to Section LAMC 16.05-C,1(b), a Site Plan Review approval for a 

mixed-use project including an Apartment Hotel a hotel, retail, and office 
space that creates 50 or more guest rooms; 

2.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On page 4.G-17 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the term “apartment 
hotel” is replaced with the term “hotel guest rooms” and removes the reference to the definition of 
apartment hotel.  

The Project Site would include a mixed-use project with office, restaurant and retail uses, 
along with dwelling units and hotel guest rooms an apartment hotel. An apartment 
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hotel is classified as a residential building designed or used for both two or more 
dwelling units and six or more guest rooms or suites of rooms. 

2.3 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On page 4.G-20 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the term “apartment 
hotel” is replaced with the term “hotel guest rooms”.  

Consistent. While this is a Citywide goal, the Project would support this objective by 
providing 4 housing dwelling units and hotel guest rooms an apartment hotel. 

2.4 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
On age 4.G-31 of Section 4.G. Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, the reference to the 
definition of apartment hotel is removed.  

An apartment hotel is classified as a residential building (per LAMC Section 12.03. 
Definitions). 

2.5 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Footnote 11 on page 4.K-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

11 Parking was removed from the Appendix G Thresholds, thus it is no longer a CEQA 
issue. However, secondary issues related to loss of parking due to the Project are 
discussed in this EIR. for informational purposes.  

The potential “secondary issues” created by parking that will result from people being redirected 
to other parking areas is noted throughout the Draft EIR. 

2.6 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
Modify TRANS-PDF-2, Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) on page 4.K-31 of 
the Draft EIR and page IV-15 of the Final EIR as follows to update the TDM measures with the 
specific measures listed in the December 14, 2018 City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) letter (Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR), to remove the requirement to 
provide an airport shuttle, and to include language related to monitoring for efficacy of the 
measure: 

TRANS-PDF-2 The Project Applicant shall submit to DOT a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Plan designed to reduce the total 
net project trips during the peak commute periods. The “peak 
trip goal” shall be 80 (driveway) P.M. peak hour trips generated 
by the project as shown in Table 4 provided in Attachment “A” 
of Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR. The TDM Plan will prepare and 
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implement a TDM Program that includes strategies to promote 
non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips. 
As appropriate, these measures would be designed to provide 
incentives for use of transit and rideshare, to reduce the number of 
vehicle trips, and facilitate LADOT’s First and Las Mile Program. A 
full detailed description of tThe TDM Program shall be prepared 
by a licensed Traffic Engineer and submitted to DOT for will be 
subject to review and approval, prior to the issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy by the Department of City Planning 
and LADOT. The TDM Program strategies could  shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, the following:  

• Implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services;  

• Providing on-site education on alternative transportation 
modes; Implementation of an interactive, digital Transit 
Information Display; 

• Implementing flexible/alternative work schedules and 
telecommuting programs; 

• Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g. improve 
sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent to the project, and 
pedestrian level lighting, etc.); 

• Design the project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit friendly environment; 

• Providing bicycle amenities such as bicycle racks and lockers 
for employees; 

• Providing subsidized transit passes; Participation in the Metro 
Business Transit Access Pass (B-TAP) Program; 

• Providing bicycles for patrons and employees to use; 

• Providing airport shuttle for patrons; 

• Providing on-site facilities to encourage use of alternative forms 
of transportation; and  

• Providing a pick-up/drop-off area for taxis and shared-ride 
services.  

• Provide parking as an option only (i.e. unbundle the 
parking); 
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• Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car 
share amenities; 

• Provide rideshare program and support for project 
employees and tenants; 

The project shall also provide a mitigation monitoring system 
to confirm that the project is achieving the trip reduction target 
as needed. 

The Project traffic scoping and MOU creation process with LADOT defined a 15 percent reduction 
in hotel trips for project TDM efforts. That percentage value was defined based on the expected 
reduction in trips from LADOT experience in defining and enforcing previously-adopted TDM 
plans on projects, and is enforceable through monitoring requirements with LADOT. TRANS-PDF-
2 contains an overview of the proposed TDM program, and a recommended start-up program is 
provided as part of the PDF. The proposed TDM program is specific and has been updated to 
include the specific measures reviewed and approved by LADOT. The final TDM will be set forth 
when the project design is final during Project permitting in order to ensure that the strategies will 
achieve the 15 percent traffic reduction goal. As such, the clarification and modification of the 
TDM Program features do not change the conclusion in the EIR that the TDM Program would 
result in at least a 15 percent reduction in hotel vehicle trips. This PDF was also updated with 
LADOT language for monitoring and enforcement, which allows for additional TDM features to be 
modified or added as needed to ensure compliance.  
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3 CONCLUSION 
Based on the analysis presented above, the changes to the EIR set forth in this Erratum do not 
result in any of the conditions set forth in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requiring 
recirculation of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the information included in this Erratum does not 
disclose any new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact already 
identified in the Draft EIR, nor does it contain significant new information that deprives the public 
of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
Project or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that the Applicant has declined to adopt. 
All of the information added in this Erratum merely clarifies, corrects, adds to, or makes 
insignificant modifications to information in the EIR. The City has reviewed the information in this 
Erratum and has determined that it does not change any of the basic findings or conclusions of 
the EIR, does not constitute “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5, and does not require recirculation of the EIR. 
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15350 Sherman Way, Suite 315 

Van Nuys, CA 91406 
Phone 310-469-6700 

 
June 30, 2020 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Supplemental Environmental Responses to Appeals on the Venice Place Project (Project) 

Introduction 

The City of Los Angeles (City) prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – ENV-2016-4321-EIR – 
and Related Case No. ZA-2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) for a new mixed-use 
development pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et 
seq.) (CEQA), CEQA Guidelines1 and the City’s environmental review procedures. 

The Project is located at 1021, 1021 ½, 1023, 1023 ½, 1025, 1027, 1029 ½, 1031, 1033, 1047, 1049, and 
1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 1011 Electric Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90291 (Project Site) 

The Project Site consists of multiple lots totaling 46,877 square feet (1.076 acres). The Project Site 
contains 11,672 square feet of existing on-site development and a 60-space surface parking lot. 
Additionally, a 2,963 square feet existing outdoor landscaped area is located on-site. There is also a 
temporary vegetable garden, the Cook’s Garden, at 1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard and a temporary private 
pop-up park at 1021½ Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

The Applicant proposes to demolish a portion of the existing uses and build a mixed-use development that 
would have a total floor area of 70,310 square feet, including 58,638 net new square feet of development, 
and 13,389 square feet of open space (10,426 square feet of net new open space). The Project would 
consist of a three-story building with a maximum height of 30 feet, a floor area ratio of 1.5:1, 175 parking 
spaces in a three level underground garage, and 56 bicycle spaces. 

The Draft EIR was released by the City for public review on January 10, 2019 for a 45-day review period 
ending on February 25, 2019. The Final EIR was released on July 3, 2019. 

A public hearing was held by the Associate Zoning Administrator on August 1, 2019. 

A Letter of Determination (LOD) was issued on March 12, 2020. 

List of Appeals 

The City received the following written appeals related to the Project: 

1. Gideon Kracov, on behalf of Unite Here Local 11, March 26, 2020 

                                                 
1  Reference to CEQA Guidelines in the Response to Comments shall mean 14 C.C.R. § 15000 et seq.  
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2. Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, on behalf of AK Investment, March 26, 2020 

3. Keep Neighborhoods First, March 25, 2020 

4. Citizens Preserving Venice, March 26, 2020 

The appeals addressed issues related to the merits of the project and the approval of the entitlements, as 
well as appeal points specific to the environmental analysis of the project’s impacts. This letter serves as 
a response to those specific issues related to the environmental issues discussed in the project EIR and 
is expressly incorporated therein. 

Responses 

Responses to the appeals are provided below. The individual comments within the Appeal Letters will be 
provided and identified as Comment “X”. The individual responses will be identified as Response to 
Comment “X”. 

The Appeal Letters discussed a variety of topics. Many commenters raised similar issues. For ease of 
referencing the response to these topics, a general Topical Response is provided below. Subsequent 
responses on the same issue refer back the Topical Response. 

Topical Response 1 – Apartment Hotel / Short Term Hotel Use 

Topical Response 2 – Parking 

Topical Response 3 – Automated Parking 

Topical Response 4 – Hosted Events 

Exhibits 

These Responses are supported by the following Exhibits to this document: 

• Exhibit 1 – Automated Parking Layouts – Citylift (a) and Unitronics (b) 

• Exhibit 2 – AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses, June 30, 2020 

• Exhibit 3 – Noise Supplemental Responses, June 30, 2020 

• Exhibit 4 – Traffic Responses, July 1, 2020 

• Exhibit 5 – GPA Letter on Appeal, May 26, 2020 

Conclusion 

In summary, based on our technical review, the Appeal Letters do not raise any new CEQA issues and do 
not require any change to any conclusion identified in the EIR. The Appeal Letters do not provide 
substantial evidence or a fair argument that further review under CEQA is required, or that the Project may 
have a significant environmental impact.   
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Topical Response 1 – Apartment Hotel/ Short Term Hotel Use 

Several commenters addressed the Project’s designation as an “Apartment Hotel”, stating that “Apartment 
Hotel” is not synonymous with a hotel use. Those comments further state that “Apartment Hotels” do not 
allow stays for less than thirty days. An Erratum, dated July 2020, clarifies that the nomenclature used in 
describing the hotel component within the EIR should be updated to “hotel” rather than “Apartment Hotel”.   

The Project has been, and has always been conceived as, as including a short term transient hotel use, 
with four residential units and commercial uses. The EIR analyzes the Project’s 78 hotel guest rooms as 
short term hotel uses (rather than residential apartments), as demonstrated, but not limited to, the following 
examples: 

• Table 4.I-4 of the DEIR estimates project related employment growth, using a different projection of 
employees per 1,000 square feet for hotel than for restaurant, retail, spa, and office uses. 

• Projected estimated water demand found in Table 4.M.1-3 of the DEIR, distinguishes hotel from 
residential, pool, office, restaurant, health club/spa, and retail uses, significantly identifying a different 
demand rate than that identified for the apartment units. 

• Projected estimated wastewater demand found in Table 4.M.2-5 of the DEIR, distinguishes hotel from 
residential, pool, office, restaurant, health club/spa, and retail uses, significantly identifying a different 
demand rate than that identified for the apartment units. 

• Section 4.N of the DEIR includes tables 4.N.10 and 4.N.11 which projects electricity and natural gas 
consumption, respectively, for hotel land use, as well as residential, parking, office, health club, 
restaurant, and retail. 

• The Air Quality and GHG Worksheets (DEIR Appendix E) uses CalEEMod input metrics (version 
CalEEMod.2016.3.2) to calculate various project emissions, specifically referencing Hotel land use as 
distinct from apartment, office, restaurant, retail, spa, and parking. 

• Table 15 of the Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix K-1) lists the Code Required Parking for the project, 
which includes parking rates for specific uses, including Hotel, distinguishing those requirements 
from apartment, office, hotel restaurant, and retail uses.  

• Attachment C of the Traffic Study includes Project Trip Generation table, which identifies both the trip 
generation rates (from the ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition) and internal capture trip credits for Hotel 
based on the National Cooperative Highway Research Program methodology and in/out percentages. 

 

 
 

   



 4 

Topical Response 2 - Parking 

Comments also expressed concern about the adequacy of parking during hosted and special events, as 
well as other potential secondary impacts of parking. 

A. Off-Site Parking for Hosted Events 

As analyzed in the EIR, the Project proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events that cannot be 
accommodated by the on-site underground parking spaces, which would only occur on an intermittent 
basis. Currently, valet parking for existing uses at the Property includes off-site parking at Westminster 
Elementary School in the evenings. Typically, during the evening hours, the valet company parks 
approximately five cars at Westminster Elementary School Sunday through Wednesday, and about twelve 
cars on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays. Once the Project is completed, all valet parking for the Project 
will be directed to the on-site garage, except in limited circumstances for private hosted events. All 
Municipal Code-required parking would be provided on-site. 

The existing valet is not used to satisfy required parking and no affidavits or covenants require the 
maintenance of off-site parking. Comments to the contrary are speculative and without basis in fact.  

B. Potential secondary impacts of parking.  

Comments raise concerns about whether the secondary impacts of parking were analyzed. These impacts 
are analyzed in the Draft EIR (see page 4.K-15 and the traffic study). These comments also discount the 
existing valet on Abbot Kinney. Currently approximately half of the curb space designated as the 
Secondary Valet Area is operated as a valet loading zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM for three restaurants 
and a bar at that location, with the majority of vehicles being parked in the parking lot that fronts Electric 
Avenue. Accordingly, vehicle movement between these locations is not a conceptual exercise but rather a 
practice that occurs every evening with adjustments made based on the anticipated differences in 
operations. The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is speculative and ignores 
the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) in that 
location currently serves three restaurants and a bar.  
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Topical Response 3 – Automated Parking 

Several comments state that the assumptions in the EIR for automated parking are unsubstantiated or 
incorrect. 

Feasibility of Parking Design 

Comments regarding the design of the parking garage or the type of parking system are not supported by 
substantial evidence in the record.   TRANS-PDF-9 requires the Applicant to install a parking system that 
meets the service standards in the PDF. See Exhibit 1 to the Responses, “Automated Parking Layouts”, 
which provides proposed layouts for CityLift and Unitronics, both of which would meet the required service 
rate in PDF TRANS-9. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability to optimize and 
move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle entries only (i.e. incoming 
vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand to limit any risk of queuing and not focus on vehicle 
retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte-cochere for their vehicles is not a CEQA impact.  

Because the Automated Parking System is included as a Project Design Feature, it will be included in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be enforced by the City.   

The Project is evaluating multiple technical designs for the system, which include a variety of vendors, 
technologies, and options; this information was provided at the ZA Hearing. The system will be chosen 
based on both cost and effectiveness and will be properly designed, accounting for structural dimensions 
and requirements, during the construction documentation and plan check phase. Regardless, it will meet 
the requirements of TRANS-PDF-9. That PDF will be enforced during operation by the Department of 
Transportation; no certificate of occupancy will be granted until such time as the service rate is verified.  

Retrieval Rates 

Based on information from an expert parking lift operator (Unitronics), the Traffic Study assumes that the 
three lifts in the Main Valet Area can service a conservative 80 vehicles per hour (approximately 27 per 
hour per lift). This number is almost twice the amount of the maximum estimated traffic intensity of 44 
incoming cars during the peak hour. The analysis did take into account both incoming and outgoing traffic 
in the analysis of the lift operation and for the queuing analysis. In addition, PDF Trans-9 states: 
“Automated Parking: The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 80 
vehicles per hour (combined input and output) (approximately 27 per hour per lift).” (Emphasis added.)  

See Draft EIR at page 4.K-47 and Traffic Study at page 56. Additional information regarding the operation, 
service rate, and capacity of the parking system is detailed in the Final EIR Response to Comment Seward 
7 at pages II-26-28.   

The Manatt Letter cites to the time to park cars in other types of systems, arguing that these numbers 
undercut the analysis in the EIR. The comment letter cites a 104 second retrieval time per vehicle, which 
is consistent with the calculation of servicing 80 cars/hour in the EIR. With 3,600 seconds in an hour, if 
each vehicle averages a 104 second retrieval time, each lift will park 34.6 vehicles over the course of an 
hour (3,600/104). Based on this calculation, with three separate lifts servicing the garage, 103.8 vehicles 
can be parked/retrieved over the course of any one-hour time frame. This is actually more cars than was 
assumed in the EIR, which stated that the three-lift system can park/retrieve 80 cars over the course of an 
hour, thereby representing a conservative estimate of the Project’s anticipated parking capacity. 
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Retrieval Rate Effect on Queuing 

The Project has extensively analyzed vehicle queuing, in the DEIR (pages 4.K-46—4.K-47), Traffic Study 
(pages 55-58), and FEIR (pages II-26—II-27).  This analysis is conservative in that does not include the 
valet operator’s ability and discretion to temporarily operate the Automated Parking System in a manner 
which will only bring vehicles into the system and not bring vehicles out if queuing becomes an issue and 
other measures (such as staging vehicles in the porte-cochere or directing vehicles to the Secondary Valet 
Area does not address queuing demand.2        

Hosted Events 

The comments raise concern about whether the EIR analyzed the impact of hosted events with respect to 
the automated parking system. As discussed in more detail in the Final EIR (pages II-26 to II-28), increased 
numbers of valets and off-site parking will be required for hosted events in order to avoid potentially 
significant impacts.  

The Draft EIR states, “Based on this estimated processing data, two employees at the Secondary Valet 
Area could service 40 vehicles per hour. At least one additional employee would be needed to manage 
receiving and departure of vehicles.”  (Draft EIR page 4.K-47, emphasis added.) The Manatt Letter 
assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would staff the Secondary 
Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that adjustments would be made to 
valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant reservations to ensure efficient operations. This 
assumption is contrary to the statements in the EIR and the plans to increase valet as necessary (see 
Topical Response 4, below). There will be employees provided to operate the system at its maximum 
efficiency. The Main Valet area employees would load cars into the lift, walk approximately 40 feet and get 
into the next car.  

Valet Drive/Walk Time 

The comments raise a question regarding the services times (including time to park and walk). Page 4.K-
47 of the Draft EIR states that the analysis assumes one minute to drive the car to the parking area and 
two minutes for the valet to walk back. This is based on existing operations at the project site.    

The assumption in the Draft EIR regarding the drive time is supported by substantial evidence based on 
information from nearby parking lots and valet functions. Comments contending that this information is 
inaccurate are speculative and do not identify any specific defect in the EIR or any feasible mitigation 
measure that are necessary to reduce an environmental impact to a level of insignificance.  

The Citizen comment also claims that the proposed route for a valet to bring a car from the Main Valet to 
the Secondary Valet would include difficult left-turns and u-turns. That is not the correct route. The route 
would take a right on Electric from the Main Valet, a right on Westminster, and a right on Abbot Kinney. 

The comment erroneously assumes that the walk and drive times between the Secondary Valet and an 
offsite parking location at Westminster Avenue Elementary School (as identified in the DEIR) would apply 
between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area.  This assumption fails to account for 1) the 
condition requiring all vehicles for regular Project uses be required to park on-site (with vehicles to be 

                                                 
2  The Project anticipates that such circumstances would be rare, though the extent to which individuals would have to wait for their vehicle’s 

retrieval is not an issue subject to CEQA analysis. 
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loaded into the Automated Parking System at the Main Valet Area), and 2) the walking distance between 
the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area (approximately 200 feet), is about one quarter of the 
distance as that of the Secondary Valet Area and the off-site parking location (approximately 750 feet), 
and does not require crossing Abbott Kinney Boulevard.  As such, the walk time between the main valet 
and secondary valet would be closer to thirty seconds than two minutes.   

Accordingly, even if, as the comment letter asserts, it took an extra minute (two minutes instead of one 
minute) to park a vehicle, parking a vehicle and returning to the Secondary Valet Area (estimated to take 
30 seconds) would take approximately 150 seconds per vehicle.  With 3,600 seconds in an hour, each 
valet would be able to park 24 vehicles over the course of a given hour.  Even if, as the comment letter 
asserts, the minimum number of valet employs are stationed at the Secondary Valet Area, there would be 
enough capacity at that location to park forty-eight vehicles per hour according to these conservative 
estimates. 

Parking Impacts under CEQA 

To the extent that comments raise issues related to parking in the neighborhood or a lack of existing 
parking supply, such potential impacts are not considered to be impacts under CEQA. Parking was 
removed as an impact area from Appendix G. Moreover, because the Project is in a Transit Priority Area, 
parking impacts of a mixed-use residential project shall not be considered impacts on the environmental 
pursuant to SB 743.   
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Topical Response 4 – Hosted Events 

Several comments raised concerns about the accommodation and analysis of hosted events on the Project 
Site. The EIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of intermittent hosted events. 
Specifically, the Draft EIR traffic section (page 4.K-46) cites the December 2018 traffic study, which 
analyzes vehicle queuing lengths and limits using the two valet points and automated parking process. 
Draft EIR noise section (page 4.H-22) discusses noise potential from outdoor events. In addition, the 
supplemental Technical Memorandum from Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) dated August 21, 2019 
discusses events, and was included as an Exhibit to the Letter to Record submitted to the City’s Zoning 
Administrator on August 30, 2019. In addition, Final EIR Response to Comment Seward 7 (page II-28) 
discusses hosted events.  

The Project, as proposed in the EIR, proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events that cannot 
be accommodated by the underground parking spaces, something that would only occur on an intermittent 
basis. Currently, valet parking for existing uses at the Property includes off-site parking at Westminster 
Elementary School and other locations in the evenings. Typically, during the evening hours, the valet 
company parks approximately five cars at Westminster Elementary School Sunday through Wednesday, 
and about twelve cars on Thursdays, Fridays, and Saturdays. Once the Project is completed, all valet 
parking for the Project will be directed to the on-site garage, except in limited circumstances for private 
hosted events. The EIR included a description of the proposed private hosted events:  

Private Hosted Events. Private hosted events shall be permitted subject to the following limitations: 

• Not more than one hosted event shall be permitted outside on-site at any given time. 

• Except in accordance with the conditions in the table below, no private hosted events shall be 
permitted between 3 pm and 6 pm on weekdays and no private hosted event shall start or end 
between 12:00 pm and 2 pm on weekends unless 1) a temporary special event permit is obtained 
from the City and 2) off-site parking is provided per the table below. Private hosted events shall 
adhere to the following: 

 
 Maximum Event Size; 

no off-site parking 
Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 4 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 8 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Weekday p.m. peak 
(3:00 - 6:00 pm) 

Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 

Weekday non-p.m. 
peak 

58 people 93 people; 
28 cars parked off-site 

131 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

Weekend peak 
(12:00 - 2:00 p.m.) 

Not permitted* 45 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

Not permitted* 

Weekend non-peak 43 people 78 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

112 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

* Private hosted events would be permitted so long as it includes a partial restaurant buy-out 
commensurate with the size of the hosted event. A “buy-out’ is any event where customers 
reserve space for 20 persons or more and could involve the closure of the restaurant to the 
general public.  

 
 If the off-site parking is not available, then the hosted events cannot occur.  
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Comment Letter Kracov 

Gideon Kracov 
on behalf of Unite Here Local 11 
801 S. Grand Avenue, 11th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Kracov-1 

The commenter raises numerous similar comments regarding the adequacy of the GHG and traffic 
analyses (p.  1-2, Exhibit A pp. 5-7), for example:  

SPECIFIC POINTS IN ISSUE: The specific points at issue were fully outlined in the comment letters 
previously submitted to the ZA, including but not limited to Appellants’ prior comment letter dated 
August 1, 2019 (attached hereto this Appeal as Exhibit A). As fully explained therein, the City 
Zoning Code makes clear that guest rooms within apartment hotels are to be used for long-term 
tenancy (longer than 30 days), which the ZA LOD’s does not ensure via an enforceable Condition 
of Approval (“COA”) barring shorter-term stays for the Project’s proposed 78 guest rooms. 
Additionally, the Project EIR’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) and traffic analysis contained numerous 
inaccuracies and discrepancies, which underestimates the Project’s GHG/traffic impacts that may 
require additional mitigation. So too, there appears to be an approximately $1.6 million 
underpayment of traffic impact fees per the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan. None of 
these issues are addressed in the ZA’s LOD. 

Response to Comment Kracov-1 

The comment provides a general comment and does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project, nor does the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  

To the extent that the commenter refers to whether the approved Project allows for long-term or 
short-term stays, the commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 (Apartment Hotel / Short 
Term Hotel Use).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to the EIR’s greenhouse gas and traffic analysis, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Kracov-7 and Response to Comment Kracov-
9, respectively.  

Comment Kracov-2 

HOW ARE YOU AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION: Appellants and their members live or work in 
the vicinity of the Project Site, breathe the air, suffer traffic congestions, and will suffer other 
environmental impacts of the Project unless it is properly analyzed and mitigated. Additionally, 
Appellants are committed to the assurance of responsible development in Los Angeles, that local 
land-use rules/regulations are followed, and informed decision-making by public officials regarding 
projects that may cause significant impacts to the environment in the City of Los Angeles. Hence, 
granting this Appeal will confer substantial benefit not only to Appellants but also the public, 
including citizens, residents, businesses and taxpayers affected by the Project, and will result in 
the enforcement of important public rights. 
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Response to Comment Kracov-2 

The comment provides a general comment and does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does 
the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project. Note that Kracov 
attached a separate letter dated August 1, 2019 to its March 26, 2020 letter. The comments in the 
2019 letter are provided and responded to below: 

Comment Kracov-3 

IV. THE PROJECT’S EIR INCLUDES VARIOUS INDESCRPENCIES REQUIRING ADDITIONAL 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

Here, the Project’s EIR shows inconsistencies in its air quality, greenhouse gas (“GHG”), and traffic 
analysis that may underestimate the Project’s impact. For example, the Draft EIR’s (“DEIR”) air 
quality and GHG analysis rely on emission estimates via CalEEMod modeling, with output data 
files made available in Appendix E (“APP-E”) of the Draft EIR. Upon review of the CalEEMod output 
files, the model shows multiple discrepancies from the narrative discussion in the Draft EIR, such 
as: 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 3,371-SF of office uses, which is 788 SF more than the 
2,583-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod analyzed 
a Project of 2,027-SF of office uses (i.e., underestimated by 1,344 SF), which is 557 SF less 
than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89).  

Response to Comment Kracov-3 

See also Exhibit 2 to the Responses, “AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses”. 

The comment refers to Table 2-2 in the DEIR Project description—which provides a summary of 
the Existing Uses, Project uses, and Project + Remaining uses that would be present on the site at 
completion of construction activities—and inputs to the CalEEMod emissions modeling files 
provided as Appendix E to the DEIR.  

This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the CalEEMod 
input related to Project office land use area. Currently, there is existing 2,583 square feet of existing 
office space on-site. A portion of the office space would be retained and a portion would be 
demolished. The Proposed Project would introduce 2,027 square feet of new office use floor area 
to the Project Site. The 3,371 square feet of office space includes 1,344 square feet of existing 
office space that would be retained throughout renovations on the site. The operational analysis in 
the Air Quality emissions modeling for the Project presented in Table 4.B-7 of the DEIR analyzes 
net new emissions. The operational GHG emissions analysis presented in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR 
analyzes net new emissions. Therefore, the 2,027 square feet of office use area modeled for the 
Project in the DEIR is appropriate and does not underestimate the incremental change in land use 
and associated emissions that would result from implementation of the Project. No change is 
warranted. 
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Comment Kracov-4 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 4,670-SF of retail and spa uses (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2), but 
CalEEMod analyzed 4,269-SF of strip mall and health club uses (i.e., underestimated by 401 
SF) (APP-E, PDF p. 35). 

Response to Comment Kracov-4 

This portion of the comment identifies a discrepancy between the information contained in Table 
2-2 and the CalEEMod input related to retail and spa uses included in the Project. As shown in 
Table 2-2, “other retail uses” would comprise 2,935 square feet of commercial space in the project, 
and the CalEEMod Proposed Project files included 2,534 square feet of retail space, a difference 
of 401 square feet. The discrepancy exists due to late, minor changes to the Project Description 
following completion of emissions modeling. Regardless, because it is a small discrepancy, it does 
not change the outcome of the analysis. The operational emissions analysis used the appropriate 
trip generation estimates, therefore emissions associated with mobile vehicle trips are not 
underestimated.  

As discussed in Exhibit 2 to the Responses, “AQ and GHG Supplemental Responses”, the 
additional 401 square feet of retail space would represent a 16 percent increase relative to the retail 
space included in the CalEEMod files and would not cause a substantial change to daily air pollutant 
emissions or annual GHG emissions. The retail use daily air pollutant emissions would not increase 
by more than 0.1 pounds per day for any regulated pollutant after accounting for the additional retail 
space, and therefore emissions would not exceed any air quality threshold. The annual GHG 
emissions associated with retail building operation would increase from approximately 23.5 
MTCO2e to 27.25 MTCO2e, an increase of 3.75 MTCO2e. Although the discrepancy is accurately 
identified, no change to the analysis is warranted. Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the Draft EIR show 
that the Project would generate approximately 38 MTCO2e per year during construction and 1,792 
MTCO2e per year during operation of the Project with a combined net total of 1,830 MTCO2e per 
year. The 3.75 MTCO2e increase would not result in the Project conflicting with GHG reduction 
goals, plans or strategies, and impacts would continue to be less than significant. 

See Response to Comment Kracov-5 for analysis of the aggregate reduction in anticipated 
annual GHG emissions when the late, minor changes to the Project Description which were initiated 
following completion of emissions modeling are accounted for. 

Comment Kracov-5 

• The DEIR states the Project includes 8,855-SF of restaurant uses, which is 1,368 SF more than 
the 7,517-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod 
analyzed a Project of 4,200-SF of restaurant uses (i.e., underestimated by 4,655 SF), which is 
3,320 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 

Response to Comment Kracov-5 

This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the CalEEMod 
input related to Project restaurant land use area. As presented in Table 2-2, the Proposed Project 
would introduce 3,810 square feet of new and renovated restaurant use floor area to the Project 
Site. The 8,885 square feet of restaurant space includes 5,075 square feet of existing floor area 
that would be retained throughout renovations, and thus, is not subject to CalEEMod analysis. The 
CalEEMod input files in Appendix E were prepared prior to late minor changes to the Project 
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Description, and actually overestimated the Project restaurant use by approximately 390 square 
feet (4,200 square feet of restaurant uses, rather than 3,810 square feet, were included in the 
CalEEMod calculations). The CalEEMod analysis focused only on Project changes to the site. The 
overestimation of 390 square feet of restaurant uses resulted in a conservative estimate of 
operational restaurant use air quality and GHG emissions, representing approximately nine percent 
more restaurant space than would be included in the Project.  

Accounting for the correction to reflect for the reduced restaurant space, GHG emissions 
associated with Project restaurant uses excluding mobile vehicle trips would be approximately nine 
percent lower, representing an overestimation of approximately 15.8 MTCO2e annually; emissions 
of other air pollutants would also be marginally reduced. Combined with the square footage 
discrepancy identified related to retail space, late stage minor modifications to the Project resulted 
in an overestimation of approximately 12 MTCO2e annually as disclosed in the DEIR. Therefore, 
the GHG emissions presented in the DEIR for the Project represent a slightly conservative 
characterization due to late stage changes in the Project Description. As these adjustments would 
not result in an incremental increase, and would not conflict with greenhouse has reductions goals, 
plans, and policies, no further analysis is warranted as there would be no additional impacts.  

Comment Kracov-6 

• The DEIR shows below-grade floor plans of approximately 34,861-SF floor plan (DEIR, Fig. 2-
5) reaching depths of a minimum of 24.5 feet’ (DEIR, Fig. 2-11)—resulting in approximately 
31,633-CY of material to be excavated. However, DEIR states only 30,936 CY of material (i.e., 
underestimated by 697 CY) (DEIR, p. 2-32; APP-E, PDF p. 1). Based on the DEIR’s assumed 
9-CY truck capacity (DEIR, p 2-32), 31,633 CY of exported material would require approximate 
3,515 round-trip truck trips (equivalent to 7,030 one-way trips). However, the CalEEMod 
analyzed only 6,876 one-way trips (i.e., underestimated by 154 trips).  

Response to Comment Kracov-6 

The comment incorrectly estimates excavation at 31,633 CY. The project engineers estimate the 
excavated volume to be 30,936 CY when accounting for architectural details. The excavated 
volume listed in the EIR is a reasonable assumption to support the environmental planning analysis 
for CEQA compliance. As the truck trip count is also based on the 30,936 CY, the truck trips are 
also a reasonable assumption. Regardless, the impact conclusion in the EIR is accurate and would 
be unaffected even if the slight discrepancy asserted by the Appellant was accurate. Nitrogen oxide 
(NOX) is the regional pollutant assessed in the EIR that is most influenced by truck trips. As shown 
in Table 4.B-5 in the EIR, NOX emissions during the grading phase would be well below the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. NOX emissions were estimated to be 56 pounds per day and the 
significance threshold is 100 pounds per day. If, as the Appellant asserts, an additional 154 trips 
are required and those trips are spread out over the 3-month construction period for this phase, 
emissions would increase by less than five pounds per day. Accordingly, no further analysis is 
warranted as the EIR assumptions for excavation and haul trips were supported by evidence based 
on project engineer estimates. Nonetheless, the inclusion of the disputed additional 154 trips would 
not result in exceeding emission thresholds or other additional impacts.  

Comment Kracov-7 

• The DEIR states the Project’s existing GHG emissions total 1,207.9 metric tons of CO2 
equivalents per year (“MTCO2e/yr”) (DEIR, Tbl. 4.E-3), but CalEEMod shows existing uses 
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GHG emissions of 940 MTCO2e/yr (i.e., overestimated by 267.65 MTCO2e/yr) (APPE, PDF p. 
92). 

Response to Comment Kracov-7 

The comment correctly identifies a discrepancy between the existing uses GHG emissions 
presented in DEIR Table 4.E-3 and the CalEEMod input files in Appendix E. Furthermore, the land 
uses described in Table 2-2 are consistent with those included in the existing uses CalEEMod 
inputs provided as Appendix E. The origin of the emissions value discrepancy is unclear given that 
the existing land uses shown in Table 2-2 and those included in Appendix E are consistent 
(approximately 2,583 square feet of office space, 7,517 square feet of restaurant space, and 1,572 
square feet of school/daycare space). The existing emissions presented in Table 4.E-3 reflect an 
overestimation based on the current description of existing land uses and therefore incremental 
increases in GHG emissions attributed to the Project are even more conservative. Table 4.E-3 
could be updated to reflect the CalEEMod results in Appendix E, however, no further analysis is 
warranted as the change would have no effect on the impact analysis or significance 
determinations, since the analysis and conclusions in the EIR that the Project would not conflict 
with greenhouse gas reductions plans, goals, and policies would continue to be valid. Project 
emissions modeling conservatively accounted for GHG emissions associated with change in land 
uses on the Project Site, as described in Response to Comment Kracov-3.  

Comment Kracov-8 

• Furthermore, CalEEMod assumed reduced vehicle speed on unpaved roads as a construction 
mitigation measure (APP-E, PDF p. 45), which is not present in the MMRP. 

Response to Comment Kracov-8 

This CalEEMod input is part of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). Compliance 
with SCAQMD rules are mandated by law for all projects, and legally mandated measures do not 
need to be included in the MMRP to ensure Applicant and the construction contractor compliance.  

Comment Kracov-9 

Similarly, the Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) utilizes trip rates from the Institute Of 
Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) ninth edition, despite being prepared in December 2018 after the 
ITE released its Tenth edition in 2017 with revised traffic trip generation rates and land use 
categories that included more accurate trip counts.3 As a result, the TIS underestimated the 
Project’s trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips (before credits were applied), such as: 

• The TIS analyzed the 78 hotel rooms as a “Hotel” generating 8.17 trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 
310, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use generates 
8.36 trips per unit (ITE Code 310, 10th ed.).4 This amounts to an underestimation of 4.04 trips 
per unit or a total of 315.12 hotel-trips (pre-credit).  

Response to Comment Kracov-9  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 207 Notice of Preparation, which serves as the baseline date.  Trip generation 

                                                 
3 PDF pp. 5-6, http://neite.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/August-2017-Chronicle.pdf; see also PDF p. 20, 

http://www.azite.org/presentations/Luncheons/16Nov2017/AZITELuncheon_TripGen_16Nov2017.pdf. 
4  PDF p. 4, http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_A_Trip_Table_2019.pdf. 
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rates specific to the West Los Angeles area are defined by the City of Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan and use of those rates is required by the City. However, the 
Specific Plan does not define AM peak hour rates for trip generation. All project trip generation 
calculations were approved by LADOT during the study scoping process, and in addition to the 
rates identified in the Specific Plan, include trip generation rates per hotel unit and per 1,000 square 
feet of commercial floor area as defined by Trip Generation, published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-2.) Per coordination with LADOT during the 
project MOU process, where total trip rates or inbound/outbound percentages have not been 
defined by either the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan or the ITE source, 
rates from an industry publication Traffic Generators, published by the San Diego Association of 
Governments, were used. These details were documented in the following trip generation table 
footnotes of the project traffic study. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1., Table 4): 

[a] PM peak hour trip rates for all uses were obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal 
Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.  

[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour. 
AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002. The SANDAG specialty 
retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily 
trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips). The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios 
were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.  

[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak 
hour in and out trips. 

Because the 10th edition of the Trip Generation source was released in late 2017, well after the 
issuance of the Notice of Preparation on January 12, 2017, the impact analysis was therefore based 
on the 9th edition. Nonetheless, in response to this comment, a review of the project trip generation 
calculations was analyzed using updated 10th edition rates; the analysis showed a small increase 
in daily trips and no change or a reduction in peak hour trips. The use of the 10th edition rates, 
where Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan rates do not apply, would affect the trip 
generation totals in the following minor manner:  

• Net daily project trips increase by 34 (+5.5%) 

• Net AM peak project trips are reduced by 2 

• Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 11 

The trip generation analysis with the 10th edition rate updates is provided in the table below (also 
included in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”). 
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

 
 

Trip reductions are caused by the different changes in rates between proposed uses (trip 
generation) and existing uses (trip credits). For the study intersection analysis, which is based 
entirely on peak hour trips, no new impacts would occur, as AM peak-hour trips would remain the 
same and PM peak-hour trips would be lower. 

The 9th and 10th edition rates applicable to the Project Site are provided in the table below: 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 room 8.36 59% 41% 0.47 51% 49% 0.60

Apartment 220 1 unit 7.32 23% 77% 0.46 63% 37% 0.56

Retail * 820 1 k.s.f. 37.75 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 3.81

Restaurant [a]* 931 1 k.s.f. 83.84 60% 40% 0.73 67% 33% 7.80

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 47.62 53% 47% 11.00 47% 53% 11.12

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 9.74 86% 14% 1.16 16% 84% 1.15

Hotel 310 78 rooms 652 22 15 37 24 23 47

  internal capture trip credit ** -20 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Hotel Trips 632 22 15 37 23 22 45

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -95 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -7

Total Hotel Trips 537 19 12 31 20 19 38

Apartment * 220 4 units 29 0 2 2 1 1 2

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 25 0 2 2 1 1 2

Retail and Spa * 820 4.670 k.s.f. 176 2 2 4 9 9 18

  internal capture trip credit ** -26 0 0 0 -4 -3 -7

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -15 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 135 2 2 4 5 5 10

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -14 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 121 2 2 4 5 4 9

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 319 2 1 3 20 10 30

  internal capture trip credit ** -43 0 0 0 -4 -5 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -28 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 248 2 1 3 15 4 19

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -25 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 223 2 1 3 14 3 17

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 20 2 0 2 0 2 2

  internal capture trip credit ** -10 0 0 0 0 0 0

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Office Trips 9 2 0 2 0 2 2

916 25 17 42 40 29 68

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -75 -9 -8 -17 -8 -9 -17

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -12 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -205 -1 -1 -2 -13 -6 -19

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
21 0 0 0 1 1 2

-270 -11 -9 -20 -20 -15 -35

646 14 8 22 20 14 33

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a]  PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.

[b]  The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d]  The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

  alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

  provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

  of alternative forms of transportation.

PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour
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The impact analysis for the three study roadway segments in the project traffic study determined 
that the percent change in volumes resulting from use of the 10th edition Trip Generation rates that 
would be caused by the project would range from a one percent increase to a four percent increase 
(no change from the traffic study percentages, with rounding), with impact standards based on 
roadway type ranging from eight percent to 12 percent increase. Applying the 10th edition Trip 
Generation rates would result in a 5.5 percent increase in daily trips for the Project, but would not 
result in any change to the conclusion in the EIR. Section 4.K of the Draft EIR (pages 4.K.43-44) 
concludes that no impacts would occur at the study roadway segments. As shown above, use of 
the 10th edition Trip Generation rates would not result in any impacts at the study roadway 
segments.  

Comment Kracov-10 

• The DEIR states the 8,885-SF, ground-floor restaurant uses will be neighborhood-serving, high-
turnover, sit-down restaurant (DEIR, pp. 2-6, 2-23, 2-33; APP-E, PDF p. 35). This is akin to a 
“High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant” generating 112.18 trips per 1,000 square feet (“KSF”) 
(i.e., ITE Code 932 10th ed.).5 The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a “Quality Restaurant” 
generating 89.95 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 931, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).6 This amounts 
to an underestimation of 22.23 trips/KSF or a total of 197.51 restaurant-trips (pre-credit). 

 

                                                 
5  8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, PDF p. 11, 29-30, 

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf. 
6 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 7, 

https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c. 
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Response to Comment Kracov-10 

The analyzed restaurant uses would meet the definitions of quality restaurants, as defined for the 
Trip Generation Manual source, which are as follows: 

This land use consists of high quality, full-service eating establishments with a typical 
duration of stay of at least one hour. Quality restaurants generally do not serve breakfast; 
some do not serve lunch; all serve dinner. This type of restaurant often requests and 
sometimes requires reservations and is generally not part of a chain. Patrons commonly 
wait to be seated, are served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals 
after they eat. While some of the study sites have lounge or bar facilities (serving alcoholic 
beverages), they are ancillary to the restaurant. 

The restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals a day to a large 
number of guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant will be seated 
by a restaurant employee will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals 
after they eat. The bar in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. Breakfast will 
largely be served to hotel guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a large draw from 
outside the hotel. The Trip Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation rate for hotel 
restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, as traffic 
generation for hotel restaurants is typically assumed to be part of rate for the hotel. For all of these 
reasons, the quality restaurant designation (ITE Code 193) is the most appropriate trip generation 
rate.  

Comment Kracov-11 

• The DEIR discloses the 3,371-SF, ground-floor office use is primarily comprised of “coworking 
office space” with several office rooms less than 350 SF in size (DEIR, pp. 2-5 – 2-7; see also 
Fig. 2-6). This is akin to “Small Office Building” less than 5,000-SF in size and generating 16.19 
trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 712, 10th ed.).7 The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a “General 
Office Building” generating 11.03 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 710, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).8 
This amounts to an underestimation of 5.16 trips/KSF or a total of 17.39 office trips (pre-credits).  

Response to Comment Kracov-11 

The ITE category of Small Office Building is generally for application to a standalone building that 
“houses a single tenant” per the Trip Generation Manual. The proposed office use is more akin to 
ITE code 710 (General Office Building) because it may house multiple tenants, likely local 
businesses and/or hotel operations.  For this reason, the rate referenced by the commenter is not 
applicable, as that rate is intended for operations related to singe tenants, which will not be the 
case here.  

Comment Kracov-12 

• The TIS analyzed the four apartment units as an “Apartment” generating 6.65 trips per unit (i.e., 
ITE Code 220, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use is 
akin to “Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)” generating 7.32 trips per unit (ITE Code 220, 10th 

                                                 
7  See ITE (10th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 3, https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=794F62D6-F31F-9EA7-4506-EF5DF11DE8F6 

; see e.g., 8000 W. 3rd Street Mixed-Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2018-1651-MND) Trip Generation Calculations, PDF pp. 11, 34-35, 
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/90d2c25b-476a-40bc-9c14-6bb50c95aa56/ENV-2018-1651-IS-10.pdf . 

8 See ITE (9th ed.) Table of Contents Land Use Codes, PDF p. 5, 
https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=e278c1c9%2D2354%2Dd714%2D516a%2D26e4dd7f5e7c . 
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ed.).9 This amounts to an underestimation of 0.67 trips per unit or a total of 2.8 apartment-trips 
(pre-credit).  

Response to Comment Kracov-12 

Per the table above entitled Project Trip Generation Analysis– With 10TH Edition ITE Rates, no 
new impacts were identified when the project was analyzed using the 10th edition rates for 
Multifamily Housing.10 

See also Response to Comment Kracov-9, which provides a Project trip generation estimate 
using the 10th edition Trip Generation rates and shows that impacts would remain unchanged, 
when applying the small daily trip increase under the analysis with 10th edition rates. No new 
impacts would occur at the study roadway segments.  

Comment Kracov-13 

• The TIS assumed a Traffic Demand Management (“TDM”) program would achieve a 15 percent 
reduction in hotel-trips (APP-K1, PDF pp. 5, 24, 26; APP-K2, PDF p. 3). However, this level of 
reduction is not specified in the Project’s MMRP. 

Response to Comment Kracov-13 

The proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan of the project has been defined 
and the trip reduction will be monitored. The Project Applicant will prepare and implement a TDM 
Program that includes strategies to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant 
vehicle trips, as discussed further below.  The identified TDM measures have been reviewed and 
approved by LADOT pursuant to a December 14, 2018 Letter (Appendix K-2, Draft EIR) and in 
subsequent communication with LADOT staff on July 2, 2020.  Per the Erratum July 2020, the TDM 
plan has been updated to more closely match the language from the DOT December 2018 letter, 
including requirements that the project meet specific PM total peak hour trips. LADOT has reviewed 
and confirmed that the measures discussed in the TDM plan would reduce the daily trips by 15%, 
that mitigation would not be deferred, and the trip credit taken for the project is valid.   

The Project traffic scoping and MOU creation process with City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) defined a 15 percent reduction in trips for project TDM efforts. That 
percentage value was defined based on the expected reduction in trips from LADOT experience in 
defining and enforcing previously-adopted TDM plans on projects.  

The final TDM will be set forth when the project design is final during Project permitting in order to 
ensure that the strategies will achieve the 15 percent traffic reduction goal. Flexibility is required in 
the mitigation measure, because if TDM strategies are determined prior to the time of final Project 
permitting, then it is possible that the traffic reduction goal would not be achieved. Therefore, the 
TDM program for the Project is not yet finalized. The goal of reducing vehicle trips by 15 percent is 
not an add-on adjustment but rather a TDM program designed to facilitate the use of alternative 
transportation modes to decrease automotive vehicle trips and focus on person trips made by other 
modes of travel (such as walking, biking and transit), which this project is uniquely situated to 
accomplish given that 35 percent of the study area population is transit dependent. A TDM program 
is not speculative; rather, it is developed for projects based on their individual design characteristics 

                                                 
9  See e.g., Lankershim/Riverside Mixed-Use Project – Addendum Traffic Analysis, PDF p. 22, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/938384cf-

3dbe-45dc-8e53-a015012abc43/ENV-2016-3904-J-3.pdf 
10  Apartments was the name of the category in the 9th edition of the ITE rates, though the name of the category was modified to Multifamily 

Housing in the 10th edition. 
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and the transportation behavior of the individuals travelling to and from the project site. As 
mentioned above, the TDM strategies will be finalized upon completion of the project design during 
permitting, as part of regulatory compliance, in order to ensure that the 15 percent traffic reduction 
goal is achieved. Per the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the FEIR, this PDF would be monitored 
and enforced by LADOT.  

Comment Kracov-14 

• Additionally, the DEIR states that the Project would be subject to a $493,515 Transportation 
Impact Assessment fee (“TIA Fee”) pursuant to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan (“CTCSP”) (APP-K2, PDF pp. 2-4). However, under the existing CTCSP TIA Fee 
calculation (Ord. 16899),11 all applicants “shall pay” all non-exempt TIA Fees equal to (project 
unit measure) multiply (CTCSP trip rate) multiply (trip cost factor). See CTCSP § 6.C, Appendix 
A.12 As shown in the below figure, the Project would seem to be subject to an approximate $1.6 
million TIA Fee. There is no explanation of what credits LADOT applied to reduce the TIA Fee 
obligation by more than $1.1 million. Thus, failure to pay all appropriate fees would make the 
CTCSP TIA fee an inadequate mitigation measure and further evidence the Project’s 
inconsistency with applicable land use plans (a Code-required finding discussed supra). 

 

Response to Comment Kracov-14 

The 2019 update to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (CTCSP) and the West Los 
Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (WLA TIMP) changed the 
Transportation Impact Assessment fee schedule. The new fees are based on units and floor areas, 
the previously defined adjustment factors, and a base fee. The EIR refers to the WLA TIMP as one 
of the applicable regulations that apply to the project. The EIR does not take credit for payment of 
the WLA TIMP fee as mitigation or to reduce impacts of the Project. As required by the WLA TIMP, 
the fee will be calculated at the time of building permit. The estimates provided here are for 
illustrative purposes only.  

The revised fees are estimated to be as follows, based on the 2019 update to the CTCSP and 
TIMP. The commenter references other floor areas for some of the proposed commercial uses, but 
those numbers do not match the proposed project areas: 

                                                 
11  http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1988/88-1984-S1_ORD_168999_09-22-1993.pdf . 
12  Ibid, PDF pp. 49- (Appendix A Trip Generation Table). 
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o 78 hotel rooms at $5,452 per room = $425,256 

o Four apartments at $4,646 per unit = $18,584 

o 4,670 sq.ft. of retail at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $78,923 

o 3,810 sq.ft. of restaurant at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $64,389 

o 2,027 sq.ft. of office at $16.75 = $33,952 

If these fees were paid today, the total updated fees to be paid would be $621,104. These fees are 
paid at the time of building permit approval, and not at the time of traffic study completion nor 
environmental document certification.  

The comment letter incorrectly calculated the TIMP fees, including the square footage of the 
existing restaurants (which will remain) in their calculations. According to the WLA TIMP, 
exemptions from the fees include tenant improvements or other work existing buildings or 
structures which does not increase floor area or result in a change of use. (WLA TIMP § 5(B).) The 
elements of the project related to the existing buildings which will remain will not result in a change 
of use or increase in floor area. The comment letter similarly included 1,344 square feet of existing 
office space (which will remain) in their calculations. The TIMP fees are only applicable to new 
development, not existing space.   

Comment Kracov-15 

Furthermore, faulty traffic tip generations directly affect a Project’s air quality and GHG emissions 
in the form of mobile emissions. As such, these inaccuracies must be resolved and mitigated to the 
fullest extent feasible, including but not limited to:  

• restricting the four apartment units to be affordable,  

• provide free transit passes for all workers at the Project (including the restaurants),  

• provide for parking cash-out for workers who do not use their cars (including the restaurants), 

• provide at least free one-way transit pass per day for guests at the property if the owners seek 
a variance or permissions that allow rentals of less than 30 days, and  

• ensure the building is at least LEED Platinum or Equivalent certified, as is now required for 
commercial development in neighboring Santa Monica. 

Response to Comment Kracov-15 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate. Therefore, the resulting mobile source analysis in air quality and GHG is unchanged.  

The Project includes a robust TDM Program (TRANS-PDF-2) that provides incentives for use of 
transit and rideshare. The TDM Program has been reviewed by LADOT and is subject to further 
review and approval by Department of City Planning and LADOT, as discussed in more detail in 
Response to Comment Kracov-13.  

The Project is in the City of Los Angeles, not Santa Monica, and will be compliant with the City’s 
most recent version Green Building Code. The EIR assume implementation of 2016 Green Building 
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Code, which has since been updated and made more restrictive (i.e. requiring buildings to be more 
energy efficient). Thus, the Project will be more energy efficient than calculated for the EIR. 
Moreover, GHG-PDF-2 commits the project to achieving at least a Silver certification under the 
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or 
equivalent. The EIR does not identify any potentially significant impacts that would require 
implementation of LEED Platinum.  

Comment Kracov-16 

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Here, the DEIR admits, at a minimum, that the Project will have significant, unmitigated cultural and 
noise impacts. So too, Commenters are concerned about potentially significant air quality, GHG, 
land use, and traffic impacts masked by the various inaccuracies in the EIR’s analysis (discussed 
supra). However, the Final EIR fails to identify a CEQA-compliant Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (“SOC”). 

When approving a project that will have significant environmental impacts not fully mitigated, a lead 
agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” finding that the project’s benefits 
outweigh its environmental harm. See CEQA Guidelines § 15043; see also Pub. Res. Code § 
21081(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222. An overriding 
statement expresses the “larger, more general reasons for approving the project, such as the need 
to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes and the like.” Concerned Citizens of S. Central 
LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847. It must fully inform and disclose 
the specific benefits expected to outweigh environmental impacts, supported by substantial 
evidence. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043(b), 15093(b); see also Sierra Club, 10 Cal.App.4th at 
1223. Furthermore, an agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations only after it has 
imposed all feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project’s impact to less than significant levels. 
See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091 & 15126.4. Hence, decisionmakers may not approve a project 
when feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such impacts. See Pub. Res. 
Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2). 

Moreover, in addition to imposing all feasible mitigation, to the extent that overriding considerations 
are needed, key among the findings that the lead agency must make is that: 

“Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including the 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report … [and 
that those] benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.” Pub. 
Res. Code § 21081(a)(3) & (b), emphasis added. 

Here, the DEIR fails to attempt to determine whether new jobs created by the Project, in either the 
construction phase or the operational phase, will be for “highly trained workers,” and what the likely 
salary and wage ranges of these jobs will be. Without this information, the City lacks substantial 
evidence to make any overriding statement. Genuine benefits could take the form of restricting the 
four dwelling units to be affordable, and/or providing payment of prevailing wages for all 
construction phase workers and living wages for all operational phase workers. Such requirements 
would ensure that the Project provides “employment opportunities for highly trained workers” in 
accordance with the mandates of CEQA. Without such requirements, the Project may actually 
depress wage rates and fail to provide high-quality job opportunities. 
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In short, the City cannot find that the economic benefits of the Project outweigh the environmental 
costs if it does not provide more housing and/or know what the economic benefits will be. A revised 
DEIR is required to provide this information. This issue of job quality is critically important to Local 
11.  

Response to Comment Kracov-16 

The City’s LOD provides a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) starting on page 75. The 
SOC identifies multiple significant benefits of the Project, including:  

• The Project will provide guest rooms, dwelling units and commercial uses within a Transit 
Priority Area, consistent with the State’s policies pursuant to SB 743 to encourage develop near 
transit.  

• The Project will provide 78 guest rooms in one of the only areas designated for hotel uses in 
the LUP, thereby increasing access to the coast and coastal attractions.  

• The Project will aesthetically improve the community by redeveloping an aging parking lot and 
replacing aging structures.  

• The Project will provide economic benefits by supporting the growth of the City’s economic base 
with an economically viable project that includes revenue generating commercial activity and 
tax revenue, including transit occupancy taxes.  

• The Project will incorporate various green building and sustainability features to enhance air 
quality and support the City’s sustainability goals and policies, including reduction of 
greenhouse gasses.  

• The Project will incorporate a landscaping plan and open space to provide guests will outdoor 
spaces. 

• The Project will be located in a Transit Priority Area, consistent with SCAG’s 2018 RTP/SCS 
regional mobility goals that encourage land use and growth to occur near transit.  

• The Project will accomplish the five Project Objective.  

The comment does not provide substantial evidence nor does it point to evidence in the 
administrative record that the Project would “depress wage rates and fail to provide high-quality job 
opportunities.” 

The responses provided in the document show that the analyses are correctly addressed in the 
EIR and no new significant impacts would occur. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the EIR in 
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does the comment identify 
any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  
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Comment Letter Manatt 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips 
on behalf of AK Investment 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 1700, Los Angeles, CA 90067 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Manatt-1 

I. THE PROJECT AND THE AK PROPERTIES.  

As noted above, the Project proposes to develop the entire block around the AK Properties. The 
ZA Determination’s Project Conditions and the Final EIR, however, give only cursory treatment to 
potential impacts on the AK Properties, and in some cases none whatsoever. This failure is 
significant, particularly because 1043 Abbot Kinney is a sensitive use and was required to be 
treated as such in the Final EIR’s analyses (noise and air quality, among others). The failure of the 
Final EIR to adequately study impacts on the AK Properties means that the ZA Determination was 
made without reference to those impacts, which are therefore almost entirely unmitigated under 
the ZA Determination. This is a fatal flaw of both the Final EIR and the Project Approvals.  

The Project would be constructed within 10 feet of the AK Properties and would operate 
immediately adjacent to the AK Properties (i.e., at the property line), including siting impactful 
uses such as outdoor event/assembly spaces, restaurant and bar patios, and car drop-off/pick-up 
areas immediately adjacent to the AK Properties. The Project proposes an outdoor bar and patio 
immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, a swimming pool and pool deck which will 
accommodate as many as 70 people, and two rooftop decks accommodating as many as 195 
people, all of which will be just feet from potential residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney. This does 
not even account for the parking and traffic issues created by introducing a 78-room hotel, 
restaurants, and event spaces that could accommodate over 450 people into one of the most 
densely populated and heavily trafficked areas of Venice. For a project of this size and scale, it is 
even more important for the Final EIR to fully and thoroughly evaluate potential environmental 
impacts and to properly mitigate those impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-1 

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain residential uses, rendering the property a non-sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s 
circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision 
and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses (even though no paperwork returning 
the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum 
for the ZA to consider the potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. 
Dated August 21, 2019, prior to the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the 
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CEQA Administrative Record, as it was included as Exhibit B to the Letter of Record submitted to 
the City’s Zoning Administrator on August 30, 2019.13  

The Technical Memorandum lists each CEQA threshold statement, the EIR conclusions, and the 
potential for the proposed project to significantly impact the property at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. The Technical Memorandum concludes that considering 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard as a residential land use would not result in new undisclosed impacts. Similar to the 
conclusions presented in the EIR, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
construction noise and vibration impacts at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, but no other 
significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified related to air quality, GHG emissions, or 
noise.  

 Comment Manatt-2 

The commenter raises issues about the existing parking baseline in the area and potential impacts. 
(Pages 4-6). The commenter also raises questions about the secondary valet and potential impacts 
related thereto.  

Response to Comment Manatt-2 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking concerns related to a physical impact on the 
environment, the commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

Comment Manatt-3 

B. The Project will Result in Significant Noise Impacts to Neighboring Properties and 
Residences.  

Both 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise 
emanating from the Project. 1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is 
dependent on a relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects 
or consult as to potential artistic or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized 
as office space, the ability of a business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet 
environment in which business can be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, not only 
has retail uses but residential uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the 
extreme noise generated by the Project. Even worse, the Project’s EIR did not identify this use 
as a sensitive receptor.  

Response to Comment Manatt-3 

See Exhibit 3 to the Responses, “Noise Supplemental Responses”. 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. 

                                                 
13 This Memorandum is included as an attachment to this Response document. 
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In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the 
Zoning Administrator (ZA) Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use 
the building for residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market 
has been filed with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the 
potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior 
to the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record. 

The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed 
in the EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to 
adjacent land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise. This is especially the 
case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy commercial 
corridor. 

Comment Manatt-4 

The Project effectively surrounds 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney with new noise sources. Yet 
somehow, inexplicably, twelve of the thirteen noise mitigation measures in the Final EIR are 
limited to construction mitigation. Among the issues the mitigation measures do not address 
are the following:  

Response to Comment Manatt-4 

The EIR addresses all noise sources and includes mitigation measures, where applicable, to 
reduce potential impacts. No mitigation is required for sources that would not result in impacts, 
which includes the majority of operational sources. It is acknowledged that noise created at the 
Project Site would be audible at adjacent properties. Audible noise only needs to be mitigated if it 
is determined to be a significant impact. However, as further discussed below, audible noise is not 
necessarily a significant impact as the effect depends on the magnitude of noise. 

Comment Manatt-5 

• The Project seeks entitlements to serve alcohol in basically every outdoor space. This will 
inevitably increase the noise impacts on the surrounding sensitive receptors.  

Response to Comment Manatt-5  

 The supplemental Technical Memorandum comprehensively addressed outdoor noise exposure at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The noise analysis conservatively assumed that people would 
be speaking in very loud voices and accounts for noisier than typical conditions associated with 
people consuming alcohol. Furthermore, the analysis utilized a group noise level for 20 people 
speaking simultaneously, rather than a single source noise level. The analysis prepared for the 
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1041/1043 properties concluded that operational conversational noise would be audible at adjacent 
uses, but would not result in a permanent Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) increase of 
3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 dBA CNEL at the property line. Additionally, operational 
conversational noise would not result in any 5-dBA or more increase in noise level at the property 
line. The Project would not result in a significant operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property line. 

 Guests conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed 
throughout these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard structures.14  Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed 
project structure, resulting in noise being funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property line. It is conservatively assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant 
outdoor dining area and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the 
courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. This would not be significantly different from the existing 
noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA 
Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Furthermore, the boundary to the 
courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would almost be entirely blocked by the building 
at 1041 Abbot Kinney which would limit noise levels at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 

 The distance from the pool deck to the 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property line is 
approximately 25 feet and the pool-related noise level is anticipated to be approximately 66.6 dBA 
Leq at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney property line The daytime existing noise level along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard was recorded at 68.3 dBA Leq and the existing CNEL along Abbot Kinney Boulevard is 
between approximately 60 and 65 dBA. The pool deck noise would result in a less than 1.0 dBA 
increase over the existing noise level, not accounting for attenuation provided by an intervening 
building at 1041 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, although pool activities may be audible, it would not 
result in a permanent CNEL increase at the affected use.  

 The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 
Abbott Kinney Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along 
Westminster Avenue would be located approximately 25 feet from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property line. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 66.6 dBA. Although 
crowd noise may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly 
due to the elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Live entertainment and 
amplified music are barred on the premises by Condition of Approval 43 of the March 12, 2020 
LOD and would not result in additional noise impacts.  

Comment Manatt-6 

• The proposed outdoor bar/patio area is located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, 
and no limit on noise or hours of operation is imposed.  

Response to Comment Manatt-6 

 The outdoor bar/patio was previously assessed in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. 
                                                 
14  Sounds emanating from a source within direct line-of-sight from a receptor are more likely be audible at the receptor than sounds of a 

similar nature which do not have a direct line-of-sight to the receptor. 
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Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the Project structure and noise would be funneled 
away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be 
audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 
people (10 people at the restaurant patio and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking 
at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 
dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line.15 This would not be significantly 
different from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing 
noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Furthermore, 
Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises. 

Comment Manatt-7 

• The proposed motor court will create significant traffic noise, in addition to noise created by the 
opening and shutting of car doors, honking, and conversation, all of which will occur 
immediately adjacent to 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney. All of these impacts are likely to be 
greater during peak hours, when there are likely to be substantially more vehicles, and when 
the Project’s proposed Secondary Valet Area is the only contingency plan in place. 

Response to Comment Manatt-7  

 The motor court and valet were analyzed as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. The motor court 
and valet are one continuous unit and the project would not have self-parking. Parking activities 
would likely generate instantaneous audible noise. However, the City’s significance threshold for 
audible noise is the 24-hour CNEL metric. The motor court and valet would not result in a 
permanent increase of 1.0 dBA CNEL or more at adjacent uses. To further elaborate, the noise 
generating elements of the lifts, such as the electric motor and gears, would be located on 
subterranean levels of the project and would not be readily audible at the ground level. Noise 
related to the aboveground elements of the valet would be similar to the existing surface parking 
lot and would not constitute a significant change in the existing noise environment. Further, while 
the existing parking lot is an open-air format with no structures located between the existing parking 
and 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, the parking activities proposed for that location would take place 
largely in an enclosed environment and new structures would block the noise, further reducing 
noise associated with parking activities Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those generated 
by vehicle circulation. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area 
would generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. Furthermore, as a project design 
feature (PDF NOI-2), the valet area would be coated with a non-squeal paving finish which would 
reduce tire squeal noise. Valet noise would likely be intermittently audible but would not significantly 
change the 24-hour CNEL.  

Comment Manatt-8 

• The swimming pool and pool deck are located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and 
aim to accommodate up to 70 people and to operate between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 
a.m. Thursday to Saturday, and 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. Sunday to Wednesday. The proposed 
Project would include live entertainment “during non-school hours,” but this limitation is not 

                                                 
15  The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot Kinney is 

another forty feet further east of that. 
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included as a condition or mitigation measure.  

Response to Comment Manatt-8 

 See Response to Manatt-5 relating to the pool area. Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 
2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises.  

Comment Manatt-9 

• The rooftop garden and deck can accommodate 100 people and is within roughly 50 feet of 
1041 Abbot Kinney. An additional northeast rooftop deck can accommodate an additional 95 
people, and is located immediately adjacent to the residential use at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 
There are no conditions imposed with respect to when events can take place on these roof 
decks, and the Final EIR provides no reason to assume that crowd-generating activities would 
occur for any limited period, or only during evening hours. Additionally, there is no condition 
imposed against utilizing these rooftop decks as an event space, which would create additional 
and unanalyzed noise impacts during any hours an event is being held on the rooftop.  

Response to Comment Manatt-9  

 The analysis in the DEIR assessed noise regarding crowds and groups of people. See page 4.H-
23 of the DEIR. In addition, the supplemental Technical Memorandum includes an analysis of roof 
deck noise, and in particular crowd noise at these properties. The rooftop garden would be located 
approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. The 
rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property 
would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along Westminster Avenue would be 
located approximately 40 feet (diagonal distance) from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 63 dBA Leq. Although crowd noise 
may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the 
elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Therefore, as these project 
components would not result in any potentially significant noise impacts, mitigation measures are 
not required.  

Comment Manatt-10 

• The central courtyard can accommodate up to 200 people and will utilize non-amplified music, 
with operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m.16 

The only project design feature 
proposed to mitigate this noise is the courtyard’s placement in the center of the newly 
constructed Project.17 

There are no estimates as to the noise reduction that can realistically be 
anticipated based on this, and no analysis of the likely noise created by events or routine 
occupation and use of the courtyard space.  

Response to Comment Manatt-10  

 The supplemental Technical Memorandum includes a detailed analysis of this issue. Guests 
conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout 
these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project 

                                                 
16  Id. at 4.H-16, PDF-NOI-3.  
17  Id. at 4.H-21.  
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structure and noise would be funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 
Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. It is assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 
10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would 
result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property.18 This would not be significantly different from the existing noise environment 
along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not 
represent a significant increase in noise. Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live 
entertainment or amplified music at the premises, and non-amplified music would be regulated by 
Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which prohibits sound emanating from equipment and musical 
instruments from being audible at a distance greater than 150 feet from the property line of the 
sound equipment.  

Comment Manatt-11 

• Though the Final EIR is silent as to the cumulative effect of the event spaces, the event spaces 
alone could accommodate more than 450 people, with no clear mitigation for cumulative noise 
impacts.  

Each of these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated. Failure to do so 
will result in significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other surrounding properties.  

Response to Comment Manatt-11  

Like most hotels, the Project includes gathering spaces spread across the Project Site. The 
gathering spaces are spread out across the proposed development and it is highly unlikely that the 
event spaces would be occupied at one time with 450 people. Technical analysis is not necessary 
to demonstrate that noise created on one side of the building would not be disruptive to land uses 
on the other side of the building. Sound waves would be blocked by existing buildings and other 
structures. This is evident from field visits to the project area and can be observed from similar 
hotels in the area.  

Refer to Response to Comment Manatt-5 for a detailed discussion of outdoor noise.  

Comment Manatt-12 

C. The Project Fails to Condition or Otherwise Limit Special Events.  

The Project Approvals fail to account for likely future events. The Final EIR acknowledges that a 
number of hotel areas may be used to accommodate substantial numbers of people and live music, 
and also states that the hotel could accommodate various events that could occur, at the very 
minimum, “for a few hours in the evening and weekend afternoons.”19 

Despite this, there is no 
limit on the number of events (either hours limits or total number of events) or the number of people 
that may attend events. There is also no condition stating that only hotel guests can use the 
event/assembly spaces, particularly the pool and pool deck area.20 

Hypothetically, just from 

                                                 
18  The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot Kinney is 

another forty feet further east of that. 
19  DEIR at 4.H-22-23.  
20  This is relevant because, in Los Angeles, public (non-guest) use of hotel pool decks is increasingly popular. If non-guests can access the 

pool area, trips associated with those patrons must be accounted for in the EIR. See https://www.lamag.com/culturefiles/five-gorgeous-pools-
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event/assembly spaces, the hotel could accommodate 450+ people in addition to guests, 
restaurant patrons and other assumed users. The likelihood that wedding receptions or corporate 
events (or similar events) with substantial numbers of people (200 or more) will occur demands 
that trips associated with such uses be analyzed and appropriately conditioned.  

Response to Comment Manatt-12 

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

 Comment Manatt-13 

II. THE FINAL EIR FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
ACT.  

A. The Final EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Traffic Impacts.  

The Final EIR and associated Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) devote over 350 pages to discussion of 
potential traffic and transportation impacts resulting from implementation of the Project. However, 
despite the length of this analysis, there are significant and fundamental flaws in the analysis and 
conclusions that must be corrected to ensure that both the general public and decisionmakers are 
adequately informed.  

i. The Final EIR’s Traffic Counts Are Stale and Underestimate Traffic.  

The Final EIR and associated TIS take extreme liberties with the traffic analysis. First, although the 
DEIR was released publicly in early 2019, the traffic counts used to represent “existing conditions” 
were taken in 2016, more than two years before the DEIR’s release. The use of 2016 counts as 
representative existing conditions understates area traffic and potential impacts of the Project.21 

CEQA generally provides that the baseline (existing conditions) should be those conditions existing 
at the time of the NOP. However, courts also recognize agencies “not only can, but should make 
appropriate adjustments, including to the baseline, as the environmental review process unfolds.”22 

CEQA is concerned with informational disclosures and an EIR must include sufficient detail to 
enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the project.23 Without traffic counts that accurately represent existing traffic, the 
Final EIR fails to provide the public with adequate information to allow them to meaningfully 
consider the impacts of the proposed Project.  

 

                                                 
where-you-dont-have-to-be-a-member-to-crash/ and https://www.eventbrite.com/rally/los-angeles/la-daycations-how-to-get-to-a-hotel-pool-
without-a-hotel-room/.  

21  It is also out of step with the City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, which provide that a Traffic Impact Study “should 
not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old.” Available at https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/COLA-TISGuidelines-
010517.pdf, p. 15. It is also somewhat astounding that the Final EIR predicts an increase from LOS C and B (AM and PM peak hours, 
respectively) for the Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard intersection under existing (2017) conditions to LOS F (for both AM and 
PM peak hours) under future conditions. It is a particularly shocking conclusion given there is only a three-year difference (2017 to 2020) 
between existing and future conditions. DEIR at 4.K-37 – 40. The Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue intersection similarly degrades from LOS 
C to LOS E and F in only three years. This level of degradation suggests that existing conditions are not accurately represented.  

22  Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands Com. (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 549, 563.  
23  Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1390. 
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Response to Comment Manatt-13 

The traffic counts were conducted for the traffic study intersection and roadway segments in 
November 2016. The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) issued an 
approval letter for the traffic study after City review was provided in December 2018, roughly within 
two years of the traffic counts. The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates 
that were in effect at the time of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as 
the baseline. For avoidance of doubt, newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available 
subsequent to the Traffic Impact Study for the Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental 
analysis (Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses). The effects of the application of these newer counts would 
not change the study conclusions, including determinations of significant impact, as shown by the 
supplemental analysis. 

The LADOT on-line count database, a clearinghouse of traffic data collected by the City for 
development traffic studies made available through the Navigate LA website, contains more recent 
traffic counts for four of the project study intersections, all located near the Project Site. Based on 
the more recent counts identified, the following count volumes were reviewed and incorporated into 
the Project analysis: 

• Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 5.5 percent higher 
in the AM peak hour and 0.4 percent lower in the PM peak hour. 

• Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 2.4 percent 
higher in the AM peak hour and 8.8 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

• Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 4.8 
percent lower in the AM peak hour and 4.6 percent lower in the PM peak hour.  

• Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue – Traffic counts from May 2018 are 1.8 percent lower in 
the AM peak hour and 6.3 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

Across these four intersections, there are eight time periods (AM and PM peak). Out of these eight 
periods, there are four instances where newer counts have higher volumes. The remainder of the 
locations had lower volumes and therefore the counts used in the traffic study were more 
conservative for those locations. 

Those instances with higher volumes were analyzed further, with project increments remaining 
constant. The overall range in adjustment from -4.8% to +8.8% could be seen in any comparison 
of multiple counts within a short timeframe, due to traffic patterns variation on a day by day basis.  

At the Pacific and Brooks intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour would 
not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the volume-to-
capacity ratio is 0.001 and the impact standard is 0.01 at LOS E. 

At the Main and Brooks-Abbot Kinney intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak 
and PM peak hours would not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental 
impact on the volume-to-capacity ratio is 0.004 to 0.006 and the impact standard is 0.04 at LOS C.  
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At the Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM 
peak hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a 
value of A, and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  

At the Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the small increase in volumes in the AM 
peak hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a 
value of B, and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  

In order to assure that any potential increase in traffic volumes between the counts taken in 2016 
and the current conditions would not create new project traffic impacts, the highest calculated 
percentage discovered from the traffic count comparison summarized above was applied to the 
study traffic volumes and analyzed. Traffic volumes normally increase between one to two percent 
per year to reflect population and visitor growth. As can be seen by the percentage change analysis, 
sometimes count volumes decrease and sometimes they increase on a year-by-year basis. 

The highest percentage growth of 8.8 percent from the traffic counts comparison was added to the 
base traffic counts and carried through the future with-project impacts analysis. This analysis is 
conservative as the expected growth in volumes between 2016 and 2020 would be 8 percent. The 
table below provides a summary of this analysis, and the status of impacts in the column furthest 
to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, even with newer traffic counts. 

FUTURE PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS – WITH ADDITIONAL GROWTH 

 
 

Comment Manatt-14 

The traffic counts here cannot possibly represent the traffic in the area at present, much less do 
they properly account for the potential traffic impacts of the Project. To begin with, the calculations 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Change 

in V/C

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
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were taken on one single day, providing no information or analysis as to how traffic patterns might 
vary across several days or across different weeks or months throughout the year. The counts were 
taken in November 2016. It is well-settled that Venice and Abbot Kinney are significant tourist 
attractions, and that summer traffic in the area is significantly greater than winter traffic.24 

The 
counts, therefore, underrepresent traffic. There are also no weekend counts, which hides the fact 
that the Abbot Kinney area is a weekend destination. In effect, by conducting the traffic counts on 
a Tuesday, the Final EIR and TIS evaluated traffic patterns on perhaps the least relevant day of 
the week for the proposed Project.25 

Response to Comment Manatt-14 

LADOT traffic study guidelines recognizes traffic counts taken on one day for the peak periods as 
the acceptable standard level of service data input for project traffic studies submitted to the City 
of Los Angeles. This methodology is also an industry standard, with such techniques used in 
studies for local jurisdictions throughout California.  

Regarding weekend volumes, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was included in the neighborhood roadway 
analysis within the traffic study. Poor level of service and project impacts were not identified in that 
analysis. In addition, a comparison of weekday and weekend daily volumes were compared for this 
roadway, and weekday volumes were 15.7% higher as shown in Table 13 on page 60 in the traffic 
study to the Draft EIR (DEIR Appendix K-1). Therefore, the weekday analysis of impacts is more 
conservative.  

Comment Manatt-15 

ii. The Final EIR Materially Underestimates Traffic Generation and Lacks Substantial 
Evidence to Support its Trip Generation Assumptions.  

The Final EIR and TIS materially underrepresent anticipated trip generation by utilizing various 
methods selected to benefit the Project, taking completely unsupported trip reductions, and willfully 
ignoring Project components that will generate significant trips.  

First, the TIS utilizes two different methods for calculating trip generation, without providing any 
context or explanation as to why the methods were utilized. One possible explanation is that the 
TIS cherry-picked the methodologies that were most advantageous to the Project. The Final EIR 
uses the Institution of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) methodology to calculate AM peak hour trip 
generation, but uses trip rates from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan to calculate PM peak hour trip generation.26The different sources and calculation methods to 
analyze trip generations is never clarified within the Final EIR or TIS.  

Response to Comment Manatt-15 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate. 

                                                 
24  See https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2017/07/venice-beach-neighborhood-wealthy/534399/ (noting that summer traffic is 

“exacerbated” by heavy beach traffic).  
25  For all of the foregoing (and following) reasons, the Final EIR’s street segment impact analysis must be revisited and revised to appropriately 

reflect existing conditions and the Project’s true impacts.  
26  DEIR at 4.K-14; TIS at 17.  
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Comment Manatt-16 

The Final EIR openly makes unwarranted, unsupported adjustments to the trip generation 
estimates for the Project, including as follows: 

• The trip generation analysis assumes, for instance, that a proposed Transportation Demand 
Measure plan will result in a decrease of 15% hotel-related trips. There is no evidence 
whatsoever supporting the contention that the proposed TDM measures will result in a 15% 
decrease in trips, especially given that the TIS notes that the “project owner plans on including 
TDM elements” but fails to specify specific measures.27 

Thus, the project owner “plans” to 
implement a TDM program, but is under no such obligation, and the exact measures of the 
TDM program, which must be sufficient to achieve the assumed 15% reduction are not 
specified. Project Design Feature TRANS-2 does not remedy the Final EIR’s inadequacy – it 
does not demand specific measures, nor does it include a requirement that measures be 
implemented to achieve a 15% trip reduction, or a monitoring method to ensure continued 
compliance. This is likely true because there are simply no TDM measures that could be 
implemented that would reduce trips by 15%. The requirement for City Planning and LADOT 
approval does nothing absent a specific performance standard and compliance mechanism. To 
illustrate the point further, the Final EIR notes that the owner will implement TDM elements 
including vehicle trip reduction incentives and services.28 

The Final EIR, of course, does not 
elaborate on what those services might include nor explain the Project proponent’s reasoning 
behind the level of reduction this will realistically achieve. The Final EIR also indicates the owner 
will provide “on-site education about alternative transportation modes,” with no further detail as 
to what that education will entail or how effective it might be at reducing trip generation. This is 
especially confusing given that any on-site education to hotel guests will occur after arrival, 
when guests have likely already arranged transportation for their visit, including rental cars that 
in all likelihood will already have created traffic impacts and that are likely to be used throughout 
a guest’s stay. The TDM plan must be mandatory, and it is unclear how a 15% reduction can 
reasonably be assumed if the exact measures are not identified. CEQA does not permit deferral 
of identification of such measures, yet the TDM program, as proposed, is entirely illusory. Also, 
an EIR cannot incorporate proposed mitigation measures into its project description and then 
conclude that any potential impacts from the project will be less than significant.29 

Response to Comment Manatt-16 

Refer to Response Comment Kracov-13 regarding the TDM program. 

Comment Manatt-17 

• The TIS appears to take liberties with the use of the ITE Manual to reduce trips associated with 
the Project:  

o The TIS assumes the hotel component would generate an average of 8.17 weekday trips 
per room (ITE Code 310). That 8.17 trips per room does not appear be based on the ITE 
Manual. The ITE Manual provides, for instance, that the average weekday trip rate of a 
hotel per room is 8.36 trips. However, that number would appear to underrepresent potential 
traffic because it assumes that not all rooms will be occupied. The ITE Manual identifies a 

                                                 
27 DEIR at 4.K-14.  
28 Id.  
29 Trisha Lee Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656-660.  
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substantially larger rate (12.23 trips) for occupied rooms. Given the anticipated demand for 
hotel rooms in Venice, especially during the summer, the Final EIR’s use of an ITE rate that 
assumes some portion of rooms will be unoccupied is misleading. Applying the 12.23 trips 
per room rate, the hotel would generate 954 trips, not 637 trips. It is of paramount 
importance that anticipated trips are appropriately calculated and represented because it 
impacts not only project parking, but also the surrounding neighborhood (if there is 
inadequate parking, people will drive around and look for parking).  

o The TIS assumes that the restaurants will be “high quality” restaurants for purposes of trip 
generation. However, high quality restaurants are those with a typical stay duration of a 
least one hour. They also do not serve breakfast, and some do not serve lunch. The Final 
EIR does not affirmatively state that any restaurants will not serve lunch and, in fact, the 
Project’s plans suggest otherwise. A use called the “AK Marketplace” is identified on the 
plans, and given the hotel use incorporated into the Project, it is likely that at least one of 
the restaurant spaces will include breakfast service. Thus, it appears that the “quality 
restaurant” rate is not appropriate, and actually understates trips. The High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant rate is more appropriate. If applied, that rate would generate 
approximately 427 trips, as opposed to the 343 assumed by the TIS.  

Response to Comment Manatt-17 

Traffic impact calculations are based on typical conditions and the trip generation analysis; with the 
applied rates reflecting anticipated typical conditions. The LADOT traffic study guidelines do not 
require that hotels be analyzed under peak/holiday conditions, or any other time when full 
occupancy might occur for a limited time. The applied ITE rates for hotels are based on surveys of 
sites with varying occupancies that were occurring at the survey times. The hotel trip rate based 
on occupancy is a specialized rate that is linked to occupancy of the rooms, as a priority over the 
number of rooms. This does not mean that the sites surveyed for hotel rooms not tied to occupancy 
did not have full occupancy or close to full occupancy.  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. For avoidance 
of doubt, a supplemental analysis was conducted (Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses), including rates 
based on occupied hotel rooms. All other inputs remained the same, but the growth of existing 
volumes analyzed in the “Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study” section of this document was also 
included. The occupied rate was applied, and based on the project applicant’s plans for the project 
land uses, an 80 percent occupancy was assumed for typical operating conditions. The updated 
project trip generation is provided in the table below, and this change in inputs would affect the trip 
generation totals in the following minor manner:  

• Net daily project trips decrease by 65 (-11.6%)  

• Net AM peak project trips increase by 1 

• Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 9 
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 
 

•  

 The table below provides a summary of the analysis with occupied hotel room rates, and the status 
of impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, with this change 
in assumptions for project hotel trips. 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 Occupied room 8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 6.65 20% 80% 0.51 65% 35% 0.70

Retail [b] * 826 1 k.s.f. 44.32 60% 40% 1.33 44% 56% 5.00

Restaurant [c] * 931 1 k.s.f. 89.95 60% 40% 0.81 67% 33% 7.50

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 74.06 53% 47% 12.18 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 11.03 88% 12% 1.56 17% 83% 4.30

Hotel 310 62 rooms 557 24 18 42 22 22 44

  internal capture trip credit ** -17 0 0 0 -2 -1 -3

Subtotal Hotel Trips 540 24 18 42 20 21 41

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -81 -4 -2 -6 -3 -3 -6

Total Hotel Trips 459 20 16 36 17 18 35

Apartment * 220 4 units 27 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 23 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 826 4.670 k.s.f. 207 4 2 6 10 13 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -29 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -18 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 160 3 2 5 5 7 12

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -16 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 144 2 2 4 5 6 11

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 343 2 1 3 19 10 29

  internal capture trip credit ** -48 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -30 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 265 2 1 3 13 4 17

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -27 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 238 2 1 3 12 3 15

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 22 3 0 3 2 7 9

  internal capture trip credit ** -12 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 3 0 3 2 5 7

874 27 21 48 38 33 71

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -116 -10 -9 -19 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -14 -2 0 -2 -1 -4 -5

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -220 -1 -1 -2 -12 -6 -18

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
22 0 0 0 1 1 2

-327 -13 -10 -23 -21 -18 -39

547 14 11 25 17 15 32

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a]  PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A, except for hotel use.

[b]  ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.

      The SANDAG specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).

      The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[c]  The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d]  The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

  alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

  provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

  of alternative forms of transportation.

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total
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PROJECT LOS ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 
 

 
 

As noted in Response to Kracov-9 through Response to Kracov-12, the trip generation estimates 
are accurate because they reflect the rates that were in effect at the baseline date. 

As discussed above, the restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals 
a day to a large number of guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant 
will be seated by a restaurant employee will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and 
pay for meals after they eat. The bar in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. 
Breakfast will largely be served to hotel guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a 
large draw from outside the hotel. The Trip Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation 
rate for hotel restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, 
as traffic generation for hotel restaurants is typically assumed to be part of rate for the hotel, even 
if the hotel restaurant serves breakfast. For all of these reasons, the quality restaurant designation 
is the most appropriate trip generation rate.  

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized 

intersections.  
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To the extent that the market might serve breakfast food as a walk-up service, the EIR analyzed 
that use.  Though service of food for consumption will be ancillary to the primary market use, 170 
square feet of service floor area is analyzed in the EIR to take that use into account. 

Comment Manatt-18 

o The TIS assumes a total trip reduction (through pass-bys and internal capture credits) of 
nearly 24%. Each of the individual uses proposed by the Project, including the retail, hotel, 
restaurant, and office uses, all take various trip credits to reduce overall trips (from 1,236 
trips to 939 trips). This reduction is significant, and must be justified. For instance, it is 
unclear how office uses, which directly create trips from people coming to work, are 
amenable to a nearby 54% assumed internal trip capture credit. The TIS certainly does not 
explain why such a large reduction is justified. It states, with respect to the internal trip 
capture reduction: “An internal trip capture reduction was applied to the proposed retail 
use. Internal trip capture is based on the premise that some of the hotel employees and 
guests on the site, as well as adjacent commercial parcels would use the retail, thereby 
reducing some of the trips that the proposed project would otherwise generate.”30 

Thus, the 
TIA states that an internal trip capture reduction was applied only for proposed retail 
uses, as assumed to be used by hotel patrons. Table 4 – Project Trip Generation clearly 
takes internal trip capture credits for all uses, not just retail uses. The Final EIR is internally 
inconsistent and misleads the public. Also, the rationale for a trip reduction for retail uses, 
even if justified, does not apply to proposed office uses, and the TIS makes no attempt at 
justification.31 

o The TIS takes credit for a reduction of 116 trips through elimination of the existing day care 
use. This reduction is excessive and not supported by evidence. First, the ITE Code used 
by the TIS (565) actually has an average weekday trip rate of 47.62 trips per 1,000 square 
feet. The TIS assumes the day care generates 74.06 trips per 1,000 square feet. It is unclear 
from where the TIS’s 74.06 trip number comes. The ITE Manual (10th Edition) provides a 
much lower trip generation number (47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet). Thus, by 
overestimating the number of trips resulting from the day care center, the TIS takes 
excessive credit for reducing existing trips. Using the ITE’s actual trip generation number, 
the day care could reasonably be assumed to generate 72.3 trips, not the 116 assumed by 
the TIS.32 

This increases the Project’s overall trip counts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-18 

 The office use internal trip capture credit in the traffic study trip generation calculations in Table 7 
amounted to one out of 7 outbound trips, or a reduction factor of 14 percent, not 54 percent as 
claimed in the comment. The internal trip capture credits applied to each of the project land uses 
are clearly called out within Table 7 of the traffic impact study, where they are applied to each 
project land use category. The ITE 9th edition trip generation rate for the existing day care use was 
applied to the existing use credits. A separate supplemental analysis analyzes the proposed and 
existing Project Site uses under ITE 10th edition rates, adopted after the completion of the traffic 

                                                 
30 TIS at p. 15 (emphasis added).  
31  The TIS likewise does not explain why a trip capture reduction of nearly 14% is appropriate for restaurant uses given that the restaurant uses 

are considered separate from the hotel. It also appears that the hotel somehow takes an internal trip capture credit. It is unclear how the hotel 
would result in any trip captures given, as the TI notes, a trip capture credit is based upon hotel patrons using retail uses. It appears that the 
TIS is double counting.  

32  It should be noted that the existing day care serves an average of 30 children per day. If each student represents one trip, and accounting 
for a reasonable number of employees (6-8), the day care would generate somewhere around 50 trips, max, per day. Given this, the TIS’s 
assumed 116 trips per day is extremely excessive.  
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impact study. The analysis of the land uses under 10th edition rates is discussed under the Trip 
Generation Calculations section of this report. 

The hotel relationship to the restaurants would reduce off-site vehicle trips with hotel patrons use 
of the restaurant, as incorporated into the internal trip capture portion of the trip generation analysis. 
The trip reductions applied to the project land uses meet LADOT guidelines as defined in the 
document Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2019), and industry methodologies 
including those of ITE and the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. The data applied 
is based on surveys of similar development mixes and the effects of mixed-use projects. The use 
of trip generation rates for each single use, without acknowledging the trip reducing effects of 
mixed-use projects can overestimate the number of vehicle trips. The inputs to the trip reduction 
calculations are as follows: 

• ITE Trip Generation Manual Handbook – Defines rates for pass-by trips based on surveys 
of particular land uses. The applied pass-by rates come directly from this source.  

• National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684, Enhancing 
Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments – Defines a methodology 
and a spreadsheet calculation tool for the application of trip generation to multiple site 
uses to calculate internal trip capture potential.  

 These sources are accepted as national standards in the industry, and are accepted by LADOT for 
traffic studies of commercial and mixed-use projects. The trip generation pages by land use applied 
to the project analysis in the traffic study report are provided in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses (as 
part of Attachment A). 

Comment Manatt-19 

o For existing use trips, the Final EIR appears to do everything it can to maximize existing trips 
while not applying the same rationale to future trips. For instance, the Final EIR does not 
assume any internal capture credits for existing office or restaurant uses although the existing 
uses are likely complementary, with office users patronizing restaurants. The Final EIR cannot 
take such liberties that underrepresent traffic.  

Response to Comment Manatt-19 

 Internal trip capture rates do not apply to the existing uses, as the relationship between the limited 
uses of day care, restaurant, office, and community garden, did not yield trip credits. Accordingly, 
the credit would be zero for such trips when applying the NCHRP internal trip capture methodology 
that was applied to the project uses, as verified by KOA during the project analysis by applying the 
existing land use types and intensities to the methodology. Therefore, internal trip capture 
percentages were not applied to the existing land uses. The NCHRP worksheets used to define 
the project trip generation internal trip capture reductions from the trip generation analysis in Table 
7 of the traffic report are provided in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses (as part of Attachment B) 

Comment Manatt-20 

 Critically, as discussed in connection with the Project Approvals, the Final EIR completely fails to 
analyze special events. Its failure to account for possible events is a significant omission. Even 
assuming a small event (less than half of total capacity – 200 people), such an event would 
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significantly increase the number of vehicle trips to the Project. The Final EIR simply ignores 
these trips. As noted in the Final EIR, events are not speculative, but are contemplated at the 
hotel’s assembly spaces. The EIR must analyze trips associated with events (which will occur within 
a small window and will occur simultaneously with all other Project trips [hotel guests, restaurant 
use, etc.]).  

 The Final EIR is also inconsistent with respect to its measurement of peak trips. For example, DEIR 
Table 4.K-4 provides for a total of 80 PM Peak Hour trips, yet the noise analysis estimates only 54 
PM Peak Hour trips.33 

This inconsistency must be reconciled.  

 The Project also proposes to utilize valet services for many of the cars expected at the Project. Due 
to the proposed volume of traffic, the Final EIR proposes a Main Valet Area and a Secondary Valet 
Area. The Secondary Valet Area is proposed along Abbot Kinney during peak evening hours 
(proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.). This will require a loading zone that will 
eliminate on-street parking, increasing both parking and traffic impacts. The valet area also extends 
nearly to the boundary of 1041 Abbot Kinney, yet the Final EIR imposes no measures to ensure 
that queuing vehicles waiting to utilize the Secondary Valet Area will not impact existing properties.  

 The Final EIR also provides that “staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet 
Area at all times, to divert vehicles as needed to the Secondary Valet Area,” which will only be 
staffed after 5:00 p.m. each day.34 

Yet the DEIR does not account for the fact that diversion of any 
vehicle from the main valet to the secondary valet is essentially creating at least double trips at 
relevant intersections (e.g., Abbot Kinney and Westminster) – and possibly more than double trips, 
due to the need to then park those cars off-site once they have been diverted to the secondary 
valet. This impact must be analyzed.  

Response to Comment Manatt-20 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking issues, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events).  

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.  For avoidance 
of doubt, the traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the environmental 
clearance process and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the mobile noise 
analysis. It is anticipated that traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the nearby local 
roadways have not significantly changed.  

Table 4.K-4 referred in the comment is the Project Trip Generation and shows a PM peak of 41 
trips (22 in and 19 out). Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those generated by vehicle 
circulation. Valets associated with the Project would not utilize whistles or other devices that 
generate noise. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area would 
generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. The motor court and valet were analyzed 
as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in 

                                                 
33  DEIR at 4.H-23.  
34  Id. at 4.K-32, TRANS-PDF-6. If events are occurring, it is likely that the Secondary Valet Area will be needed to accommodate vehicles.  
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Exhibit 3 to the Responses, “Noise Supplemental Responses”. As included in the exhibit (Table 
2), noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 8.8% growth factor 
applied. The maximum increase along any roadway segment in the future year would be 0.5 dBA 
CNEL. Even in the Existing (2020) versus Existing with Project (2020) scenario the maximum 
increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL. Both of these incremental increases would be less than the 
3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a mobile noise impact would still not result. The results of 
the updated mobile noise analysis produce a similar incremental increase compared to the analysis 
used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL difference. The analysis used in the DEIR is 
therefore sufficient. 

Additional trips were included in the analysis. As noted on page 4.K-15 of the Draft EIR:  

An additional Project trip distribution of 50 percent of the inbound trip totals was applied to 
a route from the Main Valet Area to the Secondary Valet Area (for vehicle drop-off) then to 
the proposed off-site parking area at the Westminster Avenue School, which is currently 
leased by the project owner. For outbound vehicles, 50 percent of the overall trips were 
added to a route from the off-site parking area to the Secondary Valet Area. These valet 
trips were added to both the AM and PM peak hour trip assignment, although it is not 
envisioned that the off-site parking area would be used for valet operations until 5:00 PM. 

This approach provides a conservative estimate of Project trips and LOS impacts. 

Comment Manatt-21 

 The Final EIR also does not analyze the possibility that the Secondary Valet Area may be needed 
prior to 5:00 p.m. on any given day, particularly during busy holiday weekends for the hotel or during 
any events where guests may arrive prior to 5:00 p.m. The DEIR does not analyze these potential 
trips, nor does it propose any measures to mitigate the additional trips that may be caused by 
operating two valet areas in different locations, one of which is not always operational.  

 The Final EIR’s lack of substantial evidence explaining its trip generation and trip reduction 
assumptions, inconsistent measurement peak hour trips, its liberties with the ITE trip rates, and 
insufficient analysis of traffic impacts caused by the proposed valet areas are each individually 
violations of CEQA.35 

Response to Comment Manatt-21 

A shared parking analysis was conducted as part of the project traffic study to understand the 
estimated demand of the project with the mix of proposed uses. This analysis demonstrated that 
the proposed parking supply would be adequate. The secondary parking supply and use of valet 
service is being provided not due to any identified parking insufficiency but to address potential 
vehicle queuing at the inbound project driveway. The traffic analysis has shown that vehicle queues 
can be kept to lengths that do not overlap adjacent sidewalk or roadway areas with the use of valet 
services during peak times. The secondary parking will be used when special events occur at the 
project.   

                                                 
35  See Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1259 (substantial evidence must 

support an agency’s conclusions).  
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The use of valet staff at the Secondary Valet Area (on Abbot Kinney Boulevard) would occur from 
5:00 PM and onward, as the peak of parking demand would occur in the evenings as shown by the 
parking analysis. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1, pages 51 to 54). Specifically, the Draft EIR states 
that the peak parking demand of 159 spaces would occur at 7:00 pm on weekdays and a peak 
parking demand of 154 parking spaces would occur at 8:00 pm on weekend. That peak demand is 
less than the amount of parking spaces that will be provided in the Project. Peak demand prior to 
5 pm on weekdays would be 136 parking spaces and prior to 5 pm on weekends would be 126 
parking spaces. That demand can be accommodated by the Main Valet Area on Electric Avenue.  
The trip generation analysis includes analysis of vehicle trips that would travel around the local 
block to reach both the Secondary Valet area and off-site parking supplies used by the valet service, 
as discussed on page 16 and illustrated on Figure 7b and Figure 8b of the traffic study. The project 
trip distribution figures include diagrams for these trips that were used to compute the additional 
volumes caused by these trips. The study area impact analysis therefore includes these additional 
trips. Since no potentially significant impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are required.  

With regards to holidays, the LADOT methodology does not require such analysis. LADOT’s 
approved methodology is set forth in Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR and guided by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) (see page 
36 of the TAG). The document indicates that traffic counts that are the basis of the impact analysis 
should be conducted “…when local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, 
on Tuesdays through Thursdays during non-Summer months, and should avoid being taken on 
weeks with a holiday.” The traffic study complied with this guideline. This direction makes it clear 
that holiday periods should be avoided, as they are atypical conditions. 

Comment Manatt-22 

 B. The Final EIR’s Parking Analysis is Insufficient.  

 The Final EIR does not adequately evaluate impacts that will result from the Project’s inadequate 
parking supply and automated parking system. The Final EIR asserts that parking “is no longer a 
CEQA issue” and indicates that “secondary issues related to loss of parking due to the Project are 
discussed for informational purposes.”36 

This is inappropriate. The potential “secondary issues” 
created by parking are direct, physical environmental impacts (including air quality and traffic 
impacts) that will result from people being redirected to other parking areas and/or people unwilling 
to wait for valet service due to future inadequacies. These secondary impacts must be analyzed in 
the Final EIR. Eliminating the discussion of potential secondary impacts associated with parking 
deficiencies from the Final EIR results in an environmental document that fails to fully analyze the 
Project’s environmental impacts. The Project’s parking deficiency must be analyzed to ensure that 
both the general public and decisionmakers are adequately informed as to the Project’s potential 
impacts.  

 i. The Parking Analysis Does Not Adequately Evaluate Compliance with the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.  

 As noted above, the Project does not comply with the LAMC’s parking requirements, undercounts 
required parking, and fails to provide the number of Beach Impact Parking spaces required by the 
VCZSP. The Final EIR’s failure to evaluate these significant code compliance issues is a significant 

                                                 
36  DEIR at 4.K-13, Footnote 11; see also DEIR at 4.K-30, Footnote 12.  
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flaw that deprives the public of the opportunity to meaningfully evaluate the Project’s parking 
impacts. The Final EIR must be revised to fully evaluate the Project’s compliance with all applicable 
parking regulations, and recirculated.  

Response to Comment Manatt-22 

To the extent that the commenter refers to parking issues, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 2 (Parking).  

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking). 

The commenter makes an unsubstantiated assumption that visitors will be unwilling to wait for valet 
service. The EIR reasonably assumes that visitors will wait for valet service rather than redirect to 
another, unidentified and unknown parking area. Regardless, it is not clear from the comment what 
secondary effects would result from parking activities and which have not already been addressed 
in the traffic analysis for the project. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed traffic impacts based on 
vehicle trips, as well as air quality impacts, which include an analysis of all mobile sources 
emissions from the Project. Abbott Kinney is an existing dense urban environment with street 
parking, surface parking lots, and parking garages. As stated on page 2.B-38 of the Draft EIR, the 
operation of the proposed project would not create a significant source of mobile source emissions, 
such as truck trips, and the Project’s construction and operation would not exceed any air quality 
thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. The Draft EIR also analyzed potential 
localized air quality impacts resulting from vehicle trips. Carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots may occur 
at congested intersections with high traffic volumes. Level of Service (LOS) describes the quality 
of traffic flow ranging from excellent conditions at LOS A to failure conditions at LOS F. The 
SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when a Project increases the volume-to-capacity 
ratio at an impacted intersection by two percent at intersections with a LOS of D or worse. The 
SCAQMD also recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by 
one level beginning when LOS changes from C to D. According to the traffic study, the proposed 
project would not result in any intersections decreasing in LOS by one level beginning when LOS 
changes from C to D, including traffic movements associated with valet activities. The intersections 
of Pacific/Rose Avenues and Pacific/Brooks Avenues would operate at an LOS D without and with 
the proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, since the volume-to-capacity 
ratio would increase by less than one percent due to the Project, detailed CO hotspot analysis is 
not required and impacts would be less than significant 

Comment Manatt-23 

 ii. The Parking Analysis Erroneously Claims It Will Not Contribute to Cumulative 
Parking Demands.  

 The Final EIR asserts “the parking demand associated with the Project would not contribute to the 
cumulative demand for parking in the vicinity of the Project Site as a result of development of the 
Project and related projects because all Project parking can be accommodated on the Project 
Site.”37 

This is categorically untrue. As discussed above, the fact that the Project’s parking 
operations rely on the Secondary Valet Area shows that all Project parking cannot be 

                                                 
37  Id. at 4.K-54 – 4.K-55. 
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accommodated onsite.  

 However, this is not the only way in which the proposed Project will contribute to cumulative parking 
demands. The Final EIR provides that the maximum queue assumed to be manageable for 
operations at the Main Valet Area is six vehicles.38 

Vehicles that cannot be accommodated within 
that queue would purportedly be directed to the Secondary Valet Area.39 

Yet the Final EIR 
concedes that “[a]t times during the evening, queues at the Main Valet Area may lengthen due to 
loading/passenger delays or parking system issues,” which may require vehicles to be redirected 
to the Secondary Valet Area.40 

However, the Secondary Valet Area will only be available between 
5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m., and the Final EIR provides no alternatives for any vehicle overflow 
outside of those hours. [original appeal letter has footnote superscript but no text is provided]

 

Given the significant deficiencies in the automated parking system, the Secondary Valet Area will 
require use more often than just after 5:00 p.m.  

 Also, the Final EIR fails to account for the possibility that there will be parking overflow on 
weekdays, especially when events are occurring. The TIS explains that there is an off-site parking 
lot that is capable of accommodating 80 cars. The use of this lot is secured by a lease, which is not 
sufficient to ensure the long-term availability of the parking spaces. Moreover, the TIS states that 
the off-site lot is used “during the weekends” after 6:00 p.m.41 

Presumably, this limitation of use – 
weekends after 6:00 p.m. – is reflected in the terms of the lease.42 

As discussed above, there will 
undoubtedly be times where the on-site parking and primary valet will not be capable of handling 
parking demand generated by the Project (particularly, when events are occurring during the week). 
Where will cars be parked in such circumstances? What happens as more cars are redirected to 
the Secondary Valet Area and cars queue beyond the assumed maximum queuing?  

 The Final EIR does not provide any measures to separate the proposed queueing area from 1041 
Abbot Kinney, besides potential striping to delineate the queueing area from the other property. 
The potential for overflow into 1041 Abbot Kinney’s driveway is high, and there is no guarantee that 
striping will be adhered to, either by valets on-site or by guests queueing for the Secondary Valet 
Area. The Secondary Valet Area also proposes queuing along Abbot Kinney during peak hours, 
when there will be a high volume of traffic. This creates a loading zone on the already busy Abbot 
Kinney which will eliminate on-street parking. This reduction in available parking is not accounted 
for in the Final EIR’s analysis of parking and traffic impacts.  

 Additionally, there are inconsistencies within the Final EIR with respect to queueing in the 
Secondary Valet area. Final EIR Section 4.K and the Traffic Study both refer to sufficient queueing 
for eight vehicles along Abbot Kinney Blvd.43 

Yet the site plan in Appendix G-1 of the Traffic Study 
only shows room for six vehicles along Abbot Kinney, and the LADOT Queue Analysis Worksheet 
in Appendix G-2 also indicates the queueing calculation for the Secondary Valet Area only allows 
for queuing of six vehicles.44 These inconsistencies must be resolved. In any event, any queuing 
occurring on Abbot Kinney will have both traffic and parking implications that must be fully 
evaluated.  

                                                 
38  Id. at 4.K-46.  
39  Id.  
40  Id. at 4.K-47.  
41  TIS at p. 51.  
42  The terms of the lease must be disclosed to ensure adequate parking is secured to handle true parking demand. 
43  Id.; see also TIS at 42.  
44  TIS at 244-247.  
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Response to Comment Manatt-23 

The reference to use of valet services and remote parking after 6:00 PM was in regard to existing 
site uses, which would change with proposed project operations. Approximately half of the curb 
space designated by the Project as the Secondary Valet Area is currently operated as a loading 
zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM. Excluding an existing curb cut, a total of three parking spaces exist 
between the current evening loading zone and the curb cut for 1041 Abbot Kinney. Accordingly, 
there are only three parking spaces which would be "eliminated" due to the loading zone, and only 
during the designated evening hours.  

The Main Valet Area can store a minimum of six vehicles and up to 10 vehicles in total. The 
reference to eight vehicles at the Secondary Valet Area was to the planned supply at that on-street 
location, not the queuing analysis results that defined an average of six vehicles, which is lower 
than the eight-vehicle capacity. The Site Plan shows six vehicles in the queue, whereas the 
capacity could be eight. The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is 
unsupported by substantial evidence ignores the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the 
size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) is currently located on Abbot Kinney and serves the 
existing three restaurants and a bar. That valet will continue to operate in largely the same manner, 
except that it will commence at 5 pm instead of 6 pm. It is also anticipated that the Secondary Valet 
on Abbot Kinney may actually serve as the first point of contact for non-hotel guests visiting the 
Abbot Kinney fronting restaurants. 

Comment Manatt-24 

 iii. The Final EIR Does Not Properly Evaluate Potential Impacts of the Automated 
Parking System.  

 The Final EIR estimates that the Project’s Automated Parking System can service eighty vehicles 
per hour, “[b]ased on the manufacturer’s calculations…”45 

First, this calculation effectively assumes 
the system will be able to service one car every 45 seconds, which is not supported by any evidence 
or the speed with which existing systems operate.46 Second, the EIR’s bald, unsupported statement 
that the 45 second service time is based upon the manufacturer’s calculations does not satisfy 
CEQA’s evidentiary requirements.47 

The fact that there is overwhelming evidence that such 
systems operate significantly slower and less efficiently than the hotel’s lift system demands further 
analysis and disclosure in the Final EIR. 

 Third, the Final EIR’s own calculations as to service times and the lift system’s adequacy is 
inaccurate and misleading. It explains that, based upon the manufacturers specifications of 45 
seconds per vehicle, the lifts would be capable of handling peak hour trips with a vehicle queue of 
no more than three vehicles. The analysis is based upon fundamental errors:  

• 45 seconds per car is not a reasonable assumption, as discussed above. The 45 seconds 
                                                 
45  DEIR at 4.K-47.  
46  For example, AutoParkIt estimates a retrieval timeline of 40-180 seconds (see https://www.dasherlawless.com/automation/faq/), and 

designed the automated parking structure at Helms Bakery, which estimated 90-120 seconds for vehicle retrieval from its 247-space structure; 
CityLift has an estimated retrieval time of 130 seconds (see https://cityliftparking.com/solutions/aisle, “Plan Sheet 1013 – Subgrade Plan”); 
Utronics, whose City of West Hollywood Parking Structure project video shows a car loading in about 90 seconds (see 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H6BQuggpWWg); AutoPark Parking Solutions indicates that while retrieval time depends on the design, 
the “basic design is based on max 3 minutes retrieval time for a car to entry gate (average 90 sec).” (see http://www.autopark-
parking.com/en/product-and-solution/faq-s).  

47  Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 900 (mere uncorroborated opinion 
does not constitute substantial evidence).  
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per car estimate is on the extreme low end of estimates from leading automated parking 
manufacturers. In fact, the average retrieval time from those leading automated parking 
system manufacturers is 104 seconds per car (based on the times outlined in Footnote 41). 
If this average proves accurate, the Project’s Automated Parking System will more likely be 
capable of servicing 35 cars an hour, less than half of the Final EIR’s estimate. This will 
increase queuing significantly and require greater diversion to the Secondary Valet Area, 
vastly increasing traffic, noise and air emissions at certain intersections and on Abbot 
Kinney. These impacts must be analyzed.  

• There is no discussion of out-bound trips, which will divert lifts from servicing in-bound trips 
and will impact lift service time. The TIS notes that the PM peak hour will generate 80 trips 
(43 in-bound and 37 out-bound), not just the 44 in-bound trips assumed for the lift analysis.48 

Thus, the automated parking system must be capable of servicing 80 vehicles per hour to 
avoid substantial queuing and diversion of trips.  

• There is no accounting for events, which will increase vehicles substantially beyond the 
assumed peak hours.  

 Additionally, the site plan in Appendix G-1 provides that the Main Valet Area can store six vehicles 
at a time as they are processed into the parking system.49 

The Final EIR asserts that the proposed 
rate of service of the Automated Parking System will result in only three vehicles queuing at the 
Main Valet Area at any given time.50 

However, the Final EIR admits “[p]otential short-term overflows 
of inbound vehicles were considered in this analysis, using an assumption of 50 percent of the total 
peak-hour inbound vehicles or a value of 22.”51 

The Final EIR proposes to resolve this issue by 
utilizing two or three valet employees to service the overflow vehicles. This creates at least two 
issues, neither of which is evaluated within the Final EIR. 

 First, the assumed overflow depends upon the accuracy of the Final EIR’s Automated Parking 
System service estimations, which may be flawed. If in fact the system can only service 35 cars an 
hour, rather than the proposed 80 cars an hour, the short-term overflow is all but certain to exceed 
22 cars an hour during peak hours. This will inevitably create further back ups and delays, with 
unforeseen and unanalyzed traffic and parking impacts as the result.  

 Second, the Final EIR’s overflow assumptions rely on the drive time from the Main Valet Area to 
the Secondary Valet Area being only one minute, and the walk time from the Secondary Valet Area 
back to the Main Valet Area being only two minutes. Based on these assumptions, the Final EIR 
estimates that each valet employee will be able to park 20 vehicles an hour. These estimates are 
incredibly optimistic, to say the least. This assumes that the valets will be able to navigate the 
narrow Electric Avenue, including any outstanding queue which may make it impossible to take the 
easier route to the Secondary Valet Area, and either make a left-hand turn at Broadway and then 
a left-hand turn with no red light onto the busy Abbot Kinney or make a right-hand turn at 
Westminster and then wait at the red light to make a right-hand turn onto Abbot Kinney. This 
estimate also does not account for the possibility of six to eight vehicles queuing at the Secondary 
Valet Area at any given time after having been redirected from the Main Valet Area. If such a queue 
were to form, it would take well in excess of the proposed one-minute drive time to park a vehicle. 
Even if it only took an extra minute to park the vehicle, and the walking estimate were accurate, 

                                                 
48  TIS at p. 17.  
49  TIS at 245.  
50  DEIR at 4.K-47.  
51  Id. 
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this would mean each valet could park only 15 vehicles an hour, rather than the proposed 20. This 
would reduce the proposed service rate of 40 vehicles per hour at the Secondary Valet Area to only 
30 vehicles per hour.  

 The only proposed Project Design Feature to alleviate these impacts is the existence of the 
Secondary Valet Area, which again is only proposed to operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. 
This is, quite simply, insufficient to alleviate the parking impacts the Project will impose on the 
surrounding neighborhood. As discussed above, the Secondary Valet Area is secured only by 
lease, and there is no existing or proposed covenant to ensure the Secondary Valet Area remains 
available to alleviate parking impacts long term. Additionally, the Final EIR does not propose to limit 
events at the Project to the hours during which the Secondary Valet Area will be operational, nor 
does the Final EIR provide any analysis of the parking and traffic impacts of any events held when 
the Secondary Valet Area will not be operational. The impacts of any short-term overflow outside 
of those hours is unaddressed in the present Final EIR, which must be revised to account for 
possible impacts outside of those hours, and to properly assess the likely operational capabilities 
of both the Automated Parking System and the valets on-site.  

Response to Comment Manatt-24 

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking).  

To the extent that the commenter refers to issues related to hosted events, the commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 4 (Hosted Events). The traffic analysis and parking operations 
accounted for these events and demonstrates that the system has excess capacity to handle the 
vehicles and queue. 

See Draft EIR at page 4.K-47 and Traffic Study at page 56. Additional information regarding the 
operation, service rate, and capacity of the parking system is detailed in the Final EIR Response 
to Comment Seward 7 at pages II-26-28.   

See Exhibit 1 to the Responses, “Automated Parking Layouts”, which provides proposed layouts 
for CityLift and Unitronics. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability to 
optimize and move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle 
entries only (i.e. incoming vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand to limit any risk of 
queuing and not focus on vehicle retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte cochère for 
their vehicles is not a CEQA impact.  

TRANS-PDF-5 includes measures designed to prohibit U-turns and to otherwise improve 
pedestrian safety for school children and others. The pedestrian circulation discussion in the traffic 
analysis in the DEIR at Pages 4.K-49 – 4.K-50 discusses ensuring safe routes for students to and 
from the school site while avoiding conflicts with delivery truck movements. 

As shown in Draft EIR, Table 4.K-14 provides a summary of residential roadway impact analysis. 
The Project would not cause residential impacts within the Project vicinity, as the percentage 
increases in volumes due to the Project would not exceed the significant impact criteria percentage 
thresholds. 



 48 

The Draft EIR states, “Based on this estimated processing data, two employees at the Secondary 
Valet Area could service 40 vehicles per hour. At least one additional employee would be 
needed to manage receiving and departure of vehicles.”  (Draft EIR page 4.K-47, emphasis added.)  
The comment assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would 
staff the Secondary Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that 
adjustments would be made to valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant 
reservations to ensure efficient operations.   

Further, the comment erroneously assumes that the walk and drive times between the Secondary 
Valet and an offsite parking location at Westminster Avenue Elementary School (as identified in 
the DEIR) would apply between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area.  This assumption 
fails to account for 1) the condition requiring all vehicles for regular Project uses be required to park 
on-site (with vehicles to be loaded into the Automated Parking System at the Main Valet Area), and 
2) the walking distance between the Main Valet Area and Secondary Valet Area (approximately 
200 feet), is about one quarter of the distance as that of the Secondary Valet Area and the off-site 
parking location (approximately 750 feet), and does not require crossing Abbott Kinney Boulevard.  
As such, the walk time between the main valet and secondary valet would be closer to thirty 
seconds than two minutes.   

Accordingly, even if, as the comment letter asserts, it took an extra minute (two minutes instead of 
one minute) to park a vehicle, parking a vehicle and returning to the Secondary Valet Area 
(estimated to take 30 seconds) would take approximately 150 seconds per vehicle.  With 3,600 
seconds in an hour, each valet would be able to park 24 vehicles over the course of a given hour.  
Even if, as the comment letter asserts, the minimum number of valet employs are stationed at the 
Secondary Valet Area, there would be enough capacity at that location to park forty-eight vehicles 
per hour according to these conservative estimates. 

The comment assumes no more than the number of employees identified in the Draft EIR would 
staff the Secondary Valet Area in any circumstances, and does not allow for the possibility that 
adjustments would be made to valet staffing levels based on factors such as restaurant 
reservations to ensure efficient operations. There will be employees provided to operate the system 
at its maximum efficiency. The Main Valet area employees would load cars into the lift, walk 
approximately 40 feet and get into the next car.  

The comment also claims that the proposed route for a valet to bring a car from the Main Valet to 
the Secondary Valet would include difficult left-turns and u-turns. That is not the correct route. The 
route would take a right on Electric from the Main Valet, a right on Westminster, and a right on 
Abbot Kinney. 

Comment Manatt-25 

iv. The Parking Impacts Are Significant and Require Additional Mitigation.  

 The Final EIR asserts that “[i]n accordance with SB 743 and pursuant to PRC Section 21099, 
parking impacts for the Project, and for other related projects that qualify as infill projects in transit 
priority areas, would not be considered significant.”52 

However, the Public Resources Code 

                                                 
52  Id. at 4.K-55.  
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provides only that “aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.”53 

This Project does not qualify for the claimed exemption, 
because it does not qualify as a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project.54 

The inclusion of four apartment units, consisting in total of roughly 3% of the Project’s square 
footage, does not by itself convert the Project from a commercial use to a mixed-use residential 
project. Additionally, even if Section 21099 were to apply here, it does not eliminate the need for 
the project to analyze “secondary parking impacts caused by ensuing traffic congestion” including 
“air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.”55 

The Final EIR does 
not adequately analyze the significant parking impacts imposed by the Project, and does not 
sufficiently analyze the secondary parking impacts the Project will undoubtedly create.  

Response to Comment Manatt-25 

The Project qualifies as a mixed use project pursuant to SB 743 because it contains a mix of 
residential, office and commercial uses. The residential uses within the Project include the four 
dwelling units and the hotel, because hotels are considered residential uses within the City. Section 
12.03 of the LAMC includes the following definition: “HOTEL.  A residential building designated or 
used for or containing six or more guest rooms, or suites of rooms, which may also contain no more 
than one dwelling unit, but not including any institution in which human beings are housed or 
detained under legal restraint.” (Emphasis added.)  The Project meets the definition under 13.09 
because the residential portion of the Project (hotel and dwelling units) comprise approximately 
76% of the Project. The non-residential uses – restaurant, office, retail and spa – make up 24% of 
the Project.  

Further, parking was removed as an impact area from Appendix G. As discussed in Topical 
Response 2, secondary impacts of parking were analyzed in the EIR.  

Comment Manatt-26 

 C. The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA.  

 The Project’s noise impact analysis contained in the Final EIR relies on incorrect and unsupported 
assumptions, applies inappropriate thresholds, and omits significant information necessary for 
informed decision-making. These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure 
compliance with CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-26 

The analysis utilized industry standard assumptions and foundational principles on how sound 
waves behave to conduct the analysis and the methodology is consistent with the manner that 
other urban infill projects are assessed within the City of Los Angeles. The noise analysis assessed 
the project against the Appendix G Checklist Questions and the applicable City of Los Angeles 
significance thresholds. All anticipated effects on sensitive receptors have been disclosed, impacts 

                                                 
53  Public Resources Code § 21099(d)(1).  
54  While Public Resources Code § 21099 does not provide a definition of “mixed-use residential” project, Section 21159.25 provides that a 

“residential or mixed-use housing project” means “a project consisting of multifamily residential uses only or a mix of multifamily residential 
and nonresidential uses, with at least two-thirds of the square footage of the development designed for residential use.” This reading is further 
supported by Section 21159.28(d), which provides “a residential or mixed-use residential project is a project where at least 75 percent of the 
total building square footage of the project consists of residential use or a project that is a transit priority project as defined in Section 21155.”  

55  Covina Residents for Responsible Dev. V. City of Covina, (2018) 21 Cal. App. 5th 712, 728.  
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identified, and reasonable mitigation put in place to reduce these impacts. The comment is not 
supported by substantial evidence.  

Comment Manatt-27 

i. The Noise Analysis Relies on Outdated Traffic Calculations.  

 As discussed above, the Traffic Study includes stale and outdated traffic counts that severely 
discount the traffic levels existing in the vicinity of the Project. Because the Final EIR’s analysis of 
off-site traffic noise depends upon these counts, the noise analysis likewise significantly 
underestimates existing off-site traffic noise.56 

The EIR process is intended to protect not only the 
environment, but also the ability of the public to engage in informed self-government.57 

However, 
without an appropriate analysis of the existing noise around the Project Site, both of these purposes 
are thwarted.58 

Response to Comment Manatt-27 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 207 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.  Nonetheless, for 
avoidance of doubt, the traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the 
environmental clearance process and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the 
mobile noise analysis. It is anticipated that traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the 
nearby local roadways have not significantly changed. Table 1 below includes noise levels from 
the DEIR (Existing 2017) and noise levels calculated from traffic volumes with an 8.8% growth 
factor applied, as detailed in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”. As shown, the noise 
levels along each roadway segment would increase by less than 0.5 dBA CNEL compared to 
Existing 2017 conditions. The comment is incorrect in stating that the impact determination of the 
analysis is dependent on the existing traffic noise levels. The incremental increase used to 
determine if a significant impact in the DEIR would occur is calculated by subtracting the Future 
with Project noise level from the Future without Project Noise level. The determination of 
significance is not based on existing traffic volumes and existing noise levels.  

Table 1 Existing Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing 
(2017) 

Existing (2017 
with growth 

factor) /a/ Increase 
AM Peak hour 

Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.3 60.7 0.4 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.7 65.0 0.3 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 60.7 61.0 0.3 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 66.9 67.3 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.3 56.7 0.4 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.1 60.4 0.3 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.4 64.8 0.4 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.5 62.9 0.4 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.2 67.6 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.6 58.9 0.3 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to account for growth up to 2020 traffic volumes. 

                                                 
56  DEIR at 4.H-13 (“Operational noise levels were calculated based on traffic volumes in the traffic study…”). 
57  See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 390.  
58  See Citizens for East Shore Parks, supra, 202 Cal.App.4th at 563 (noting that administrative agencies should adjust baselines as the 

environmental process unfolds to ensure informed decision-making).  
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Table 2 shows updated noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 
8.8% growth factor applied, as described in Exhibit 4 to the Responses, “Traffic Responses”. The 
maximum increase along any roadway segment in the future year would be 0.5 dBA CNEL on 
Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and Westminster Avenue Even in the Existing (2017 
with growth factor) versus Existing with Project (2017 with growth factor) scenario the maximum 
increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue. Both of these incremental increases 
would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a mobile noise impact would still 
not result. As stated in the DEIR, the greatest project related increase would be 0.4 dBA CNEL, 
which would occur along Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and Westminster Avenue. 
The incremental increase of 0.4 dBA CNEL noted in the DEIR would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL 
threshold. The results of the updated mobile noise analysis in Exhibit 3 produce a similar 
incremental increase compared to the analysis used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL 
difference. Impacts regarding mobile noise would be less than significant for both the updated 
analysis and the analysis presented in the DEIR. The analysis used in the DEIR is therefore 
sufficient. 

Table 2 Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing 
(2017 with 

growth 
factor) /a/ 

Existing 
(2017 
with 

growth 
factor) 
with 

Project 
/a/ 

Increase 
(Existing 

with 
Project 
minus 

Existing) 

Future 
(2020) 

without 
Project /a/ 

Future 
(2020) 
with 

Project 
/a/ 

Increase 
(Future 

with 
Project 
minus 
Future 
without 
Project 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.7 60.7 0.0 61.4 61.4 0.0 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 65.0 65.2 0.2 65.5 65.6 0.1 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 61.0 61.0 0.0 61.6 61.6 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.3 67.3 0.0 67.9 67.9 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.7 57.2 0.5 56.9 57.4 0.5 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.4 60.5 0.1 62.2 62.3 0.1 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between 
Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.7 65.9 0.2 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.9 62.9 0.0 64.0 64.0 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between 
Westminster Ave. and Pacific 
Ave. 

67.6 67.6 0.0 68.2 68.2 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.9 59.5 0.6 59.1 59.6 0.5 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to account for growth up to 2020 traffic volumes, 
as described in Exhibit 4, Traffic Responses. 
 
Comment Manatt-28 

ii. The Final EIR Fails to Identify Important Sensitive Receptors and Analyze Impacts 
to Those Receptors.  
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 The Final EIR does not identify 1043 Abbot Kinney, which maintains a Certificate of Occupancy as 
a live/work space that can be utilized for residential purposes, as a sensitive receptor.59 

The Final 
EIR’s characterization of 1043 Abbot Kinney as non-sensitive, and thus its failure to conclude that 
noise impacts to the property are significant, appears based on the Project proponent’s 
misunderstanding of the use designations for that property. The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that “[r]esidences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas 
would each be considered noise-and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for 
protection from intruding noise.”60 

The Final EIR recognizes that 500 feet is the appropriate 
screening distance for assessing construction-related noise, yet inexplicably excludes 1043 Abbot 
Kinney, mere feet away from the Project, as a sensitive use. Instead, it incorrectly identifies 1041 
and 1043 Abbot Kinney as office space.61 

 A sensitive receptor may include any area, use, or building where human activity may be adversely 
affected when noise levels exceed applicable thresholds. Without a doubt, both 1041 and 1043 
Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating from the Project. 
1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a relatively quiet 
environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to potential artistic 
or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the ability of a 
business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can be 
conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, includes residential uses, the function and 
enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the extreme noise generated by the Project. By assessing 
these uses as simply “office space,” the Final EIR failed to recognize these as potential sensitive 
receptors that could be negatively impacted by the Project.  

 An EIR must analyze and disclose the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of a 
project.62 

Here, the Final EIR attempts to rely on a generalized identification of those uses that are 
considered sensitive to foreclose the possibility of additional sensitive receptors. This is 
inappropriate, especially when the other area receptors are of the nature that significant 
construction and operational noise would negatively impact their usage.63 

The Final EIR’s failure to 
identify these impacts as significant violates CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-28 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors.  

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw 
Units from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the 
owner was requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit 
at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not 
contain a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation. Following Appellant’s assertion at the 
ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for 
residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed 
with the City), TAHA prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air 

                                                 
59  DEIR at 4.H-10.  
60  Id.  
61  Id. at 4.H-28. 
62  Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1182.  
63  Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com., supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1382.  
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quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, prior to the ZA Determination. Dated August 
21, 2019, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  

The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed 
in the EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to 
adjacent land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the Project would not result in a significant 
operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise for purposes of CEQA. 
This is especially the case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense 
and busy commercial corridor. 

Comment Manatt-29 

iii. Construction Noise Is Quantified Incorrectly and Underestimated.  

 The Final EIR admits that “the worst-case analysis below does not account for the 10 dBA ground-
level source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 5-dBA significance threshold would be 
exceeded at multiple sensitive receptors during construction activities.”64 

This “worst-case” analysis 
does not analyze construction noise or vibration impacts at 1041 or 1043 Abbot Kinney. This 
grossly underestimates the actual construction noise and vibration impacts created by the Project.  

Response to Comment Manatt-29 

The 10 dBA source to ground level receptor reduction is a reduction in noise levels due to the 
vertical distance between a source at an elevated position and a ground level receptor. The 
analysis only assumes noise attenuation due to horizontal distance to present the most 
conservative assessment of construction noise. Therefore, the presented noise levels are 
conservative and would likely be quieter as the vertical distance from the source to receptor 
increases. Equipment vibration for an aboveground project is only related to the ground level 
construction equipment and the 10 dBA attenuation has no bearing on the vibration levels. 

See Response to Comment Manatt-3 regarding analysis of noise and vibration at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Comment Manatt-30 

 Moreover, the present uses at 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney are excluded from the Final EIR’s 
analysis of existing noise levels for the Project Site.65 

This inevitably affects the ultimate 
construction noise analysis, as the methodology for evaluating construction noise depended on 
collection of ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, and the exclusion of 
the closest properties to the Project inevitably skews those results.66  

 

                                                 
64  DEIR at 4.H-26.  
65  Id. at Table 4.H-6.  
66 Id. at 4.H-13.  
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Response to Comment Manatt-30 

The existing noise measurements include a measurement directly on Abbott Kinney Boulevard in 
front of the use at 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. See Figure 4.H-1 Noise Monitoring Location 1 in 
the Draft EIR. This statement is incorrect. 

Comment Manatt-31 

 The Final EIR also utilizes the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment from May 2006 and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Noise from 
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building and Home Appliances” assessment from 1971 
in order to evaluate noise and vibration impacts. This results in numbers that are inconsistent with 
those provided by the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s 
Guide, and the more recently updated Federal Highway Administration’s Noise Measurement 
Handbook.67 

The construction noise numbers asserted in the Final EIR must be thoroughly 
examined to ensure they accurately reflect the most recent estimates as to noise generated by 
construction and revised as necessary. Any failure to do so constitutes a violation of CEQA.  

Response to Comment Manatt-31 

The Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide (RCNM) 
User’s Guide utilizes noise levels taken from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
study for its equipment noise levels, as stated on page 2 of the RCNM user guide. Therefore, there 
cannot be an inconsistency with noise levels presented in RCNM as they are derived from the 
USEPA study. The RCNM user guide only presents individual equipment noise levels and does not 
present combined equipment phased noise levels. Generally, utilizing noise levels from RCNM and 
summing equipment noise levels to generate a combined phase noise level results in lower noise 
levels than are presented by the USEPA. Therefore, the analysis methodology utilized is more 
conservative than an RCNM based analysis. Furthermore, modern day equipment is often quieter 
than equipment measured during the USEPA study, resulting in lower noise levels than presented 
within the FEIR. The methodology and construction equipment noise levels presented and utilized 
for the analysis are conservative and do not require reconsideration. 

Comment Manatt-32 

iv. The Noise Attenuation Assumed Is Unsupported.  

 The Final EIR generally asserts that “[n]oise levels generated by a stationary noise source, or ‘point 
source,’ will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (e.g., pavement) and 7.5 dBA 
over soft surfaces (e.g., grass) for each doubling of the distance.”68 

The Final EIR fails to provide 
any factual evidence or support for this assumption.69 

Moreover, in making this assertion without 
factual support, the Final EIR wholly ignores the physical characteristics of the Project Site and 
surrounding area, which are both characterized by hardscape (over which noise attenuates slower). 
The Final EIR does not support its analysis of noise attenuation, and does not provide a site specific 
analysis of the likely attenuation levels at the Project Site.  

                                                 
67  Updated June 1, 2018, available at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/measurement/handbook.cfm#toc492990727.  
68  DEIR at 4.H-8.  
69  Public Resources Code § 21080(e)(1) (substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion 

supported by facts).  
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Response to Comment Manatt-32 

This is a foundational mathematical principle in how sound waves perform over different material 
surfaces. The source for this information is the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Noise Supplement 2006. The 2013 version does not include the formulas as the formulas were 
integrated into the traffic noise model and no longer required manual calculation by the analyst. 
This information can also be found in the FTA transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
guidance and various other noise assessment guidance. The supplemental Technical 
Memorandum took into account attenuation of noise levels over distance for the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. A site-specific analysis was provided for the CEQA Administrative 
Record. 

Comment Manatt-33 

v. The Final EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate Operational Noise Impacts.  

 When analyzing operational noise, the Final EIR assesses (1) vehicle noise, (2) parking noise, (3) 
valet noise, (4) truck unloading noise, (4) mechanical equipment noise, (5) pool deck noise, (6) 
rooftop garden noise, and (5) courtyard activity.70 

However, only the noise levels for off-site sources 
are actually quantified and compared to existing ambient levels.71 

This analysis is inappropriate as 
it omits important information necessary for the public and decisionmakers to fully understand the 
significant noise impacts.72 

Response to Comment Manatt-33 

The operational noise analysis assesses both on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site sources 
of noise assessed are vehicle noise, parking noise, valet noise, truck unloading noise, mechanical 
equipment noise, pool deck noise, rooftop garden noise, and courtyard activity (see Draft EIR 
pages 4.H-19 to 24). The Technical Memorandum specifically analyzes operational noise as it 
relates to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. The off-site source of noise assessed in the analysis are mobile 
trips associated with the project. The comment incorrectly asserts that the analysis only assesses 
off-site noise sources.  

Comment Manatt-34 

 Where an agency fails to include information mandated by CEQA, the agency fails to proceed in a 
manner required by law.73 

Here, the Final EIR fails in two important ways. First, the Final EIR fails 
to quantify operational noise emanating from different sources. For example, the Final EIR indicates 
that “the pool deck would also include live entertainment, but only during non-school hours.”74 

However, the Final EIR does not estimate the noise level of live entertainment on the pool deck, 
and this temporal limitation is not included as a condition, project design feature, or mitigation 
measure. Thus, it is an unenforceable assumption upon which the analysis is based. This is 
inappropriate. Second, the Final EIR fails to quantify the totality of operational impacts by combining 
the various sources of operational noise. Certainly, each of the discussed operational noise sources 

                                                 
70  DEIR at 4.H-19; see also DEIR at 4.H-21 – 4.H-22.  
71  Id. at Table 4.H-11.  
72 CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (CEQA requires that environmental documents “be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences”).  
73  Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 20 Cal.4th 412, 435. 
74  DEIR at 4.H-22.  
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do not operate independently, but rather are multiple sources that will intermingle to create 
operational noise. The tactics and methodology employed by the Final EIR erroneously discount 
these impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-34 

The EIR included operational noise estimates based on an industry standard methodology. 
Operational source noise would be dependent on the location of the source and receptor as well 
as other considerations such as the physical interference of buildings. Due to the complex 
architectural design of the project, the events spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative 
noise impact. For instance, the western guest roof deck noise would not combine with noise 
generated by the eastern hotel guest roof deck at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard due to the 
physical interference of the hotel. Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live 
entertainment or amplified music at the premises, additional noise impacts from these sources 
would not result. In addition, Table 3 below demonstrates that combined noise levels would not be 
disruptive at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard at either the western property boundary or the 
eastern property boundary, which are the two property boundaries where the most noise sources 
would likely combine. 

Table 3 
Cumulative Stationary Source Noise Levels 

Source Noise Level (dBA, Leq) 
 Western Property Line Eastern Property Line 
Courtyard Bar and Outdoor dining area 65.0 51.0 
Pool Deck 66.6 51.3 
Rooftop Garden 54.6 47.3 
Westminster Ave Guest Roof Deck 52.3 66.6 
Broadway Street Guest Roof Deck Not Audible Not Audible 
Valet Parking Not Audible Not Audible 
Truck Loading Not Audible Not Audible 

Combined Noise Level from Project Sources 69.1 66.9 
Existing Noise Level 68.3 68.3 

Combined Project and Existing Noise Levels 71.8 70.7 
Increase 3.5 2.4 

 

Comment Manatt-35 

 Further, the Final EIR does not identify a post-mitigation noise level by clarifying what noise 
reductions would result. For example, the Final EIR proposes to mitigate noise from the roof deck 
by positioning non-amplified music and live entertainment on the south side of the decks, “as far 
as possible from residences on Electric Avenue.”75 

Leaving aside that this once again does not 
account for residential uses at 1043 Abbot Kinney, and that this mitigation measure in fact proposes 
to place music and live entertainment closer to the residential uses at that property, the Final 
EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, would result from this mitigation measure.  

 

                                                 
75  Id. at 4.H-25, NOI-MM-12. 
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Response to Comment Manatt-35 

Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 LOD prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises. Therefore, noise impacts related to live entertainment would not result. 

Comment Manatt-36 

 The Final EIR also did not take noise measurements from similar establishments to establish a 
baseline level of noise the Project may generate once fully operational. This renders the Final EIR’s 
analysis of operational noise impacts under-informed and highly speculative.  

Response to Comment Manatt-36 

The EIR analysis methodology is appropriate and does not require measurements at similar 
establishments. Utilizing measurements of a similar establishment would necessitate isolating each 
noise source to obtain the reference noise level. Real world conditions have numerous competing 
noise source such as traffic, aircraft, and other sources of urban noise which contribute to any 
measured noise source. Industry practice is to utilize reference noise levels from technical 
specifications or dedicated acoustical studies which are conducted under singular conditions.  

Comment Manatt-37 

 D. The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA.  

 The Project’s Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) analysis relies on the California Air Resources Control 
Board’s (“CARB”) Climate Change Scoping Plan (“Scoping Plan”) and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (“SCAG”) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (“RTP/SCS”), neither of which are applicable to a project-specific analysis. Additionally, 
proposed Project Design Features rely on LEED certification, which is not sufficient to ensure GHG 
reductions. These errors must be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure compliance with 
CEQA.  

 i. The Final EIR Determines Significance Based on a Statewide Scoping Plan and Regional 
Transportation Plan, Neither of Which Can Be Applied to a Project-Specific Analysis.  

 The Final EIR determines significance based on compliance with (1) the CARB Scoping Plan, and 
(2) SCAG’s RTP/SCS. To begin with, the CARB Scoping Plan is more than ten years old, and the 
DEIR makes no effort to update the Scoping Plan’s recommendations to present conditions. 
Beyond that, the Scoping Plan is a statewide plan, which analyzes specific measures to be 
implemented at the state-level. It is not applicable to a project-specific analysis.  

 CEQA requires a determination of significance to be based on substantial evidence in light of all 
information before the agency.76 

As with other environmental impacts, the focus must be on what 
constitutes a significant impact on climate change that may be caused by the project’s physical 
changes.77 

With respect to GHG impacts, “[t]he question therefore becomes whether the project’s 
incremental addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively considerable’ in light of the global 

                                                 
76  CEQA Guidelines § 15151 (providing a lead agency’s evaluation of a project’s environmental impacts “need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonable feasible”).  
77  Pub. Resources Code § 21002; see also CEQA Guidelines §15064(d); Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency 

(2003) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1106-07.  
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problem, and thus significant.”
78

An analysis of GHG impacts is required to keep pace with scientific 
knowledge and regulatory schemes.79 

Because the issue of climate change must be discussed in 
a cumulative context, an important consideration in selecting and developing significance 
thresholds is identifying the level at which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively 
considerable. While it is not inappropriate to reference statewide or regional plans, “[a] significance 
analysis based on compliance with such statewide regulations … only goes to impacts within the 
area governed by the regulations.”80 

 
Here, the Final EIR does not take that necessary additional step to analyze the project-specific 
GHG impacts. Instead, the DEIR concludes that “compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan 
results in a less than significant impact.”81 

This is not accurate. The Final EIR’s GHG emissions 
reduction plan must be developed with reference to project-specific GHG impacts. Reference only 
to the Scoping Plan and the RTP/SCS does not alone satisfy this requirement.  

Response to Comment Manatt-37 

The comment contains several inaccuracies regarding the characterization of the Project’s impacts 
related to GHG emissions, and ultimately the suggestion that the GHG analysis does not comply 
with CEQA is baseless. On the contrary, the GHG emissions analysis presented in the EIR is 
entirely consistent with the requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines, and the analysis does 
not rely solely on the CARB Scoping Plan or the SCAG RTS/SCS as the comment alleges. The 
GHG analysis in the EIR—as required by Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines—
quantitatively estimates and discloses GHG emissions that would be directly and indirectly 
generated by construction and operation of the Project. The CEQA Guidelines recommend that a 
Lead Agency should consider, “whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the Lead Agency determines applies to the project,” and, “the extent to which the project 
complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” The emissions are analyzed at the 
project-level, and there are no officially promulgated project-level quantitative thresholds for 
comparison established by the City, SCAQMD, or SCAG. Therefore, the City’s invocation of 
elements of the CARB Scoping Plan and SCAG RTP/SCS to inform the significance determination 
are entirely consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Furthermore, the comment is inaccurate as there is no requirement in the CEQA Statute and 
Guidelines for urban infill projects to develop GHG emission reductions plans. Even for projects 
that have significant impacts, which is not the case for the Project, significant impacts would require 
mitigation measures, which would not necessarily include a GHG reduction plan. The EIR 
appropriately discloses GHG emissions and draws the impact conclusion based on compliance 
with adopted GHG reduction plans programmed with environmental documentation under CEQA, 
such as the Scoping Plan and RTP/SCS. Regarding the GHG Scoping Plan, the commenter states 
that the EIR should update the Scoping Plan recommendations to present conditions. It is not in 
the purview of the Applicant, or even the City, to update the Scoping Plan that is prepared by the 
California Air Resources Board. The commenter references the 2007 Scoping Plan, disregarding 
the fact that the EIR clearly described the Scoping Plan as well as subsequent updates, including 

                                                 
78  Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 512.  
79  Id. at 519.  
80 Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 229.  
81  DEIR at 4.E-28. 
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the latest 2017 Scoping Plan update. The EIR appropriately states that the Project would not 
conflict with implementation of the statewide Scoping Plan. The commenter has failed to provide 
any evidence to the contrary. The GHG impact conclusions in the EIR are accurate. The Project 
would not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions.  

Comment Manatt-38 

 ii. The Final EIR Incorrectly Relies on LEED Certification to Ensure GHG Reductions.  

 The Final EIR provides that “the design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to be capable 
of achieving at least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) or equivalent.”82 

This is illusory to the extent it assumes 
some reduction in GHGs, because LEED does not demand energy efficiency measures and does 
not ensure greater energy efficiency than the California Building Code. The Final EIR is unclear as 
to what reduction, if any, is assumed as a result of GHG-PDF-2. However, if a reduction is assumed, 
GHG-PDF-2 is not sufficient to guarantee a reduction. At minimum, GHG-PDF-2 must mandate 
LEED measures, or other environmental measures, sufficient to ensure any claimed reduction. 
LEED is concerned with sustainability rather than focusing solely on energy efficiency. Additionally, 
it is unclear in the Final EIR whether any reduction credit from GHG-PDF-2 may be double-counting 
beyond California Building Code claimed reductions. The Final EIR’s GHG analysis contains 
significant deficiencies and must be substantially revised to fully analyze the project-specific GHG 
impacts and the likely effect of any condition, project design feature, or mitigation measure 
designed to reduce those impacts.  

Response to Comment Manatt-38 

No emissions reductions were taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, such as Title 
24 and the LA Green Building Code. GHG emissions are shown in Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the 
EIR and were not determined to be significant, therefore no measures are specifically identified to 
mitigate potentially significant GHG emissions. The EIR analysis qualitatively takes into 
consideration implementation of GHG PDF-1 and GHG-PDF-2 and the emissions modeling 
accounts for some of the requirements set forth in the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code—
specifically low-flow plumbing fixtures and the prohibition of fireplaces and woodstoves that are 
included as optional emission reduction measures in the CalEEMod program—and the full 
implementation of current state mandates. GHG emissions were quantified and disclosed for 
informational purposes in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines but were not relied upon to make 
a significance determination.  

The PDFs are voluntarily implemented and enhance the proposed Project’s consistency with 
planning efforts to reduce GHG emissions. GHG PDF-1 requires at least 20 percent of the total 
code required parking spaces to be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment. 
The CalEEMod software includes GHG mitigation measures based on the 2010 California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) guidance document Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Mitigation Measures guidance document. The 2010 CAPCOA guidance does not include a 
quantitative reduction factor for the provision of electric vehicle parking; therefore, this measure 
was not accounted for in the quantitative analysis. GHG PDF-2 requires the Project to incorporate 
features to be capable of achieving at least a Silver LEED certification of equivalent. The LEED 

                                                 
82  Id. at 4.E-24, GHG-PDF-2. 
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Silver or equivalent certification is achieved through a complex and robust combination of building 
design elements that cannot be quantitatively represented in CalEEMod.  However, the PDFs were 
not specifically designed to mitigate any potentially significant impacts and are not required to be 
quantified; they are inherent parts of the Project.    

Additionally, the CalEEMod software incorporates the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, 
as those standards were concurrent with model development. Construction of the proposed Project 
would comply with 2019 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, further reducing emissions beyond 
those quantified in the EIR. Therefore, the Final EIR analysis does not double-count emissions 
reductions and instead represents a conservative estimate of GHG emissions that would be 
generated by energy use of the proposed Project. As stated above, GHG emissions would be less 
than significant without specific emission reductions.  

Comment Manatt-39 

 III. CONCLUSION.  

 The proposed Project would create a massive new complex with hotel, restaurant, event space, 
commercial, and residential uses all incorporated into the already bustling Abbot Kinney area. The 
Project would draw large numbers of tourists to an area that is already independently a tourist 
attraction, in addition to creating a large number of additional local trips as a result of its commercial, 
restaurant, and event spaces. If developed, the proposed Project would reshape not just its 
immediate surroundings, but Abbot Kinney generally, resulting in significant parking, traffic, and 
noise impacts on neighboring properties and residents. For the reasons stated above, the Project 
Approvals were each made in error and each constitute an abuse of discretion. And in the face of 
potentially massive short and long term environmental impacts, the Final EIR falls far short of 
analyzing and mitigating those impacts to the level required by CEQA.  

 The Final EIR has significant deficiencies in its impacts analyses, and bases some of its impact 
conclusions on unsupported assumptions and unsubstantiated claims about impact reductions. It 
fails to properly analyze the Project’s trip generation estimates and fails to substantiate its claimed 
trip reductions. The Final EIR attempts to avoid analyzing parking impacts entirely, and completely 
fails to account for the secondary impacts the parking issues the Project will create may have on 
the surrounding community. The noise analysis ignores nearby sensitive receptors and fails to 
account for the cumulative impacts of the Project’s numerous outdoor event spaces. And the Final 
EIR does not accurately account for its GHG impacts, relying on statewide and regional plans rather 
than analyzing the project-specific impacts, and assuming LEED certification will be sufficient to 
reduce GHG impacts without accounting for how those reductions will actually occur.  

 The Final EIR fails to accomplish its purposes under CEQA, both because its analyses and 
conclusions are not based on substantial evidence, and because it does not provide sufficient detail 
to allow those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to meaningfully consider 
the issues raised by the proposed Project. CEQA requires that the Final EIR must be substantially 
revised and recirculated.  

 Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

 



 61 

Response to Comment Manatt-39 

This comment provides a conclusion and summary of the issues. Each of the issues is expanded 
upon and responded to above. The comment does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project, nor does the comment identify any physical environmental impacts caused by the Project.  
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Comment Letter Keep 

Law Office of John P. Given 
on behalf of Keep Neighborhoods First 
2461 Santa Monica Boulevard, #438, Santa Monica, CA 90404 
March 25, 2020 

Comment Keep-1 

C. The Determination violates CEQA by failing to adequately analyze significant and 
potentially significant land use impacts. 

As discussed in Parts III.A and III.B, Project approval conflicts with the Mello Act, the City’s Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance (RSO), and the City zoning code. The environmental review is premised 
upon an environmental baseline of no existing residential uses on site and therefore no analysis of 
potentially significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.G-12.) But the Determination notes the existence of 
residential buildings at the Project Site, if not uses. (Determination, p.15.) The Determination fails 
to disclose, however, that ongoing non-residential uses in the three dwelling units located at 1047 
S. Abbot Kinney parcel were illegally converted to a day care and never actually approved by the 
City. (See Part III.A.) 

But for the illegal conversion, never authorized by the City, the three residential structures would 
remain a residential use, subject to both the Mello Act and the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. 
The EIR fails to analyze potentially significant land use impacts due to Project conflicts with the 
Mello Act (Cal. Govt. Code section 65590 and 65590.1) and City’s RSO (LAMC section 151 et 
seq.). In addition, the Project application and Determination are premised upon a misinterpretation 
of the zoning code to allow short-term rentals in an Apartment Hotel. (See Part III.B, above.) The 
EIR also fails to discuss this conflicting interpretation. 

“The role of the EIR, as an informational document, is to identify and describe potentially significant 
environmental effects and feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.” (King & Gardiner Farms, 
LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 852.) Here the EIR fails as an informational 
document because it does not identify, let alone analyze, the above conflicts with state law and 
local zoning and municipal codes. 

In addition to the EIR, the environmental approval documents include a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. (Determination, p. 1.) Here the Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
necessary because the three residential buildings that have been illegally used as a day care, 
allegedly for as many as 15-16 years without any land use approval to authorize such use, are all 
eligible for local historic designation. (Determination, p. 58.) After knowingly allowing the day care 
to use them with no authorization for a decade, the City now seeks to approve this Project that 
would demolish the bungalows, having an obvious significant and unavoidable adverse impact on 
these historical resources. (See ibid.) The EIR identifies three cultural mitigation measures, but 
none mitigate cultural impacts to a degree less than significant. (Id. at p. 59.)83 

                                                 
83  The Determination also explains that some noise impacts analyzed in the EIR will be significant and unavoidable, and will also require a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations. (Determination, pp. 59-62.) 
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Where, as here, the EIR fails as an informational document, that “informational deficiency 
undermines the foundation upon which the statement of overriding considerations rests.” (Gardiner 
Farms, supra, 45 Cal.App.5th at 870.) The lead agency cannot approve a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations here without violating CEQA. (Ibid.) 

Response to Keep-1 

The comment raises issues about the Mello Act and short-term vs. long-term stays and does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing 
the environmental impacts of the Project, nor does the comment identify any physical 
environmental impacts caused by the Project. This comment is noted for the administrative record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Nonetheless, a 
response is provided herein.  

The commenter claims that the EIR should have analyzed consistency with the Mello Act and the 
City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). Land Use Threshold B addresses whether the Project 
would “[c]onflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?” 
Neither the Mello nor the RSO were adopted for the purpose of “avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect.” Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 151.01, the purpose of the 
RSO is to address the “shortage of decent, safe and sanitary housing in the City of Los Angeles…” 
and to “regulate rents so as to safeguard tenants from excessive rent increases, while at the same 
time providing landlords with just and reasonable returns from their rental units.” The commenter 
does not identify a physical environmental impact related to the RSO and the RSO is not a land 
use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
impact.  

The commenter does not identify a physical environmental impact related to the Mello Act or the 
City’s implementation of the Mello Act. Also, as discussed above, neither the Mello Act nor the 
City’s Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act constitute a land use plan, policy 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. 
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Comment Letter Citizens 

Citizens Preserving Venice 
March 26, 2020 

Comment Citizen-1 

The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate. On page 53 of 
the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated:  

TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking  

The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 80 vehicles 
per hour (combined input and output) (approximately 27 per hour per lift).  

Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, employing 
an entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s made by the same 
company, which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service rates for this system? Below 
are brochure photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, “Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service 
rate figures of 80 vehicles per hour, as set forth on page 53 of the Zoning Administrator’s 
Determination, are for the Pace system. The hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the 
“Slide” system. This issue was raised in a letter from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving 
dated Aug. 30, 2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination.  

The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been verified 
before accepting it as factual in the EIR. That mistake should not be perpetuated by continued 
reliance on it going forward. 

Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable of, but 
in this case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create the likelihood of 
bottlenecks and congestion extending into the public right-of-way.  

The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles waiting to 
enter the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a verified gate service 
rate specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for vehicle exits. A combined rate 
always greatly overstates the system’s ability to park vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars 
queuing to park. You cannot simply divide the combined rate in half. The one-way rate of service 
is much lower, because the time required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate. 
The elevator can carry cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets 
coming up to street level does not speed up an entering car ride down. In other words, it does not 
increase the time efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service rate, which 
is often used as selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales point by 
manufacturers, is actually deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can be parked or 
delivered in a given period.  

Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car (Car X) needs 
to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle the cars in the row to reach 
the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X out, they block the aisle all the way 
past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire system until they can return to their spots.  
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This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, and 
whether a pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the outermost pallet reach 
the transit aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may fill up the valet court, blocking 
the exit from the third elevator, where Car X is finally emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into 
the street. That would violate Parking Condition 16, which says:  

“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall be 
prohibited in the public right of way.”  

And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.:  

“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any time.”  

This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since:  

“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment.” 

As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not be due to 
an intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA and Planning 
Commission to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first place, thereby 
guaranteeing subsequent situations that made violations unavoidable. A condition, after all, is not 
a magic wand.  

The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of an entirely 
different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very different and more 
efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage). Also, the EIR should have addressed the 
reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the impacts various types of failures would 
have on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are 
not passive systems. They require maintenance, or they fail.  

This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 

The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things added are 
the red labels for clarity. The cars are as depicted in the plan. Notice that all it takes is two cars, #8 
and #9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third elevator just when it’s most 
needed. Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to 
venture into this mess? Of course not. She’s going to drop her passenger on Electric, double 
parking to do so if necessary, but in any case, violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining 
right-of-way for loading purposes.” (Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is 
reduced from 7.5 ft. to 5 ft., which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.)  

Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR and was 
to serve the 2nd Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That removes a mitigation and 
makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into Electric Ave., much more likely. This 
makes it even more crucial that the automated parking be capable of performing as represented.  
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In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated parking system 
and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can accommodate the parking 
demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the layout of the site plan for the Project, 
there should have been, but there is not, a detailed study of how this particular automated parking 
system and valet court layout will operate.  

These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the project 
design. Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a preliminary 
inspection of this installation’s plans by LADBS before the Zoning Administrator rules on the 
planning application, to assure that the system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised 
capacity, and will be capable of providing the rate of service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way 
to be sure the site plan as presented is tenable.  

Response to Citizen-1 

To the extent that the comment refers to automated parking, the commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 3 (Automated Parking).  

The Appellant’s assumed deficiencies with the Automated Parking System is based on speculation, 
and ignores testimony by Applicant provided at the ZA Hearing that the Project is evaluating 
multiple technical designs for the Automated Parking System, which include a variety of vendors, 
technologies, and options. See Exhibit 1, Automated Parking Layouts, which provides proposed 
layouts for CityLift and Unitronics. Automated systems are inherently dynamic and have the ability 
to optimize and move vehicles around the storage space. The system can also focus on vehicle 
entries only (i.e. incoming vehicles to the Site) during periods of higher demand and queuing and 
not rely on vehicle retrieval. Having patrons wait in the lobby or porte-cochere for their vehicles is 
not a CEQA impact.   

The Project has extensively analyzed vehicle queuing, in the DEIR (pages 4.K-46—4.K-47), Traffic 
Study (pages 55-58), and FEIR (pages II-26—II-27).  This analysis does not include the valet 
operator’s ability and discretion to temporarily operate the Automated Parking System in a manner 
which will only bring vehicles into the system and not bring vehicles out if queuing becomes an 
issue and other measures (such as staging vehicles in the porte-cochere or directing vehicles to 
the Secondary Valet Area does not address queuing demand.84        

Because the Automated Parking System is included as a Project Design Feature, it will be included 
in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan and will be enforced by the City.   

Comment Citizen-2 

CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources  

The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in the LUP 
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This designation is 
relevant and important for three distinct reasons. First, Section 17.31 of the Venice Community 
Plan, which is a part of the General Plan, states that policy and decision makers are directed to 

                                                 
84  The Project anticipates that such circumstances would be rare, though the extent to which individuals would have to wait for their vehicle’s 

retrieval is not an issue subject to CEQA analysis. 
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consult with the LUP regarding the specified historical coastal historical resources identified in the 
LUP and to base their decision on the policies it contains. Policy 1.F.1 of the LUP directs that the 
historical and cultural resources that are identified should be protected and restored where 
appropriate, in accordance with historical preservation guidelines. Policy 1.F.2 gives some 
guidelines, including:  

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 
historical 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.  

Response to Citizen-2 

The appellants incorrectly argue that the Project is not in conformance with the policies pertaining 
to historical and cultural resources in the LUP. The policies in the LUP are not prescriptive and 
strict compliance with the historic preservation guidelines in Policy 1.F.2 of the LUP is not required 
as suggested by the appellants. Furthermore, many of the guidelines are not applicable because 
other than 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the buildings on the Project Site 
are not historical resources for lack of significance and/or integrity. With regard to the existing 
buildings that will be incorporated into the Project, it is not possible to renovate their façades to 
reflect their historic character as closely as possible (Policy 1.F.2.a) as most of the character-
defining features have already been removed (Policy 1.F.2.c). 

Comment Citizen-3 

In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., there are six 
buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice, as we know it 
today. The applicant proposes to retain two of those character defining buildings, but even then, 
the historical integrity of these two buildings will be compromised by the looming second story of 
the hotel on top of them.  

The Zoning Administrator responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that they have 
been changed by new construction but are being retained and therefore there is no substantial 
adverse change to the degree that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state 
or local landmark programs.  
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This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes not only 
resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially designated or “recognized as historically 
significant by local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of 
the California Public Resources Code.) As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical 
resource and the LUP has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan 
amendment to the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code. See Relationship to Other City Plans and Procedures, LUP, 
page I-8.  

Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the historical 
integrity of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the street that forms this 
historical resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan and LAMC.  

Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning Department, 
to issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the proposed development 
is in conformity with the LUP. (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal Act.) The LUP requirements and 
guidelines for development affecting historical resources are specified above. They have been 
ignored by the applicant and must be considered by the Planning Department in approving a 
Coastal Development Permit in connection with the Project. Here, the Project does not conform 
with the LUP, and the Zoning Administrator has erred in his determination.  

While the Zoning Administrator ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of the 
buildings comprising the Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did determine that three 
of the buildings at the Project Site were historical resources. They are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard. But the Zoning Administrator’s Determination permits these structures to 
be demolished, stating that “Specific, economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report.  

For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a real 
discussion of feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental impacts on 
the properties they have found are historical resources. An analysis of alternatives to a proposed 
project is a critical component of an EIR. An alternative that included rehabilitation of structures 
should have been analyzed in more detail. The DEIR merely stated that the alternative of saving 
the three bungalow structures recognized as historic resources might not be “economically viable 
due to the reduced amount of square footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.” This 
does not constitute analysis as required by CEQA, but is simply a dismissal based on speculation 
with no supporting evidence.  

Response to Citizen-3 

The comment incorrectly argues that the block on which the Project Site is located is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA because it was identified in the Venice Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan (LUP).  
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The subject block of Abbott Kinney does not qualify as a historical resource as it is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (as 
demonstrated in the Draft EIR, page 4.C-24) and in Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter on 
Appeal”).85 The LUP does not define “architectural, historical and cultural landmarks” and does not 
state that the block of Abbott Kinney is specifically a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 
Although the LUP was adopted by the City Council, the list is not itself an official inventory of 
historical resources in Venice. The City’s official inventory of historical resources is comprised of 
properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments and located within Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zones. The LUP does not include any meaningful information on the specific 
Abbott Kinney block.  

As Abbot Kinney was evaluated as ineligible as a historic district, contributing and non-contributing 
properties were not identified by SurveyLA. However, a number of properties were evaluated as 
individually eligible (see Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter on Appeal”). GPA mapped the 
data from SurveyLA as well as the properties constructed through the 1920s, according to the Los 
Angeles County Office of the Assessor. This map (see Exhibit 6 to the Responses, “GPA Letter 
on Appeal”) clearly illustrates that Abbot Kinney is ineligible as a historic district. The area does not 
possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early twentieth century to qualify as a 
historic district. Of the 143 parcels located between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard, 
only 52 were constructed before 1929, or 36 percent. Even fewer of the 52 would qualify as 
contributing buildings, if a historic district existed, as they have been so profoundly altered and lack 
integrity. Although there are no guidelines for the minimum number of contributing buildings 
required for national, state, and local historic district programs, the typical percentage is 75. The 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard Planning District no longer conveys a sense of time and place from the 
early twentieth century. The fact that SurveyLA evaluated Abbot Kinney Boulevard between 
Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard as ineligible as a historic district and did not even 
include the block on which the Project Site is located as part of the evaluation should be considered 
sufficient evidence that the block is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 

The EIR extensively analyzes all of the buildings on the Project Site to determine whether any 
qualify as historical resources (see Draft EIR pages 4.C-9 to 24, Appendix F.) The only buildings 
on the Project Site that qualify are 1047, 1047A and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The EIR 
discloses that the Project would result in a significant adverse impact on those buildings and 
identifies mitigation measures (CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2, and CUL-MM-3) to document their history 
for the sake of posterity. Therefore, the EIR properly identified and analyzed the historical resources 
and such analysis was supported by substantial evidence. 

 
  

 

                                                 
85 Draft EIR page 4.C-24: “The 1000 block of S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard does not appear to be eligible for listing as a historical resource under 
national, state, and local criteria A/1/1, B/2/2, or C/3/3.” 
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June 30, 2020 
 
 
Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
 
 
Re: Supplemental Responses to Comments for the Venice Place Project – Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) prepared the Air Quality and GHG analysis for the Venice Place 
Project. Two appeal letters have been submitted to the City with relevance to these resources. The 
following provides our response to the comments in the appeal letters. The appeal letters with comment 
identifications are attached to this document.  
 
UNITE HERE Appeal Letter 
 
Comment AQ-1  
 
Upon review of the CalEEMod output files, the model shows multiple discrepancies from the narrative 
discussion in the Draft EIR, such as: 
 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 3,371-SF of office uses, which is 788 SF more than the 
2,583-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod analyzed 
a Project of 2,027-SF of office uses (i.e., underestimated by 1,344 SF), which is 557 SF less than 
said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 4,670-SF of retail and spa uses (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2), but 
CalEEMod analyzed 4,269-SF of strip mall and health club uses (i.e., underestimated by 401 SF) 
(APP-E, PDF p. 35). 

 The DEIR states the Project includes 8,855-SF of restaurant uses, which is 1,368 SF more than 
the 7,517-SF of said uses currently existing on-site (DEIR, Tbl. 2-2). However, CalEEMod 
analyzed a Project of 4,200-SF of restaurant uses (i.e., underestimated by 4,655 SF), which is 
3,320 SF less than said uses currently on-site (APP-E, PDF pp. 1, 35, 89). 
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Response AQ-1 
 
The comment refers to Table 2-2 in the DEIR Project description—which provides a summary of the 
Existing Uses, Proposed Project uses, and Project + Remaining uses that would be present on the site at 
completion of construction activities—and inputs to the CalEEMod emissions modeling files provided as 
Appendix E to the DEIR. The response addresses each of the items individually.  
 

a) This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the 
CalEEMod input related to Proposed Project office land use area. Emissions modeling in 
Appendix E analyzed net new land uses, and the operational GHG emissions analysis presented 
in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR did not subtract emissions from existing uses. Currently, there is 
2,583 square feet of existing office space on-site. A portion of the office space would be retained 
and a portion of would be demolished As disclosed in Table 2-2 of the EIR, the Proposed Project 
would introduce 2,027 square feet of net new office use floor area to the project site. The 3,371 
square feet of office space mentioned in the comment includes 1,344 square feet of existing office 
space that would be retained throughout renovations on the site. The operational analysis in the 
Air Quality emissions modeling for the Proposed Project presented in Table 4.B-7 of the DEIR 
analyzed emissions from net new land use development. The operational GHG emissions analysis 
presented in Table 4.E-5 of the DEIR analyzed net new emissions also. Therefore, the 2,027 
square feet of office use area modeled for the Proposed Project in the DEIR is appropriate and 
does not underestimate the incremental change in land use and associated emissions that would 
result from implementation of the Proposed Project. No change is warranted. 

 
b) This portion of the comment identifies a discrepancy between the information contained in Table 

2-2 and the CalEEMod input related to retail and spa uses included in the Proposed Project. As 
shown in Table 2-2, “other retail uses” would comprise 2,935 square feet of commercial space in 
the project, and the CalEEMod Proposed Project files included 2,534 square feet of retail space, a 
difference of 401 square feet. The discrepancy exists due to late minor changes to the Project 
Description following completion of emissions modeling. Regardless, because it is such a small 
difference in retail use, modifying the CalEEMod inputs would not materially affect the outcome 
of the analysis. The operational emissions analysis used the appropriate trip generation estimates, 
therefore emissions associated with mobile vehicle trips are not underestimated.  
 
Compared to the 2,534 square feet of retail use analyzed in the EIR, the additional 401 square feet 
of retail space would represent a 16 percent increase relative to the retail space included in the 
CalEEMod files and would not cause a substantial change to daily air pollutant emissions or 
annual GHG emissions. The retail use daily air pollutant emissions would not increase by more 
than 0.1 pounds per day for any regulated pollutant after accounting for the additional retail 
space, and therefore emissions would still not exceed any air quality threshold. The annual GHG 
emissions associated with retail building operation would increase from approximately 23.5 
MTCO2e to 27.25 MTCO2e, an increase of 3.75 MTCO2e. Although the discrepancy in retail use 
is accurately identified, no change to the analysis is warranted. Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the 
Draft EIR show that the proposed project would generate approximately 38 MTCO2e per year 
during construction and 1,792 MTCO2e per year during operation of the Project with a combined 
net total of 1,830 MTCO2e per year. The 3.75 MTCO2e would increase would not result in the 
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Proposed Project conflicting with GHG reduction goals, plans or strategies, and impacts would 
continue to be less than significant.  
 

c) This portion of the comment misinterprets the information contained in Table 2-2 and the 
CalEEMod input related to Proposed Project restaurant land use area. As presented in Table 2-2, 
the Proposed Project would introduce 3,810 square feet of new and renovated restaurant use floor 
area to the project site. The 8,885 square feet of restaurant space includes 5,075 square feet of 
existing floor area that would be retained throughout renovations. The CalEEMod input files in 
Appendix E were prepared prior to late minor changes to the Project Description, and actually 
overestimated the Proposed Project restaurant use by approximately 390 square feet (4,200 square 
feet of restaurant uses, rather than 3,810 square feet, were included in the CalEEMod 
calculations). The CalEEMod analysis focused only on Proposed Project changes to the site. The 
overestimation of 390 square feet of restaurant uses resulted in a conservative estimate of 
operational restaurant use air pollutant and GHG emissions, representing approximately nine 
percent more restaurant space than would be included in the Proposed Project.  
 
Accounting for the correction to reflect the reduced restaurant space, GHG emissions associated 
with Proposed Project restaurant uses excluding mobile vehicle trips would be approximately 
nine percent lower, representing an overestimation of approximately 15.8 MTCO2e annually; 
emissions of other air pollutants would also be marginally lower compared to those modeled and 
disclosed in the EIR. Combined with the square footage discrepancy identified related to retail 
space, late stage minor modifications to the Proposed Project resulted in an overestimation of 
approximately 12 MTCO2e annually as disclosed in the DEIR. Therefore, the GHG emissions 
presented in the DEIR for the Proposed Project represent a slightly conservative characterization 
due to late stage changes in the Project Description. As these adjustments would not result in an 
incremental increase in emissions, and would not conflict with GHG emissions reduction goals, 
plans, and policies, no further analysis is warranted as there would be no additional impacts.  
 

Comment AQ-2 
 
The DEIR shows below-grade floor plans of approximately 34,861-SF floor plan (DEIR, Fig. 2-5) 
reaching depths of a minimum of 24.5 feet’ (DEIR, Fig. 2-11)—resulting in approximately 31,633-CY of 
material to be excavated. However, DEIR states only 30,936 CY of material (i.e., underestimated by 697 
CY) (DEIR, p. 2-32; APP-E, PDF p. 1). Based on the DEIR’s assumed 9-CY truck capacity (DEIR, p 2-
32), 31,633 CY of exported material would require approximate 3,515 round-trip truck trips (equivalent 
to 7,030 one-way trips). However, the CalEEMod analyzed only 6,876 one-way trips (i.e., underestimated 
by 154 trips). 
 
Response AQ-2 
 
The comment incorrectly estimates excavation at 31,633 CY. The project engineers estimate the 
excavated volume to be 30,936 CY when accounting for architectural details. The excavated volume 
listed in the EIR is a reasonable assumption to support the environmental planning analysis for CEQA 
compliance. As the truck trip count is also based on the estimate of 30,936 CY, the truck trips are also a 
reasonable assumption. Regardless, the impact conclusion in the EIR is accurate and would be unaffected 
even if the slight discrepancy asserted by the Appellant was accurate. Nitrogen oxide (NOX) is the 
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regional pollutant assessed in the EIR that is most influenced by truck trips. As shown in Table 4.B-5 in 
the EIR, NOX emissions during the grading phase would be well below the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. NOX emissions were estimated to be 56 pounds per day and the significance threshold is 100 
pounds per day. If, as the Appellant asserts, an additional 154 trips is required and those trips are spread 
out over the 3-month construction period for this phase, emissions would increase by less than five 
pounds per day. Accordingly, no further analysis is warranted as the EIR assumptions for excavation and 
haul trips were supported by evidence based on project engineer estimates. Nevertheless, the inclusion of 
the disputed additional 154 trips would not result in exceeding emission thresholds or other additional 
impacts.  
 
Comment AQ-3  
 
The DEIR states the Project’s existing GHG emissions total 1,207.9 metric tons of CO2 equivalents per 
year (“MTCO2e/yr”) (DEIR, Tbl. 4.E-3), but CalEEMod shows existing uses GHG emissions of 940 
MTCO2e/yr (i.e., overestimated by 267.65 MTCO2e/yr) (APPE, PDF p. 92). 
Response AQ-3 
 
The comment correctly identifies a discrepancy between the existing uses GHG emissions presented in 
DEIR Table 4.E-3 and the CalEEMod input files in Appendix E. Furthermore, the land uses described in 
Table 2-2 are consistent with those included in the existing uses CalEEMod inputs provided as Appendix 
E. The origin of the emissions value discrepancy is unclear given that the existing land uses shown in 
Table 2-2 and those included in Appendix E are consistent (approximately 2,583 square feet of office 
space, 7,517 square feet of restaurant space, and 1,572 square feet of school/daycare space). The existing 
emissions presented in Table 4.E-3 reflect an overestimation based on the current description of existing 
land uses and therefore incremental increases in GHG emissions attributed to the Proposed Project are 
even more conservative. Table 4.E-3 could be updated to reflect the CalEEMod results in Appendix E,. 
however, no further analysis is warranted as the change would have no effect on the impact analysis or 
significance determinations, since the analysis and conclusions in the EIR that the Proposed Project 
would not conflict with GHG reduction plans, goals, and policies would continue to be valid.. Proposed 
Project emissions modeling conservatively accounted for GHG emissions associated with change in land 
uses on the project site, as described in Response AQ-1 .  
 
Comment AQ-4  
 
Furthermore, CalEEMod assumed reduced vehicle speed on unpaved roads as a construction mitigation 
measure (APP-E, PDF p. 45), which is not present in the MMRP. 
 
Response AQ-4 
 
This CalEEMod input is part of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). Compliance with 
SCAQMD rules are mandated by law for all projects, and legally mandated measures do not need to be 
included in the MMRP to ensure Applicant and the construction contractor compliance.    
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MANATT Appeal Letter 
 
Comment AQ-1  
 
As noted above, the Project proposes to develop the entire block around the AK Properties. The ZA 
Determination’s Project Conditions and the Final EIR, however, give only cursory treatment to potential 
impacts on the AK Properties, and in some cases none whatsoever. This failure is significant, particularly 
because 1043 Abbot Kinney is a sensitive use and was required to be treated as such in the Final EIR’s 
analyses (noise and air quality, among others). The failure of the Final EIR to adequately study impacts 
on the AK Properties means that the ZA Determination was made without reference to those impacts, 
which are therefore almost entirely unmitigated under the ZA Determination. This is a fatal flaw of both 
the Final EIR and the Project Approvals. 
 
Response AQ-1 
 
In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units 
from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was 
requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain residential uses, 
rendering the property a non-a sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s 
assertion at the ZA Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for 
residential uses (even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the 
City), Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the 
potential for air quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior to 
the ZA’s determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record. The 
Technical Memorandum lists each CEQA threshold statement, the EIR conclusions, and the potential for 
the proposed project to significantly impact the property at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The 
Technical Memorandum concludes that considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
residential land use would not result in new undisclosed impacts. Similar to the conclusions presented in 
the EIR, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration 
impacts at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, but no other significant and unavoidable impacts have 
been identified related to air quality, GHG emissions, or noise. The air quality contents in the Technical 
Memorandum are copied below for reference.  
 
 

Threshold a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

The Draft EIR assesses this threshold by considering consistency with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, the potential for an 
impact is related to the significant of emissions and the consistency with population, housing, and 
employment growth projections.1 The consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 

 
1SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993.  
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receptor in the air quality analysis has no effect to the proposed project’s population, housing, and 
employment growth projections. With respect to the first criterion, as discussed below in Threshold 
b), the proposed project would not result in significant regional emissions or localized pollutant 
exposure at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to consistency with air quality 
management plans when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Construction activities were assessed for regional mass emissions and localized pollutant exposure. 
Regional mass emissions are a function of the amount of proposed development and independent of 
the surrounding land uses. However, localized pollutant exposure is a function of the distance 
between the emissions source and the sensitive land use. The Draft EIR includes a detailed Localized 
Significance Threshold (LST) analysis in accordance with SCAQMD methodology. The mass rate 
look-up tables were developed for each source receptor area and can be used to determine whether or 
not a project may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. LSTs represent the 
maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard and are developed based on 
the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest 
sensitive receptor.  

SCAQMD provides LSTs applicable to nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate 
matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 
(PM2.5).2 The closest receptor distance on the SCAQMD mass rate LST look-up tables is 25 meters. 
Based on SCAQMD LST methodology, projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the 
nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.3 Table 4.B-6 in the Draft EIR 
shows project-related localized emissions and LSTs for the 25-meter exposure distance. The analysis 
demonstrates that localized emissions would not exceed the relevant LST at adjacent properties. 
Maximum daily NOX emissions were estimated to be 26.1 pounds per day (ppd) with a threshold of 
103 ppd, CO emissions were estimated to be 24.2 ppd with a threshold of 103 ppd, PM10 emissions 
were estimated to be 2.7 ppd with a threshold of 4 ppd, and PM2.5 emissions were estimated to be 1.7 
ppd with a threshold of 3 ppd. The LST thresholds are designed to prevent the occurrence of localized 
increases in pollutant concentrations that could pose potential air quality concerns to sensitive 
receptors. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, construction emissions would result in a less-than-
significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Operational activities were also assessed for regional mass emissions and localized pollutant 
exposure. Similar to the construction analysis, regional emissions are a function of the amount of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2SCAQMD, LST Methodology Appendix C-Mass Rate LST Look-Up Table, October 2009.  
3SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, revised July 2008.  
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proposed development and independent of the surrounding land uses. Operational localized emissions 
include various area and stationary sources (e.g., landscaping equipment). Table 4.B-7 in the Draft 
EIR shows project-related localized emissions and LSTs for the 25-meter exposure distance. NOx 
emissions were estimated to be 0.6 ppd with a threshold of 103 ppd, CO emissions were estimated to 
be 0.8 ppd with a threshold of 562 ppd, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions were estimated to be less than one 
ppd with a threshold of one ppd, PM2.5 emissions. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, operational 
emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal 
or State ambient air quality standard (including release in emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

The Draft EIR states that according to the SCAQMD, individual projects that exceed the SCAQMD’s 
recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable 
increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the South Coast Air Basin is in non-attainment. 
As discussed above and in Tables 4.B-5 through 4.B-7 in the Draft EIR, construction and operational 
daily emissions would not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s thresholds for ozone precursors or 
nonattainment pollutants. Therefore, the proposed project contribution to cumulative construction-
related regional emissions would not be cumulatively considerable and, thus, would be less than 
significant. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, cumulative emissions would result in a less-than-
significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

The Draft EIR included detailed construction and operational assessments of localized pollutant 
concentrations and toxic air contaminants (TACs) exposure. Regarding localized pollutants, 
maximum daily localized unmitigated emissions of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 from would remain 
below each of the respective LST values. Unmitigated maximum daily localized emissions would 
represent less than 26 percent of the allowable NOX limit, less than 5 percent of the allowable CO 
limit, less than 68 percent of the allowable PM10 limit, and less than 57 percent of the allowable PM2.5 
limit for a one-acre site having sensitive receptors within a proximity of 85 feet (approximately 25 
meters). This is the most conservative receptor distance allowed by the SCAQMD LST methodology 
and is applicable to the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Regarding TACs, the primary 
pollutant that would be generated by construction activities is diesel PM, which would be released 
from the exhaust stacks of construction equipment.  

Construction is anticipated to span approximately 395 workdays and 545 calendar days. No emissions 
would occur on days on which diesel equipment is not in use. The construction emissions modeling 
conservatively assumed that all equipment on-site would be operating simultaneously and 
continuously throughout most of the day, while in all likelihood this would rarely be the case. 
Average daily emissions of diesel PM would be less than one pound per day throughout the course of 
construction on the days equipment is in use, and the average daily diesel PM emissions would be 
less than 0.81 ppd. Construction activities would also be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM 
on weekdays and Saturdays. The magnitude of daily diesel PM emissions, which is anticipated to be 
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less than the values presented above, would not be sufficient to result in substantial pollutant 
concentrations at off-site residential locations nearby. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, 
construction pollutant concentrations would result in a less-than-significant impact when considering 
the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Regarding operations, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has published guidance for siting 
new land uses near sensitive receptors.4 The recommendations are relevant to the siting of new 
sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, 
rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). 
Hotel and commercial properties are not listed as a source of air toxic emissions. The primary source 
of operational air toxics is diesel PM from delivery trucks. The SCAQMD recommends that health 
risk assessments be conducted for substantial individual sources of diesel PM (e.g., truck stops and 
warehouse distribution facilities that generate more than 100 trucks per day or more than 40 trucks 
with operating transport refrigeration units) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile source 
diesel emissions.5 The proposed project is not considered to be a substantial source of diesel PM 
warranting a refined health risk assessment since daily truck trips would not exceed 100 trucks per 
day or more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units. In addition, the CARB-
mandated Air Toxics Control Measure limits diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (delivery trucks) to 
idle for no more than 5 minutes at any given time, which would further limit diesel particulate 
emissions. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, operational pollutant concentrations would result in a 
less-than-significant impact when considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Threshold e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

The Draft EIR (Section 5, Other CEQA Considerations) and the Initial Study (Appendix A-1 of the 
Draft EIR) determined that project-generated odors would not result in a significant impact. A 
detailed analysis was not necessary as this threshold was screened from further analysis in the Initial 
Study. Similar to the Draft EIR conclusion, odors would not result in a significant impact when 
considering the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. 

Comment AQ-2  
 
The potential “secondary issues” created by parking are direct, physical environmental impacts (including 
air quality and traffic impacts) that will result from people being redirected to other parking areas and/or 
people unwilling to wait for valet service due to future inadequacies.  
 
Response AQ-2 
 
The commenter makes an unsubstantiated assumption that visitors will be unwilling to wait for valet 
service. The EIR reasonably assumes that visitors will wait for valet service rather than redirect to another 
parking area. Regardless, it is not clear from the comment what secondary air quality effects would result 
from parking activities. Abbott Kinney is an existing dense urban environment with street parking, 

 
4CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.  
5SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling 
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, 2002.  
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surface parking lots, and parking garages. As stated on page 2.B-38 of the Draft EIR, the operation of the 
proposed project would not create a significant source of mobile source emissions, such as truck trips. 
Similarly, carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots may occur at congested intersections with high traffic 
volumes. Level of Service (LOS) describes the quality of traffic flow ranging from excellent conditions at 
LOS A to failure conditions at LOS F. The SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when a 
Project increases the volume-to-capacity ratio at an impacted intersection by two percent at intersections 
with a LOS of D or worse. The SCAQMD also recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an 
intersection decreases in LOS by one level beginning when LOS changes from C to D. According to the 
traffic study, the proposed project would not result in any intersections decreasing in LOS by one level 
beginning when LOS changes from C to D, including traffic movements associated with valet activities. 
The intersections of Pacific/Rose Avenues and Pacific/Brooks Avenues would operate at an LOS D 
without and with the proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, since the 
volume-to-capacity ratio would increase by less than one percent due to the proposed project, detailed CO 
hotspot analysis is not required.  
 
Comment AQ-3 
 
Additionally, even if Section 21099 were to apply here, it does not eliminate the need for the project to 
analyze “secondary parking impacts caused by ensuing traffic congestion” including “air quality, noise, 
safety, or any other impact associated with transportation.” 
 
Response AQ-3 
 
Refer to Response to Comment AQ-2 for a discussion of the potential for secondary air quality impacts 
associated with parking.   
 
Comment GHG-1 
 
The Final EIR’s GHG Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA. The Project’s Greenhouse Gas 
(“GHG”) analysis relies on the California Air Resources Control Board’s (“CARB”) Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (“Scoping Plan”) and the Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”) 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (“RTP/SCS”), neither of which are 
applicable to a project-specific analysis. Additionally, proposed Project Design Features rely on LEED 
certification, which is not sufficient to ensure GHG reductions. These errors must be remedied, and the 
analysis revised to ensure compliance with CEQA. 
 
Response GHG-1 
 
The comment summarizes the following two GHG comments. Refer to the following comments for 
detailed responses.  
 
 
 

Comment GHG-2 
 
The Final EIR Determines Significance Based on a Statewide Scoping Plan and Regional 
Transportation Plan, Neither of Which Can Be Applied to a Project-Specific Analysis. The Final 
EIR determines significance based on compliance with (1) the CARB Scoping Plan, and (2) SCAG’s 
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RTP/SCS. To begin with, the CARB Scoping Plan is more than ten years old, and the DEIR makes no 
effort to update the Scoping Plan’s recommendations to present conditions. Beyond that, the Scoping Plan 
is a statewide plan, which analyzes specific measures to be implemented at the state-level. It is not 
applicable to a project-specific analysis. 
 
CEQA requires a determination of significance to be based on substantial evidence in light of all 
information before the agency. As with other environmental impacts, the focus must be on what 
constitutes a significant impact on climate change that may be caused by the project’s physical changes. 
With respect to GHG impacts, “[t]he question therefore becomes whether the project’s incremental 
addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively considerable’ in light of the global problem, and thus 
significant.” An analysis of GHG impacts is required to keep pace with scientific knowledge and 
regulatory schemes. Because the issue of climate change must be discussed in a cumulative context, an 
important consideration in selecting and developing significance thresholds is identifying the level at 
which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. While it is not inappropriate 
to reference statewide or regional plans, “[a] significance analysis based on compliance with such 
statewide regulations … only goes to impacts within the area governed by the regulations.” 
 
Here, the Final EIR does not take that necessary additional step to analyze the project-specific GHG 
impacts. Instead, the DEIR concludes that “compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan results in a 
less than significant impact.” This is not accurate. The Final EIR’s GHG emissions reduction plan must 
be developed with reference to project-specific GHG impacts. Reference only to the Scoping Plan and the 
RTP/SCS does not alone satisfy this requirement. 
 
Response GHG-2 
 
The comment contains several inaccuracies regarding the characterization of the Project’s impacts related 
to GHG emissions, and ultimately the suggestion that the GHG analysis does not comply with CEQA is 
baseless. On the contrary, the GHG emissions analysis presented in the EIR is entirely consistent with the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines, and the analysis does not rely solely on the CARB 
Scoping Plan or the SCAG RTS/SCS as the comment alleges. The GHG analysis in the EIR—as required 
by Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines—quantitatively estimates and discloses GHG 
emissions that would be directly and indirectly generated by construction and operation of the Project. 
The CEQA Guidelines recommend that a Lead Agency should consider, “whether the project emissions 
exceed a threshold of significance that the Lead Agency determines applies to the project,” and, “the 
extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” The emissions are 
analyzed at the project-level, and there are no officially promulgated project-level quantitative thresholds 
for comparison established by the City, SCAQMD, or SCAG. Therefore, the City’s invocation of 
elements of the CARB Scoping Plan and SCAG RTP/SCS to inform the significance determination are 
entirely consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.  
 
Furthermore, the comment is inaccurate as there is no requirement in the CEQA Statute and Guidelines 
for urban infill projects to develop GHG emission reductions plans. Even for projects that have significant 
impacts, which is not the case for the proposed project, significant impacts would require mitigation 
measures, which would not necessarily include a GHG reduction plan. The EIR appropriately discloses 
GHG emissions and draws the impact conclusion based on compliance with adopted GHG reduction 
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plans programmed with environmental documentation under CEQA, such as the Scoping Plan and 
RTP/SCS. Regarding the GHG Scoping Plan, the commenter states that the EIR should update the 
Scoping Plan recommendations to present conditions. It is not in the purview of the Applicant, or even the 
City, to update the Scoping Plan that is prepared by the California Air Resources Board. The commenter 
references the 2007 Scoping Plan, disregarding the fact that the EIR clearly described the Scoping Plan as 
well as subsequent updates, including the latest 2017 Scoping Plan update. The EIR appropriately states 
that the proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the statewide Scoping Plan. The 
commenter has failed to provide any evidence to the contrary. The GHG impact conclusions in the EIR 
are accurate. The proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions.  
 
 
 

Comment GHG-3 
 
The Final EIR Incorrectly Relies on LEED Certification to Ensure GHG Reductions. The Final EIR 
provides that “the design of the new buildings shall incorporate features to be capable of achieving at 
least a Silver certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED®) or equivalent.” This is illusory to the extent it assumes some reduction 
in GHGs, because LEED does not demand energy efficiency measures and does not ensure greater energy 
efficiency than the California Building Code. The Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, if any, is 
assumed as a result of GHG-PDF-2. However, if a reduction is assumed, GHG-PDF-2 is not sufficient to 
guarantee a reduction. At minimum, GHG-PDF-2 must mandate LEED measures, or other environmental 
measures, sufficient to ensure any claimed reduction. LEED is concerned with sustainability rather than 
focusing solely on energy efficiency. Additionally, it is unclear in the Final EIR whether any reduction 
credit from GHG-PDF-2 may be double-counting beyond California Building Code claimed reductions. 
The Final EIR’s GHG analysis contains significant deficiencies and must be substantially revised to fully 
analyze the project-specific GHG impacts and the likely effect of any condition, project design feature, or 
mitigation measure designed to reduce those impact 
 
Response GHG-3 
 
No emissions reductions were taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, such as Title 24 and 
the LA Green Building Code. GHG emissions are shown in Tables 4.E-4 and 4.E-5 in the EIR and were 
not determined to be significant, therefore no measures are specifically identified to mitigate potentially 
significant GHG emissions. The EIR analysis qualitatively takes into consideration implementation of 
GHG PDF- 1 and GHG-PDF-2 and the emissions modeling accounts for some of the requirements set 
forth in the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code—specifically low-flow plumbing fixtures and the 
prohibition of fireplaces and woodstoves that are included as optional emission reduction measures in the 
CalEEMod program—and the full implementation of current state mandates. GHG emissions were 
quantified and disclosed for informational purposes in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines but were 
not relied upon to make a significance determination.  
 
The PDFs are voluntarily implemented and enhance the Proposed Project’s consistency with planning 
efforts to reduce GHG emissions. GHG PDF-1 requires at least 20 percent of the total code required 
parking spaces to be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment. The CalEEMod 
software includes GHG mitigation measures based on the 2010 California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) guidance document Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures guidance 
document. The 2010 CAPCOA guidance does not include a quantitative reduction factor for the provision 
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of electric vehicle parking; therefore, this measure was not accounted for in the quantitative analysis. 
GHG PDF-2 requires the Project to incorporate features to be capable of achieving at least a Silver LEED 
certification of equivalent. The LEED Silver or equivalent certification is achieved through a complex 
and robust combination of building design elements that cannot be quantitatively represented in 
CalEEMod  However, the PDFs were not specifically designed to mitigate any potentially significant 
impacts and are not required to be quantified; they are inherent parts of the Project.  
 
Additionally, the CalEEMod software incorporates the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, as those 
standards were concurrent with development of the model. Construction of the Proposed Project would 
comply with 2019 Title 24 energy efficiency standards, further reducing GHG emissions attributed to 
building energy use beyond those quantified in the EIR. Therefore, the Final EIR analysis does not 
double-count emisisons reductions and instead represents a conservative estimate of GHG emissions that 
would be generated by energy use of the Proposed Project. To reiterate, no emissions reductions were 
taken in the analysis beyond regulatory compliance, and no mitigation measures have been identified to 
reduce potentially significant GHG emissions that would be generated by construction and operation of 
the Proposed Project. As stated above, GHG emissions would be less than significant without specific 
emission reductions.  
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Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
Re: Supplemental Responses to Comments for the Venice Place Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. (TAHA) prepared the noise analysis for the Venice Place Project. One 
appeal letter has been submitted to the City with relevance to this resource. The following provides our 
response to the comments in the appeal letters. The appeal letters with comment identifications are 
attached to this document.  
 
Comment NOI-1 
 
The Project will Result in Significant Noise Impacts to Neighboring Properties and Residences. 
Both 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating 
from the Project. 1041 Abbot Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a 
relatively quiet environment, as individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to 
potential artistic or business goals. Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the 
ability of a business to operate out of the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can 
be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on the other hand, not only has retail uses but residential uses, the 
function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the extreme noise generated by the Project. Even 
worse, the Project’s EIR did not identify this use as a sensitive receptor.  

Response NOI-1 
 
The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. In October 2018, 
the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units from Rental Housing 
Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was requesting a 
demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot Kinney. 
Therefore, it was reasonably assumed concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain a sensitive use 
at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s assertion at the Zoning Administrator (ZA) 
Hearing that it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses 
(even though no paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City), Terry A. 
Hayes Associates Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air 
quality and noise impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. Dated August 21, 2019, prior to the ZA’s 
determination, the Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  
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The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed in the 
EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to adjacent 
land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant operational 
noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  
 
Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise. This is especially the case 
for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy commercial corridor. 
 
Comment NOI-2 
 
The Project effectively surrounds 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney with new noise sources. Yet somehow, 
inexplicably, twelve of the thirteen noise mitigation measures in the Final EIR are limited to construction 
mitigation. Among the issues the mitigation measures do not address are the following . . . [Refer to 
Comments NOI-3 through NOI-9]. Each of these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, 
mitigated. Failure to do so will result in significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other 
surrounding properties. 
 
Response NOI-2 
 
The EIR addresses all noise sources and includes mitigation measures, where applicable, to reduce 
potential impacts. No mitigation is required for sources that would not result in impacts, which includes 
the majority of operational sources. It is acknowledged that noise created at the project site would be 
audible at adjacent properties. Audible noise only needs to be mitigated if it is determined to be a 
significant impact. However, as further discussed below, audible noise is not necessarily a significant 
impact as the effect depends on the magnitude of noise.   
 
Comment NOI-3 
 
The Project seeks entitlements to serve alcohol in basically every outdoor space. This will inevitably 
increase the noise impacts on the surrounding sensitive receptors.  
 
Response NOI-3 
 
The supplemental Technical Memorandum comprehensively addressed outdoor noise exposure at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The noise analysis conservatively assumed that people would be 
speaking in a very loud voice and accounts for noisier than typical conditions associated with people 
consuming alcohol. Furthermore, the analysis utilized a group noise level for 20 people speaking 
simultaneously, rather than a single source noise level. The analysis prepared for the 1041/1043 properties 
concluded that operational conversational noise would be audible at adjacent uses, but would not result in 
a permanent Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) increase of 3 dBA CNEL to or within 70 to 75 
dBA CNEL at the property line. Additionally, operational conversational noise would not result in any 5-
dBA or more increase in noise level at the property line. The proposed project would not result in a 
significant operational noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. 
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Guests conversing in the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout 
these spaces and most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard structures1 Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure, 
resulting in noise being funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, 
crowd noise would still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is 
conservatively assumed during an event 20 people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 10 
people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a 
combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. This would not be significantly different from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney 
Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant 
increase in noise. Furthermore, the boundary to the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area 
would almost be entirely blocked by the building at 1041 Abbot Kinney which would limit noise levels at 
1043 Abbot Kinney.  

The distance from the pool deck to the 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property line is 
approximately 25 feet and the pool-related noise level is anticipated to be approximately 66.6 dBA Leq at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney property line The daytime existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
was recorded at 68.3 dBA Leq and the existing CNEL along Abbot Kinney Boulevard is between 
approximately 60 and 65 dBA. The pool deck noise would result in a less than 1.0 dBA increase over the 
existing noise level, not accounting for attenuation provided by an intervening building at 1041 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, although pool activities may be audible, it would not result in a permanent CNEL 
increase at the affected use.  

The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney 
Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at the guest roof deck along Westminster 
Avenue would be located approximately 25 feet from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property 
line. At this distance crowd noise would be approximately 66.6 dBA. Although crowd noise may be 
audible, a significant permanent CNEL increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the elevated 
existing noise level along Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Live entertainment and amplified music are barred 
on the premises by Condition of Approval 43 of the March 21, 2020 Letter of Determination and would 
not result in additional noise impacts. 

                                                
1 Sounds emanating from a source within direct line-of-sight from a receptor are more likely be audible at the 
receptor than sounds of a similar nature which do not have a direct line-of-sight to the receptor. 
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Comment NOI-4 
 
The proposed outdoor bar/patio is located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and no limit on 
noise or hours of operation is imposed.  

Response NOI-4 
 
The outdoor bar/patio was previously assessed in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. Portions of 
the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure and noise would be funneled away 
from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would still be audible at 
the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 people (10 people 
at the restaurant patio and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be speaking at the boundary of the 
courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line.2 This would not be significantly different from the existing noise 
environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 68.3 dBA Leq, and 
would not represent a significant increase in noise.  Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 
Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises. 
 
Comment NOI-5 
 
The proposed motor court will create significant traffic noise, in addition to noise created by the opening 
and shutting of car doors, honking, and conversation, all of which will occur immediately adjacent to 
1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney. All of these impacts are likely to be greater during peak hours, when there 
are likely to be substantially more vehicles, and when the Project’s proposed Secondary Valet Area is the 
only contingency plan in place.  

Response NOI-5 
 
The motor court and valet were analyzed as part of the DEIR and further analyzed for impacts at 
1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard in the supplemental Technical Memorandum. The motor court and 
valet are one continuous unit and the project would not have self-parking. Parking activities would likely 
generate instantaneous audible noise. However, the City’s significance threshold for audible noise is the 
24-hour CNEL metric. The motor court and valet would not result in a permanent increase of 1.0 dBA 
CNEL or more at adjacent uses. To further elaborate, the noise generating elements of the lifts, such as 
the electric motor and gears, would be located on subterranean levels of the project and would not be 
readily audible at the ground level. Noise related to the aboveground elements of the valet would be 
similar to the existing surface parking lot and would not constitute a significant change in the existing 
noise environment.  Further, while the existing parking lot is an open-air format with no structures located 
between the existing parking and 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, the parking activities proposed for that 
location would take place largely in an enclosed environment and new structures would block the noise, 
further reducing noise associated with parking activities Typically, valet noise levels are lower than those 
generated by vehicle circulation. Passenger vehicles traveling at 10 miles per hour through the valet area 
would generate a noise level of approximately 44 dBA at 50 feet. Furthermore, as a project design feature 

                                                
2 The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 
1043 Abbot Kinney is another forty feet further east of that. 
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(PDF NOI-2), the valet area would be coated with a non-squeal paving finish which would reduce tire 
squeal noise. Valet noise would likely be intermittently audible but would not significantly change the 24-
hour CNEL. 
 
Comment NOI-6 
 
The swimming pool and pool deck are located immediately adjacent to 1041 Abbot Kinney, and aim to 
accommodate up to 70 people and to operate between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. Thursday to 
Saturday, and 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. Sunday to Wednesday. The proposed Project would include live 
entertainment “during non-school hours,” but this limitation is not included as a condition or mitigation 
measure. 
 
Response NOI-6 
 
See response to NOI-3, relating to the pool area.  Furthermore, Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 Letter 
of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises.  

Comment NOI-7 
 
The rooftop garden and deck can accommodate 100 people and is within roughly 50 feet of 1041 Abbot 
Kinney. An additional northeast rooftop deck can accommodate an additional 95 people, and is located 
immediately adjacent to the residential use at 1043 Abbot Kinney. There are no conditions imposed with 
respect to when events can take place on these roof decks, and the Final EIR provides no reason to 
assume that crowd-generating activities would occur for any limited period, or only during evening hours. 
Additionally, there is no condition imposed against utilizing these rooftop decks as an event space, which 
would create additional and unanalyzed noise impacts during any hours an event is being held on the 
rooftop. 
 
Response NOI-7 
 
The analysis in the DEIR assessed noise regarding crowds and groups of people. See page 4.H-23 of the 
DEIR. In addition, the supplemental Technical Memorandum includes an analysis of roof deck noise, and 
in particular crowd noise at these properties. The rooftop garden would be located approximately 100 feet 
away from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. The rooftop garden noise level at the 
property line of 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard property would be 54.6 dBA Leq. Crowd noise at 
the guest roof deck along Westminster Avenue would be located approximately 40 feet (diagonal 
distance) from the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. At this distance crowd noise would be 
approximately 63 dBA Leq. Although crowd noise may be audible, a significant permanent CNEL 
increase is not anticipated, particularly due to the elevated existing noise level along Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard. Therefore, as these project components would not result in any potentially significant noise 
impacts, mitigation measures are not required. 
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Comment NOI-8 

The central courtyard can accommodate up to  200 people and will utilize non-amplified music, with 
operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. The only project design feature proposed to mitigate this 
noise is the courtyard’s placement in the center of the newly constructed Project. There are no estimates 
as to the noise reduction that can realistically be anticipated based on this, and no analysis of the likely 
noise created by events or routine occupation and use of the courtyard space. 

Response NOI-8 

The supplemental Technical Memorandum includes a detailed analysis of this issue. Guests conversing in 
the courtyard, restaurant bar, and outdoor dining area would be dispersed throughout these spaces and 
most people would not be located within the line-of-sight of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
property. Portions of the courtyard would be enclosed by the proposed project structure and noise would 
be funneled away from 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. Nonetheless, crowd noise would 
still be audible at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property line. It is assumed during an event 20 
people (10 people at the restaurant outdoor dining area and 10 people at the restaurant bar) would be 
speaking at the boundary of the courtyard. This would result in a combined noise level of approximately 
65.0 dBA Leq at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.3 This would not be significantly different 
from the existing noise environment along Abbott Kinney Boulevard, which has an existing noise level of 
68.3 dBA Leq, and would not represent a significant increase in noise. Condition 43 of the March 12, 
2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the premises, and non-
amplified music would be regulated by Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which prohibits sound emanating 
from equipment and musical instruments from being audible at a distance greater than 150 feet from the 
property line of the sound equipment. 

Comment NOI-9 

Though the Final EIR is silent as to the cumulative effect of the event spaces, the event spaces alone 
could accommodate more than 450 people, with no clear mitigation for cumulative noise impacts. Each of 
these impacts must be thoroughly evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated. Failure to do so will result in 
significant noise impacts to the AK Properties and other surrounding properties.  

Response NOI-9 

Like most hotels, the proposed project includes gathering spaces spread across the project site. The 
gathering spaces are spread out across the proposed development and it is highly unlikely that the event 
spaces would be occupied at one time with 450 people. It does not take a technical analysis to 
demonstrate that noise created on one side of the building would not be disruptive to land uses on the 
other side of the building. Sound waves would be blocked by existing buildings and other structures. This 
is evident from field visits to the project area and can be observed from similar hotels in the area. Refer to 
Response NOI-3 for a detailed discussion of outdoor noise. Moreover, conditions of approval would 
further limit the cumulative number of people within these spaces.    

3 The structure at 1041 Abbot Kinney is approximately forty feet east of this location, and the sensitive receptor at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney is another forty feet further east of that.
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Comment NOI-10 

The Final EIR’s Noise Analysis Does not Comply with CEQA. The Project’s noise impact analysis 
contained in the Final EIR relies on incorrect and unsupported assumptions, applies inappropriate 
thresholds, and omits significant information necessary for informed decision-making. These errors must 
be remedied and the analysis revised to ensure compliance with CEQA.  

Response NOI-10 

The analysis utilized industry standard assumptions and foundational principles on how sound waves 
behave to conduct the analysis and the methodology is consistent with the manner that other urban infill 
projects are assessed within the City of Los Angeles. The noise analysis assessed the project against both 
the Appendix G Checklist Questions and the applicable City of Los Angeles significance thresholds. All 
anticipated effects on sensitive receptors have been disclosed, impacts identified, and reasonable 
mitigation put in place to reduce these impacts. This comment is not supported by substantial evidence. 

Comment NOI-11 

The Noise Analysis Relies on Outdated Traffic Calculations. As discussed above, the Traffic Study 
includes stale and outdated traffic counts that severely discount the traffic levels existing in the vicinity of 
the Project. Because the Final EIR’s analysis of off-site traffic noise depends upon these counts, the noise 
analysis likewise significantly underestimates existing off-site traffic noise. The EIR process is intended 
to protect not only the environment, but also the ability of the public to engage in informed self-
government. However, without an appropriate analysis of the existing noise around the Project Site, both 
of these purposes are thwarted. 

Response NOI-11 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the 
January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.   For avoidance of doubt, the 
traffic analysis was updated during multiple occasions throughout the environmental clearance process 
and the most up to date information was utilized to conduct the mobile noise analysis. It is anticipated that 
traffic patterns along Abbott Kinney Boulevard and the nearby local roadways have not significantly 
changed.  

Table 1 below includes noise levels from the DEIR (Existing 2017) and noise levels calculated from 
traffic volumes with an 8.8% growth factor applied. As shown, the noise levels along each roadway 
segment would increase by less than 0.5 dBA CNEL compared to Existing 2017 conditions. The 
comment is incorrect in stating that the impact determination of the analysis is dependent on the existing 
traffic noise levels. The incremental increase used to determine if a significant impact in the DEIR would 
occur is calculated by subtracting the Future with Project noise level from the Future without Project 
Noise level. The determination of significance is not based on the existing traffic volumes and existing 
noise levels.  
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Table 2 shows updated noise levels that were calculated using traffic volumes that have had an 8.8% 
growth factor applied from the updated traffic study. The maximum increase along any roadway segment 
in the future year would be 0.5 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and 
Westminster Avenue. Even in the Existing (2017 with growth factor) versus Existing with Project (2017 
with growth factor) scenario the maximum increase would only be 0.6 dBA CNEL on Electric Avenue. 
Both of these incremental increases would be less than the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold and a 
mobile noise impact would still not result. As stated in the DEIR, the greatest project related increase 
would be 0.4 dBA CNEL, which would occur along Electric Avenue between Broadway Avenue and 
Westminster Avenue. The incremental increase of 0.4 dBA CNEL noted in the DEIR would be less than 
the 3 dBA CNEL Threshold. The results of the updated mobile noise analysis produce a similar 
incremental increase compared to the analysis used in the DEIR, with less than a 0.2 dBA CNEL 
difference. Impacts regarding mobile noise would be less than significant for both the updated analysis 
and the analysis presented in the DEIR. The analysis used in the DEIR is therefore sufficient. 



1832521.6 

Table 1 Existing Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing (2017) 
Existing (2017 with 
growth factor) /a/ Increase 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.3 60.7 0.4 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.7 65.0 0.3 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 60.7 61.0 0.3 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 66.9 67.3 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.3 56.7 0.4 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. and Main St. 60.1 60.4 0.3 
Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main St. and Westminster Ave. 64.4 64.8 0.4 
Westminster Ave. between Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.5 62.9 0.4 
Pacific Ave. between Westminster Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.2 67.6 0.4 
Electric Ave. between Broadway Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.6 58.9 0.3 
Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to obtain 2020 traffic volumes. 
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Table 2 Mobile Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (dBA, CNEL) 

Existing (2017 
with growth 

factor) /a/ 

Existing (2017 with 
growth factor) with 

Project /a/ 

Increase 
(Existing with 
Project minus 

Existing) 

Future 
(2020) 

without 
Project 

Future 
(2020) 
with 

Project 

Increase (Future 
with Project 

minus Future 
without Project) 

AM Peak hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.7 60.7 0.0 61.4 61.4 0.0 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 65.0 65.2 0.2 65.5 65.6 0.1 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 61.0 61.0 0.0 61.6 61.6 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.3 67.3 0.0 67.9 67.9 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 56.7 57.2 0.5 56.9 57.4 0.5 

PM Peak Hour 
Brooks Ave. between Pacific Ave. 
and Main St. 60.4 60.5 0.1 62.2 62.3 0.1 

Abbott Kinney Blvd. between Main 
St. and Westminster Ave. 64.8 65.1 0.3 65.7 65.9 0.2 

Westminster Ave. between Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. and Pacific Ave. 62.9 62.9 0.0 64.0 64.0 0.0 

Pacific Ave. between Westminster 
Ave. and Pacific Ave. 67.6 67.6 0.0 68.2 68.2 0.0 

Electric Ave. between Broadway 
Ave. and Westminster Ave. 58.9 59.5 0.6 59.1 59.6 0.5 

Notes: /a/ An 8.8 percent growth factor has been applied to 2017 traffic counts to obtain 2020 traffic volumes. 
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Comment NOI-12 

The Final EIR Fails to Identify Important Sensitive Receptors and Analyze Impacts to Those 
Receptors.  

The Final EIR does not identify 1043 Abbot Kinney, which maintains a Certificate of Occupancy as a 
live/work space that can be utilized for residential purposes, as a sensitive receptor. The Final EIR’s 
characterization of 1043 Abbot Kinney as non-sensitive, and thus its failure to conclude that noise 
impacts to the property are significant, appears based on the Project proponent’s misunderstanding of the 
use designations for that property. The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide states that “[r]esidences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise-and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise.” The Final EIR 
recognizes that 500 feet is the appropriate screening distance for assessing construction-related noise, yet 
inexplicably excludes 1043 Abbot Kinney, mere feet away from the Project, as a sensitive use. Instead, it 
incorrectly identifies 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney as office space.

 

A sensitive receptor may include any area, use, or building where human activity may be adversely 
affected when noise levels exceed applicable thresholds. Without a doubt, both 1041 and 1043 Abbot 
Kinney contain uses that will be significantly impacted by noise emanating from the Project. 1041 Abbot 
Kinney is designed for use as a creative space, and is dependent on a relatively quiet environment, as 
individuals endeavor to complete creative projects or consult as to potential artistic or business goals. 
Even if 1041 Abbot Kinney is ultimately utilized as office space, the ability of a business to operate out of 
the property depends on a quiet environment in which business can be conducted. 1043 Abbot Kinney, on 
the other hand, includes residential uses, the function and enjoyment of which will be thwarted by the 
extreme noise generated by the Project. By assessing these uses as simply “office space,” the Final EIR 
failed to recognize these as potential sensitive receptors that could be negatively impacted by the Project. 

An EIR must analyze and disclose the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of a project. 
Here, the Final EIR attempts to rely on a generalized identification of those uses that are considered 
sensitive to foreclose the possibility of additional sensitive receptors. This is inappropriate, especially 
when the other area receptors are of the nature that significant construction and operational noise would 
negatively impact their usage. The Final EIR’s failure to identify these impacts as significant violates 
CEQA.  

Response NOI-12 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the uses were not identified as sensitive receptors. 

In October 2018, the owner of 1043 Abbot Kinney had executed a Notice of Intent to Withdraw Units 
from Rental Housing Use (“Notice”) with the City of Los Angeles. The Notice states that the owner was 
requesting a demolition or conversion clearance for a single vacant unit, the only unit at 1043 Abbot 
Kinney. Therefore, it was reasonably assumed concluded that 1043 Abbot Kinney did not contain a 
sensitive use at the time of the EIR’s circulation.  Following Appellant’s assertion at the ZA Hearing that 
it had reversed that decision and/or that it intended to use the building for residential uses (even though no 
paperwork returning the unit to the rental market has been filed with the City),Terry A. Hayes Associates 
Inc. prepared a Technical Memorandum for the ZA to consider the potential for air quality and noise 
impacts to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney, prior to the ZA Determination. Dated August 21, 2019, the 
Technical Memorandum is part of the CEQA Administrative Record.  
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The Technical Memorandum concludes that consideration of 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as a 
noise-sensitive land use would not result in a new, undisclosed significant impact. As disclosed in the 
EIR, construction activities would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact to adjacent 
land uses. Similar to the nearby uses, the proposed project would not result in a significant operational 
noise impact at the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property.  

Additionally, the City does not consider offices uses to be sensitive to noise for the purposes of CEQA. 
This is especially the case for office uses located on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, which is a dense and busy 
commercial corridor. 

Comment NOI-13 

Construction Noise Is Quantified Incorrectly and Underestimated. 

The Final EIR admits that “the worst-case analysis below does not account for the 10 dBA ground-level 
source to ground-level receptor reduction. The 5-dBA significance threshold would be exceeded at 
multiple sensitive receptors during construction activities.” This “worst-case” analysis does not analyze 
construction noise or vibration impacts at 1041 or 1043 Abbot Kinney. This grossly underestimates the 
actual construction noise and vibration impacts created by the Project. 

Response NOI-13 

The 10 dBA source to ground level receptor reduction is a reduction in noise levels due to the vertical 
distance between a source at an elevated position and a ground level receptor. The analysis only assumes 
noise attenuation due to horizontal distance to present the most conservative assessment of construction 
noise. Therefore, the presented noise levels are conservative and would likely be quieter as the vertical 
distance from the source to receptor increases. Equipment vibration for an aboveground project is only 
related to the ground level construction equipment and the 10 dBA attenuation has no bearing on the 
vibration levels. 

See Response NOI-1 regarding analysis of noise and vibration at 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

Comment NOI-14 

Moreover, the present uses at 1041 and 1043 Abbot Kinney are excluded from the Final EIR’s analysis of 
existing noise levels for the Project site.

 
This inevitably affects the ultimate construction noise analysis, as 

the methodology for evaluating construction noise depended on collection of ambient noise measurements 
in the vicinity of the Project Site, and the exclusion of the closest properties to the Project inevitably 
skews those results. 

Response NOI-14 

The existing noise measurements include a measurement directly on Abbott Kinney Boulevard in front of 
the use at 1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. See Figure 4.H-1 Noise Monitoring Location 1 in the Draft 
EIR. This statement is incorrect. 
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Comment NOI-15 

The Final EIR also utilizes the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment from May 2006 and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Noise from Construction 
Equipment and Operations, Building and Home Appliances” assessment from 1971 in order to evaluate 
noise and vibration impacts. This results in numbers that are inconsistent with those provided by the 
Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, and the more 
recently updated Federal Highway Administration’s Noise Measurement Handbook. The construction 
noise numbers asserted in the Final EIR must be thoroughly examined to ensure they accurately reflect 
the most recent estimates as to noise generated by construction and revised as necessary. Any failure to do 
so constitutes a violation of CEQA.

 

Response NOI-15 

The Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide (RCNM) User’s 
Guide utilizes noise levels taken from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) study for its 
equipment noise levels, as stated on page 2 of the RCNM user guide. Therefore, there cannot be an 
inconsistency with noise levels presented in RCNM as they are derived from the USEPA study. The 
RCNM user guide only presents individual equipment noise levels and does not present combined 
equipment phased noise levels. Generally, utilizing noise levels from RCNM and summing equipment 
noise levels to generate a combined phase noise level results in lower noise levels than are presented by 
the USEPA. Therefore, the analysis methodology utilized is more conservative than an RCNM based 
analysis. Furthermore, modern day equipment is often quieter than equipment measured during the 
USEPA study, resulting in lower noise levels than presented within the FEIR. The methodology and 
construction equipment noise levels presented and utilized for the analysis are conservative and do not 
require reconsideration. 

Comment NOI-16 

The Noise Attenuation Assumed Is Unsupported. 

The Final EIR generally asserts that “[n]oise levels generated by a stationary noise source, or ‘point 
source,’ will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (e.g., pavement) and 7.5 dBA over soft 
surfaces (e.g., grass) for each doubling of the distance.” The Final EIR fails to provide any factual 
evidence or support for this assumption. Moreover, in making this assertion without factual support, the 
Final EIR wholly ignores the physical characteristics of the Project Site and surrounding area, which are 
both characterized by hardscape (over which noise attenuates slower). The Final EIR does not support its 
analysis of noise attenuation, and does not provide a site-specific analysis of the likely attenuation levels 
at the Project site.  

Response NOI-16 

This is a foundational mathematical principle in how sound waves perform over different material 
surfaces. The source for this information is the California Department of Transportation Technical Noise 
Supplement 2006. The 2013 version does not include the formulas as the formulas were integrated into 
the traffic noise model and no longer required manual calculation by the analyst. This information can 
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also be found in the FTA transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance and various other 
noise assessment guidance. The supplemental Technical Memorandum took into account attenuation of 
noise levels over distance for the 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard property. A site-specific analysis 
was provided for the CEQA Administrative Record. 

Comment NOI-17 

The Final EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate Operational Noise Impacts. 

When analyzing operational noise, the Final EIR assesses (1) vehicle noise, (2) parking noise, (3) valet 
noise, (4) truck unloading noise, (4) mechanical equipment noise, (5) pool deck noise, (6) rooftop garden 
noise, and (5) courtyard activity. However, only the noise levels for off-site sources are actually 
quantified and compared to existing ambient levels.

 
This analysis is inappropriate as it omits important 

information necessary for the public and decisionmakers to fully understand the significant noise impacts
 

Response NOI-17 

The operational noise analysis assesses both on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site sources of noise 
assessed are vehicle noise, parking noise, valet noise, truck unloading noise, mechanical equipment noise, 
pool deck noise, rooftop garden noise, and courtyard activity (see Draft EIR pages 4.H-19 to 24).  The 
Technical Memorandum specifically analyzes operational noise as it relates to 1041/1043 Abbot Kinney. 
The off-site source of noise assessed in the analysis are mobile trips associated with the project. The 
comment incorrectly asserts that the analysis only assesses off-site noise sources. 

Comment NOI-18 

Where an agency fails to include information mandated by CEQA, the agency fails to proceed in a 
manner required by law. Here, the Final EIR fails in two important ways. First, the Final EIR fails to 
quantify operational noise emanating from different sources. For example, the Final EIR indicates that 
“the pool deck would also include live entertainment, but only during non-school hours.”

 
However, the 

Final EIR does not estimate the noise level of live entertainment on the pool deck, and this temporal 
limitation is not included as a condition, project design feature, or mitigation measure. Thus, it is an 
unenforceable assumption upon which the analysis is based. This is inappropriate. Second, the Final EIR 
fails to quantify the totality of operational impacts by combining the various sources of operational noise. 
Certainly, each of the discussed operational noise sources do not operate independently, but rather are 
multiple sources that will intermingle to create operational noise. The tactics and methodology employed 
by the Final EIR erroneously discount these impacts. 

Response NOI-18 

The EIR included operational noise estimates based on an industry standard methodology.  Operational 
source noise would be dependent on the location of the source and receptor as well as other 
considerations such as the physical interference of buildings. Due to the complex architectural design of 
the project, the events spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative noise impact. For instance, the 
western guest roof deck noise would not combine with noise generated by the eastern hotel guest roof 
deck at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard due to the physical interference of the hotel. Condition 43 of 
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the March 12, 2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified music at the 
premises, additional noise impacts from these sources would not result. In addition, Table 3 below 
demonstrates that combined noise levels would not be disruptive at 1041/1043 Abbott Kinney Boulevard 
at either the western property boundary or the eastern property boundary, which are the two property 
boundaries where the most noise sources would likely combine. 

Table 3: Cumulative Stationary Source Noise Levels 
Source Noise Level (dBA, Leq) 

Western Property Line Eastern Property Line 
Courtyard Bar and Outdoor dining area 65.0 51.0 
Pool Deck 66.6 51.3 
Rooftop Garden 54.6 47.3 
Westminster Ave Guest Roof Deck 52.3 66.6 
Broadway Street Guest Roof Deck Not Audible Not Audible 
Valet Parking Not Audible Not Audible 
Truck Loading Not Audible Not Audible 

Combined Noise Level from Project Sources 69.1 66.9 
Existing Noise Level 68.3 68.3 

Combined Project and Existing Noise Levels 71.8 70.7 
Increase 3.5 2.4 

Comment NOI-19 

Further, the Final EIR does not identify a post-mitigation noise level by clarifying what noise reductions 
would result. For example, the Final EIR proposes to mitigate noise from the roof deck by positioning 
non-amplified music and live entertainment on the south side of the decks, “as far as possible from 
residences on Electric Avenue.” Leaving aside that this once again does not account for residential uses at 
1043 Abbot Kinney, and that this mitigation measure in fact proposes to place music and live 
entertainment closer to the residential uses at that property, the Final EIR is unclear as to what reduction, 
if any, would result from this mitigation measure.  

Response NOI-19 

Condition 43 of the March 12, 2020 Letter of Determination prohibits live entertainment or amplified 
music at the premises. Therefore, noise impacts related to live entertainment would not result. 
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Comment NOI-20 

The Final EIR also did not take noise measurements from similar establishments to establish a baseline 
level of noise the Project may generate once fully operational. This renders the Final EIR’s analysis of 
operational noise impacts under-informed and highly speculative. 

Response NOI-20 

The EIR analysis methodology is appropriate and does not require measurements at similar 
establishments. Utilizing measurements of a similar establishment would necessitate isolating each noise 
source to obtain the reference noise level. Real world conditions have numerous competing noise source 
such as traffic, aircraft, and other sources of urban noise which contribute to any measured noise source. 
Industry practice is to utilize reference noise levels from technical specifications or dedicated acoustical 
studies which are conducted under singular conditions.  

Comment NOI-21 

If developed, the proposed Project would reshape not just its immediate surroundings, but Abbot Kinney 
generally, resulting in significant parking, traffic, and noise impacts on neighboring properties and 
residents.  

The noise analysis ignores nearby sensitive receptors and fails to account for the cumulative impacts of 
the Project’s numerous outdoor event spaces. 

Response NOI-21 

The noise analysis has considered potential noise impacts related to both construction and operational 
sources of noise. The noise analysis has identified sensitive receptors that would be reasonably affected 
by construction and operational noise due to their proximity to the project site, including the property at 
1041/1043 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The analysis has assessed reasonable scenarios for noise related to 
events at nearby sensitive receptors. Due to the complex architectural design of the project, the events 
spaces would not combine to result in a cumulative noise impact.  
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July 1, 2020 
 
Juliette Oh 
Senior Planner 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
Juliet.Oh@lacity.org 
 
 
Re: Responses to Traffic Comments for the Venice Place Project ZA Letter of Determination 
 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
KOA Corporation prepared the Transportation analysis and Traffic Impact Study for the Venice Place 
Project. Two letters appealing the recent ZA Letter of Determination (ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)) have been 
submitted to the City, which reference traffic analysis in both the Letter of Determination and 
Environmental Impact Report. The following provides our response to the comments in the appeal letters. 
 
Manatt Appeal Letter 
 
Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study 
 
Comment 
 
“First, although the DEIR was released publicly in early 2019, the traffic counts used to represent “existing 
conditions” were taken in 2016, more than two years before the DEIR’s release. The use of 2016 counts as 
representative existing conditions understates area traffic and potential impacts of the Project.”  (Page 10) 
 
Response 
 
The traffic counts were conducted for the traffic study intersection and roadway segments in November 
2016.  The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) issued an approval letter for the 
traffic study after City review was provided in December 2018, roughly within two years of the traffic 
counts. The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time 
of the January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline.   For avoidance of doubt, 
newer traffic counts at study intersections, made available subsequent to the Traffic Impact Study for the 
Project, have also been reviewed in a supplemental analysis provided here.  The effects of the application 
of these newer counts would not change the study conclusions, including determinations of significant 
impact, as shown by the supplemental analysis.   
 
The LADOT on-line count database, a clearinghouse of traffic data collected by the City for development 
traffic studies made available through the Navigate LA website, contains more recent traffic counts for 
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four of the project study intersections, all located near the project site. Based on the more recent counts 
identified, the following count volumes were reviewed and incorporated into the Project analysis: 
 

 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 5.5 percent higher in 
the AM peak hour and 0.4 percent lower in the PM peak hour.  

 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 2.4 percent higher 
in the AM peak hour and 8.8 percent higher in the PM peak hour.  

 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard – Traffic counts from September 2017 are 4.8 
percent lower in the AM peak hour and 4.6 percent lower in the PM peak hour. 

 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue – Traffic counts from May 2018 are 1.8 percent lower in the 
AM peak hour and 6.3 percent higher in the PM peak hour. 

 
Across these four intersections, there are eight time periods (AM and PM peak). Out of these eight 
periods, there are four instances where newer counts have higher volumes.  The remainder of the 
locations had lower volumes and therefore the counts used in the traffic study were more conservative for 
those locations.   
 
Those instances with higher volumes were analyzed further, with project increments remaining constant. 
The overall range in adjustment from -4.8% to +8.8% could be seen in any comparison of multiple counts 
within a short timeframe, due to traffic patterns variation on a day by day basis.   
 
At the Pacific and Brooks intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour would not 
change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the volume-to-capacity 
ratio is 0.001 and the impact standard is 0.01 at LOS E.   
 
At the Main and Brooks-Abbot Kinney intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak and PM 
peak hours would not change the significant impact calculations, as the project incremental impact on the 
volume-to-capacity ratio is 0.004 to 0.006 and the impact standard is 0.04 at LOS C.   
 
At the Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue intersection, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak 
hour would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a value of A, 
and City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value.  
 
At the Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the small increase in volumes in the AM peak hour 
would not change the significant impact calculations, as the analyzed LOS remains at a value of B, and 
City significant impact standards do not define impacts at that LOS value. 
  
In order to assure that any potential increase in traffic volumes between the counts taken in 2016 and the 
current conditions would not create new project traffic impacts, the highest calculated percentage 
discovered from the traffic count comparison summarized above was applied to the study traffic volumes 
and analyzed. Traffic volumes normally increase between one to two percent per year to reflect 
population and visitor growth. As can be seen by the percentage change analysis, sometimes count 
volumes decrease and sometimes they increase on a year-by-year basis.   
 
The highest percentage growth of 8.8 percent from the traffic counts comparison was added to the base 
traffic counts and carried through the future with-project impacts analysis. This analysis is conservative as 
the expected growth in volumes between 2016 and 2020 would be 8 percent. The table below provides a 
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summary of this analysis, and the status of impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no 
impacts would occur, even with newer traffic counts.   
 

FUTURE PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS – WITH ADDITIONAL GROWTH 
 

 
 

 
Methodology of Data Collection 
 
Comment  
 
“[T]he calculations were taken on one single day, providing no information or analysis as to how traffic 
patterns might vary across several days or across different weeks or months throughout the year…. There 
are also no weekend counts, which hides the fact that the Abbot Kinney area is a weekend destination.” 
(Page 11) 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized 

intersections.  
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Response 
 
The LADOT traffic study guidelines recognize traffic counts taken on one day for the peak periods as the 
acceptable standard level of service data input for project traffic studies submitted to the City of Los 
Angeles.  This methodology is also an industry standard, with such techniques used in studies for local 
jurisdictions throughout California.   
 
Regarding weekend volumes, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was included in the neighborhood roadway 
analysis within the traffic study. Poor level of service and project impacts were not identified in that 
analysis. In addition, a comparison of weekday and weekend daily volumes were compared for this 
roadway, and weekday volumes were 15.7% higher. Therefore, the weekday analysis of impacts is more 
conservative.   
 
Transportation Demand Management Plan 
 
Comment 
 
“The trip generation analysis assumes, for instance, that a proposed Transportation Demand Measure plan 
will result in a decrease of 15% hotel-related trips. There is no evidence whatsoever supporting the 
contention that the proposed TDM measures will result in a 15% decrease in trips, especially given that 
the TIS notes that the “project owner plans on including TDM elements” but fails to specify specific 
measures.”  (Page 12, emphasis included) 
 
Response 
 
The proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan of the project has been defined and the 
trip reduction will be monitored. The Project Applicant will prepare and implement a TDM Program that 
includes strategies to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips, as 
discussed further below.  The identified TDM measures have been reviewed and approved by LADOT 
pursuant to correspondence with the City Department of Planning. LADOT has reviewed and confirmed 
that the measures discussed below would reduce the daily trips by 15%, that mitigation would not be 
deferred, and the trip credit taken for the project is valid.  The TDM Program will be subject to further 
review and approval by the Department of City Planning and LADOT during the building permit process, 
pursuant to TRANS-PDF-2, and shall include the following measures:  

o Transit subsidies for employees 

o Voluntary travel behavior change program for employees 

o Required commute trip reduction program for employees 

o A bicycle share facility 
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o Bicycle parking per LAMC

o Secure bike parking and showers

The 15% TDM trip credit was only applied to the hotel use, resulting in a decrease from 618 trips to 
525 daily trips. Per the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the FEIR and Erratum, dated July 2020, this 
PDF would be monitored and enforced by LADOT.  

Trip Generation Calculations 

Comment 

“[T]he TIS utilizes two different methods for calculating trip generation, without providing any context or 
explanation as to why the methods were utilized. One possible explanation is that the TIS cherry-picked 
the methodologies that were most advantageous to the Project. The Final EIR uses the Institution 
of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) methodology to calculate AM peak hour trip generation, but uses 
trip rates from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan to calculate PM peak 
hour trip generation. The different sources and calculation methods to analyze trip generations is 
never clarified within the Final EIR or TIS.”  (Page 11) 
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Response 

The Traffic Study and the EIR properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the 
January 12, 2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. Trip generation rates specific to 
the West Los Angeles area are defined by the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific 
Plan and use of those rates is required by the City.  However, the Specific Plan does not define AM peak 
hour rates for trip generation. All project trip generation calculations were approved by LADOT during the 
study scoping process, and in addition to the rates identified in the Specific Plan, include trip generation 
rates per hotel unit and per 1,000 square feet of commercial floor area as defined by Trip Generation, 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-2.)   Per coordination 
with LADOT during the project MOU process, where total trip rates or inbound/outbound percentages 
have not been defined by either the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan or the ITE 
source, rates from an industry publication Traffic Generators, published by the San Diego Association of 
Governments, were used. These details were documented in the following trip generation table footnotes 
of the project traffic study. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1., Table 4): 

[a] PM peak hour trip rates for all uses were obtained from the City of Los Angeles
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.
[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak
hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.  The SANDAG
specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE
44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).  The SANDAG specialty retail trip in
and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.
[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak
hour in and out trips.

Because the 10th edition of the Trip Generation source was released in late 2017, well after the issuance of 
the Notice of Preparation on January 12, 2017, the impact analysis was therefore based on the 9th edition. 
Nonetheless, in response to this comment a review of the project trip generation calculations was 
analyzed using updated 10th edition rates; the analysis showed a small increase in daily trips and no 
change or a reduction in peak hour trips.  The use of the 10th edition rates, where Coastal Transportation 
Corridor Specific Plan rates do not apply, would affect the trip generation totals in the following minor 
manner:  

 Net daily project trips increase by 34 (+5.5%)
 Net AM peak project trips are reduced by 2
 Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 11

The trip generation analysis with the 10th edition rate updates is provided in the table below. 

1 10th Edition rates for PM peak project trips are applied, where City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
rates do not apply, as applicable to each proposed and existing use.  
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 room 8.36 59% 41% 0.47 51% 49% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 7.32 23% 77% 0.46 63% 37% 0.70

Retail * 820 1 k.s.f. 37.75 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 5.00

Restaurant [a]* 931 1 k.s.f. 83.84 60% 40% 0.73 67% 33% 7.80

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 47.62 53% 47% 11.00 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 9.74 86% 14% 1.16 16% 84% 2.80

Hotel 310 78 rooms 652 22 15 37 28 27 55

  internal capture trip credit ** -20 0 0 0 -3 -1 -4

Subtotal Hotel Trips 632 22 15 37 25 26 51

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -95 -3 -3 -6 -4 -4 -8

Total Hotel Trips 537 19 12 31 21 22 43

Apartment * 220 4 units 29 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 25 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 820 4.670 k.s.f. 176 2 2 4 11 12 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -26 0 0 0 -5 -4 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -15 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 135 2 2 4 6 7 13

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -14 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 121 2 2 4 6 6 12

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 319 2 1 3 20 10 30

  internal capture trip credit ** -43 0 0 0 -4 -5 -9

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -28 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 248 2 1 3 15 4 19

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -25 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 223 2 1 3 14 3 17

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 20 2 0 2 1 5 6

  internal capture trip credit ** -10 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 2 0 2 1 4 4

916 25 17 42 44 36 79

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -75 -9 -8 -17 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -12 -1 0 -1 0 -3 -3

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -205 -1 -1 -2 -13 -6 -19

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
21 0 0 0 1 1 2

-270 -11 -9 -20 -21 -18 -39

646 14 8 22 23 17 40

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 10th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a] PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A.

[b] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d] The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

 alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

of alternative forms of transportation.

PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour
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Trip reductions are caused by the different changes in rates between proposed uses (trip generation) and 
existing uses (trip credits). For the study intersection analysis, which is based entirely on peak hour trips, 
no new impacts would occur, as AM peak-hour trips would remain the same and PM peak-hour trips 
would be lower.   

The 9th edition and 10th edition rates applicable to the project site are provided in the table below.  

PROJECT USES – 9TH AND 10TH EDITION ITE RATES 

The impact analysis for the three study roadway segments in the project traffic study determined that the 
percent change in volumes resulting from use of the 10th edition Trip Generation rates that would be 
caused by the project would range from one a one percent increase to a four percent increase (no change 
from the traffic study percentages, with rounding), with impact standards based on roadway type ranging 
from eight percent to 12 percent. Applying the 10th edition Trip Generation rates would result in a 5.5 
percent increase in daily trips for the Project, but would not result in any change to the conclusions in the 
traffic study. No new impacts would occur at the study roadway segments. As shown above, use of the 
10th edition Trip Generation rates would not result in any impacts at the study roadway segments. 

Occupied vs. Unoccupied Room Rates 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes the hotel component would generate an average of 8.17 weekday trips per room (ITE 
Code 310). That 8.17 trips per room does not appear be based on the ITE Manual. The ITE Manual 
provides, for instance, that the average weekday trip rate of a hotel per room is 8.36 trips. However, that 

Code Land Use
9th Edition 

ITE
10th Edition 

ITE
CTCSP Rates, 

PM Only *

310 Hotel 8.17 8.36
220 Apartment 6.65 7.32
826 Retail 44.32 37.75
931 Restaurant 89.95 83.84
565 Day Care Center 74.06 47.62
710 Office 11.03 9.74

310 Hotel 0.53 0.47
220 Apartment 0.51 0.46
826 Retail 1.33 0.94
931 Restaurant 0.81 0.73
565 Day Care Center 12.18 11.00
710 Office 1.56 1.16

310 Hotel 0.70 0.60 0.70
220 Apartment 0.70 0.56 0.70
826 Retail 5.00 3.81 5.00
931 Restaurant 7.50 7.80 6.10
565 Day Care Center 12.30 11.12 12.30
710 Office 4.30 1.15 2.80

Daily Rate

AM Peak Hour Rate

PM Peak Hour Rate

* These rates are recommended replacement for ITE rates in the PM peak 
hour, per LADOT policy and traffic study guidelines, for projects within the 
Specific Plan area.  The highest rate for each use in the PM peak hour were 
applied in the study.
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number would appear to underrepresent potential traffic because it assumes that not all rooms will be 
occupied. The ITE Manual identifies a substantially larger rate (12.23 trips) for occupied rooms. Given the 
anticipated demand for hotel rooms in Venice, especially during the summer, the Final EIR’s use of an ITE 
rate that assumes some portion of rooms will be unoccupied is misleading. Applying the 12.23 trips per 
room rate, the hotel would generate 954 trips, not 637 trips.” (Page 12-13) 

Response 
Traffic impact calculations are based on typical conditions and the trip generation analysis, with the 
applied rates reflecting anticipated typical conditions.  The LADOT traffic study guidelines do not require 
that hotels be analyzed under peak/holiday conditions, or any other time when full occupancy might 
occur for a limited time. The applied ITE rates for hotels are based on surveys of sites with varying 
occupancies that were occurring at the survey times. The hotel trip rate based on occupancy is a 
specialized rate that is linked to occupancy of the rooms, as a priority over the number of rooms. This 
does not mean that the sites surveyed for hotel rooms not tied to occupancy did not have full occupancy 
or close to full occupancy.  

The Traffic Study properly uses the trip generation rates that were in effect at the time of the January 12, 
2017 Notice of Preparation, which date serves as the baseline. For avoidance of doubt, a supplemental 
analysis was conducted, including rates based on occupied hotel rooms. All other inputs remained the 
same, but the growth of existing volumes analyzed in the “Timeliness of Traffic Impact Study” section of 
this document was also included. The occupied rate was applied, and based on the project applicant’s 
plans for the project land uses, an 80 percent occupancy was assumed for typical operating conditions. 
The updated project trip generation is provided in the table below, and this change in inputs would affect 
the trip generation totals in the following minor manner:  

 Net daily project trips decrease by 65 (-11.6%)
 Net AM peak project trips increase by 1
 Net PM peak project trips are reduced by 9
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 

In Out Total In Out Total

Trip Generation Rates

Hotel 310 1 Occupied room 8.92 58% 42% 0.67 49% 51% 0.70

Apartment 220 1 unit 6.65 20% 80% 0.51 65% 35% 0.70

Retail [b] * 826 1 k.s.f. 44.32 60% 40% 1.33 44% 56% 5.00

Restaurant [c] * 931 1 k.s.f. 89.95 60% 40% 0.81 67% 33% 7.50

Day Care Center * 565 1 k.s.f. 74.06 53% 47% 12.18 47% 53% 12.30

Office * 710 1 k.s.f. 11.03 88% 12% 1.56 17% 83% 4.30

Hotel 310 62 rooms 557 24 18 42 22 22 44

  internal capture trip credit ** -17 0 0 0 -2 -1 -3

Subtotal Hotel Trips 540 24 18 42 20 21 41

  TDM trip credit (15%) [d] -81 -4 -2 -6 -3 -3 -6

Total Hotel Trips 459 20 16 36 17 18 35

Apartment * 220 4 units 27 0 2 2 2 1 3

  internal capture trip credit ** -4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Residential Trips 23 0 2 2 2 1 3

Retail and Spa * 826 4.670 k.s.f. 207 4 2 6 10 13 23

  internal capture trip credit ** -29 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -18 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Subtotal Retail/Spa Trips 160 3 2 5 5 7 12

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -16 -1 0 -1 0 -1 -1

Total Retail/Spa Trips 144 2 2 4 5 6 11

Restaurant * 931 3.810 k.s.f. 343 2 1 3 19 10 29

  internal capture trip credit ** -48 0 0 0 -5 -5 -10

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -30 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 265 2 1 3 13 4 17

  pass-by trip credit (10%) -27 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2

Total Restaurant Trips 238 2 1 3 12 3 15

Office * 710 2.027 k.s.f. 22 3 0 3 2 7 9

  internal capture trip credit ** -12 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

  walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) -1 0 0 0 0 -1 -1

Total Office Trips 9 3 0 3 2 5 7

874 27 21 48 38 33 71

Day Care Center * 565 -1.572 k.s.f. -116 -10 -9 -19 -9 -10 -19

Office * 710 -1.239 k.s.f. -14 -2 0 -2 -1 -4 -5

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

office
1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Restaurant * 931 -2.442 k.s.f. -220 -1 -1 -2 -12 -6 -18

walk/bike/transit trip credit (10%) for 

restaurant
22 0 0 0 1 1 2

-327 -13 -10 -23 -21 -18 -39

547 14 11 25 17 15 32

* Local Serving Uses.

** Internal trip reduction factors based on NCHRP methodology and in/out percentages provided by separate NCHRP spreadsheet.

Note: Rates Source: ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition.  Also see footnote [a]

Note: Internal trip capture rates based on current ITE Trip Generation Handbook and NCHRP methodology.

[a] PM peak hour trip rates obtained from the City of Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan Appendix A, except for hotel use.

[b] ITE does not provide trip generation rates for Specialty Retail during the AM peak hour.  AM trip rate obtained from SANDAG Traffic Generators, April 2002.

The SANDAG specialty retail trip rate is 3 percent of the daily trips which is 1.33 AM peak hour trips (ITE 44.32 daily trip rate X 3% = 1.33 AM peak hour trips).

The SANDAG specialty retail trip in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[c] The SANDAG quality restaurant in and out ratios were used to calculate the AM peak hour in and out trips.

[d] The project owner will implement a TDM program with elements such as: implementing vehicle trip reduction incentives and services, provide on-site education on

alternative transportation modes, implement flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs (reservations only), provide bicycle amenities,

provide subsidized transit passes, provide bicycles for patrons and employees, provide airport shuttle for patrons, provide on-site facilities to encourage use

of alternative forms of transportation.

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS

Land Use

ITE 

Code Intensity

Average 

Weekday

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour [a]

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Total

Existing Uses to be Removed

Existing Uses Total
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The table below provides a summary of the analysis with occupied hotel room rates, and the status of 
impacts in the column furthest to the right indicates that no impacts would occur, with this change in 
assumptions for project hotel trips.  

PROJECT LOS ANALYSIS – WITH OCCUPIED ROOM RATES 

Restaurant Designation 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes that the restaurants will be ‘high quality’ restaurants for purposes of trip generation. 
However, high quality restaurants are those with a typical stay duration of a least one hour. They also do 
not serve breakfast, and some do not serve lunch. The Final EIR does not affirmatively state that any 

Peak

Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS

1 Pacific Avenue & Rose Avenue AM 0.695 B 0.696 B 0.001 No

PM 0.875 D 0.876 D 0.001 No

2 Main Street & Rose Avenue AM 0.727 C 0.729 C 0.002 No

PM 0.762 C 0.765 C 0.003 No

3 Pacific Avenue & Brooks Avenue AM 0.992 E 0.993 E 0.001 No

PM 1.246 F 1.254 F 0.008 No

4 Main Street & Brooks-Abbot Kinney AM 0.847 D 0.851 D 0.004 No

PM 0.812 D 0.814 D 0.002 No

5 Broadway Street & Abbot Kinney Boulevard* AM 15.4 C 17.2 C 1.8 *

PM 20.6 C 24.8 C 4.2 *

6 Broadway Street & Electric Avenue* AM 7.9 A 8.1 A 0.2 *

PM 9.1 A 9.7 A 0.6 *

7 4th Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 10.6 B 11.1 B 0.5 *

PM 13.9 B 16.8 C 2.9 *

8 Westminster Avenue & Electric Avenue* AM 8.9 A 9.3 A 0.4 *

PM 12.4 B 16.6 C 4.2 *

9 Westminster Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.631 B 0.637 B 0.006 No

PM 0.624 B 0.669 B 0.045 No

10 Pacific Avenue & Westminster Avenue AM 0.425 A 0.425 A 0.000 No

PM 0.508 A 0.508 A 0.000 No

11 California Avenue & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 0.670 B 0.673 B 0.003 No

PM 0.559 A 0.564 A 0.005 No

12 Venice Boulevard & Abbot Kinney Boulevard AM 1.118 F 1.120 F 0.002 No

PM 1.211 F 1.215 F 0.004 No

LOS = Level of Service

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio

Sig 

Impact?
Study Intersections

Future

No Project 

Future

With Project 
Change 

in V/C

* Significant impacts were not defined at these locations, as LOS would not be poor (E or F values). LADOT does not have significant impact standards for unsignalized

intersections.
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restaurants will not serve lunch and, in fact, the Project’s plans suggest otherwise. A use called the AK 
Marketplace’ is identified on the plans, and given the hotel use incorporated into the Project, it is likely 
that at least one of the restaurant spaces will include breakfast service. Thus, it appears that the ‘quality 
restaurant’ rate is not appropriate, and actually understates trips. The High-Turnover (Sit-Down) 
Restaurant rate is more appropriate. If applied, that rate would generate approximately 427 trips, as 
opposed to the 343 assumed by the TIS.”   

Response 

The analyzed restaurant uses would meet the definitions of quality restaurants, as defined for the Trip 
Generation Manual source, which are as follows: 

This land use consists of high quality, full-service eating establishments 
with a typical duration of stay of at least one hour. Quality restaurants 
generally do not serve breakfast; some do not serve lunch; all serve dinner. 
This type of restaurant often requests and sometimes requires reservations 
and is generally not part of a chain. Patrons commonly wait to be seated, 
are served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals after 
they eat. While some of the study sites have lounge or bar facilities (serving 
alcoholic beverages), they are ancillary to the restaurant. 

The restaurant in question is a hotel restaurant, which will serve three meals a day to a large number of 
guests of the hotel, along with other customers. Patrons of the restaurant will be seated by a restaurant 
employee, will be served by a waiter/waitress, order from menus and pay for meals after they eat. The bar 
in the restaurant is part of the restaurant, not the primary use. Breakfast will largely be served to hotel 
guests; it is not anticipated that there will typically be a large draw from outside the hotel.  The Trip 
Generation Manual does not contain a trip generation rate for hotel restaurants, nor does the Los Angeles 
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan, as traffic generation for hotel restaurants is typically 
assumed to be part of the rate for the hotel. For all of these reasons, the quality restaurant designation is 
the most appropriate trip generation rate.  

To the extent that the market might serve breakfast food as a walk-up service, the EIR analyzed that use.  
Though service of food for consumption will be ancillary to the primary market use, 170 square feet of 
service floor area is analyzed in the EIR to take that use into account. 

Trip Reduction 

Comment 

“The TIS assumes a total trip reduction (through pass-bys and internal capture credits) of nearly 24%. Each 
of the individual uses proposed by the Project, including the retail, hotel, restaurant, and office uses, all 
take various trip credits to reduce overall trips (from 1,236 trips to 939 trips). This reduction is significant, 
and must be justified. For instance, it is unclear how office uses, which directly create trips from people 
coming to work, are amenable to a nearby 54% assumed internal trip capture credit. The TIS certainly 
does not explain why such a large reduction is justified…Thus, the TIA (sic.) states that an internal trip 
capture reduction was applied only for proposed retail uses, as assumed to be used by hotel patrons. 
Table 4 – Project Trip Generation clearly takes internal trip capture credits for all uses, not just retail uses. 
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The Final EIR is internally inconsistent and misleads the public. Also, the rationale for a trip reduction for 
retail uses, even if justified, does not apply to proposed office uses, and the TIS makes no attempt at 
justification. The TIS takes credit for a reduction of 116 trips through elimination of the existing day care 
use. This reduction is excessive and not supported by evidence. First, the ITE Code used by the TIS (565) 
actually has an average weekday trip rate of 47.62 trips per 1,000 square feet. The TIS assumes the day 
care generates 74.06 trips per 1,000 square feet. It is unclear from where the TIS’s 74.06 trip number 
comes. The ITE Manual (10th Edition) provides a much lower trip generation number (47.62 trips per 1,000 
square feet)…Using the ITE’s actual trip generation number, the day care could reasonably be assumed to 
generate 72.3 trips, not the 116 assumed by the TIS.”  (Page 13-14) 

Response 

The office use internal trip capture credit in the traffic study trip generation calculations in Table 
amounted to one out of 7 outbound trips, or a reduction factor of 14 percent, not 54 percent as claimed 
in the comment. The internal trip capture credits applied to each of the project land uses are clearly called 
out within Table 7 of the traffic impact study, where they are applied to each project land use category. 
The ITE 9th edition trip generation rate for the existing day care use was applied to the existing use credits. 
A separate supplemental analysis analyzes the proposed and existing project site uses under ITE 10th 
edition rates, adopted after the completion of the traffic impact study. The analysis of the land uses under 
10th edition rates is discussed under the Trip Generation Calculations section of this report.   

The hotel relationship to the restaurants would reduce off-site vehicle trips with hotel patrons’ use of the 
restaurant, as incorporated into the internal trip capture portion of the trip generation analysis.  The trip 
reductions applied to the project land uses meet LADOT guidelines as defined in the document 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2019), and industry methodologies including those of ITE and 
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. The data applied is based on surveys of similar 
development mixes and the effects of mixed-use projects. The use of trip generation rates for each single 
use, without acknowledging the trip reducing effects of mixed-use projects can overestimate the number 
of vehicle trips.  The inputs to the trip reduction calculations are as follows: 

 ITE Trip Generation Manual Handbook – Defines rates for pass-by trips based on surveys of
particular land uses. The applied pass-by rates come directly from this source.

 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684, Enhancing Internal Trip
Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments – Defines a methodology and a spreadsheet
calculation tool for the application of trip generation to multiple site uses to calculate internal trip
capture potential.

These sources are accepted as national standards in the industry, and are accepted by LADOT for traffic 
studies of commercial and mixed-use projects. The trip generation pages by land use applied to the 
project analysis in the traffic study report are provided in Attachment A.   
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Trip Credit Application to Existing Uses 

Comment 

“[T]he Final EIR appears to do everything it can to maximize existing trips while not applying the same 
rationale to future trips. For instance, the Final EIR does not assume any internal capture credits for 
existing office or restaurant uses although the existing uses are likely complementary, with office users 
patronizing restaurants.”  (Page 14) 

Response 

Internal trip capture rates do not apply to the existing uses, as the relationship between the limited uses 
of -day care, restaurant, office, and community garden, did not yield trip credits. Accordingly, the credit 
would be zero for such trips when applying the NCHRP internal trip capture methodology that was 
applied to the project uses, as verified by KOA during the project analysis by applying the existing land 
use types and intensities to the methodology.  Therefore, internal trip capture percentages were not 
applied to the existing land uses. The NCHRP worksheets used to define the project trip generation 
internal trip capture reductions from the trip generation analysis in Table 7 of the traffic report are 
provided in Attachment B of this document.   

Secondary Valet 

Comment 

“The Final EIR also does not analyze the possibility that the Secondary Valet Area may be needed prior to 
5:00 p.m. on any given day, particularly during busy holiday weekends for the hotel or during any events 
where guests may arrive prior to 5:00 p.m. The DEIR does not analyze these potential trips, nor does it 
propose any measures to mitigate the additional trips that may be caused by operating two valet areas in 
different locations, one of which is not always operational.”  (Page 15) 

Response 

A shared parking analysis was conducted as part of the project traffic study to understand the estimated 
demand of the project with the mix of proposed uses. This analysis demonstrated that the proposed 
parking supply would be adequate. The secondary parking supply and use of valet service is being 
provided not due to any identified parking insufficiency but to address potential vehicle queuing at the 
inbound project driveway. The traffic analysis has shown that vehicle queues can be kept to lengths that 
do not overlap adjacent sidewalk or roadway areas with the use of valet services during peak times. The 
secondary parking will be used when special events occur at the project.   

The use of valet staff at the Secondary Valet Area (on Abbot Kinney Boulevard) would occur from 5:00 PM 
and onward, as the peak of parking demand would occur in the evenings as shown by the parking 
analysis. (See Draft EIR Appendix K-1, pages 51 to 54). Specifically, the Draft EIR states that the peak 
parking demand of 159 spaces would occur at 7:00 pm on weekdays and a peak parking demand of 154 
parking spaces would occur at 8:00 pm on weekend. That peak demand is less than the amount of 
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parking spaces that will be provided in the Project. Peak demand prior to 5 pm on weekdays would be 
136 parking spaces and prior to 5 pm on weekends would be 126 parking spaces. That demand can be 
accommodated by the primary valet on Electric Avenue.   

The trip generation analysis includes analysis of vehicle trips that would travel around the local block to 
reach both the Secondary Valet area and off-site parking supplies used by the valet service, as discussed 
on page 16 and illustrated on Figure 7b and Figure 8b. The project trip distribution figures include 
diagrams for these trips that were used to compute the additional volumes caused by these trips. The 
study area impact analysis therefore includes these additional trips.  Since no potentially significant 
impacts were identified, no mitigation measures are required.  

With regards to holidays, the LADOT methodology does not require such analysis. LADOT’s approved 
methodology is set forth in Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR and guided by the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines. The document indicates that traffic counts 
that are the basis of the impact analysis should be conducted “…when local schools or colleges are in 
session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through Thursdays during non-Summer months, and 
should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday.” The traffic study complied with this guideline. This 
direction makes it clear that holiday periods should be avoided, as they are atypical conditions. 

Secondary Valet Area 

Comment 

“The Secondary Valet Area is proposed along Abbot Kinney during peak evening hours (proposed to 
operate between 5:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m.). This will require a loading zone that will eliminate on-street 
parking, increasing both parking and traffic impacts. The valet area also extends nearly to the boundary of 
1041 Abbot Kinney, yet the Final EIR imposes no measures to ensure that queuing vehicles waiting to 
utilize the Secondary Valet Area will not impact existing properties.”  (Page 15) 

Response 

The reference to use of valet services and remote parking after 6:00 PM was in regard to existing site uses, 
which would change with proposed project operations.  Over half of the curb space designated as the 
Secondary Valet Area currently is operated as a loading zone from 6:00 PM-12:00 AM.  Excluding an 
existing curb cut, a total of three parking spaces exist between the current evening loading zone and the 
curb cut for 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Accordingly, there are only three parking spaces which would be 
"eliminated" due to the loading zone, and only during the designated evening hours.   

The reference to eight vehicles at the Secondary Valet Area was to the planned supply at that on-street 
location, not the queuing analysis results that defined an average of six vehicles, which is lower than the 
eight-vehicle capacity   

The assertion that vehicles queuing for the Secondary Valet Area is unsupported by substantial evidence. 
It ignore the fact that an existing valet (approximately half the size of the proposed Secondary Valet Area) 
is currently located on Abbot Kinney and serves the existing three restaurants and a bar. That valet will 
continue to operate in largely the same manner, except that it will commence at 5 pm instead of 6 pm. It 
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is also anticipated that the Secondary Valet on Abbot Kinney may actually serve as the first point of 
contact for non-hotel guests visiting the Abbot Kinney fronting restaurants.  

HERE Appeal Letter 

ITE Edition Used for Traffic Impact Study 

Comment 

“The Project’s Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) utilizes trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(‘ITE’) ninth edition, despite being prepared in December 2018 after the ITE released its Tenth edition in 
2017 with revised traffic trip generation rates and land use categories that included more accurate trip 
counts.  As a result, the TIS underestimated the Project’s trip generation by approximately 533 daily trips 
(before credits were applied), such as:  The TIS analyzed the 78 hotel rooms as a “Hotel” generating 8.17 
trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 310, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this 
use generates 8.36 trips per unit (ITE Code 310, 10th ed.). This amounts to an underestimation of 4.04 trips 
per unit or a total of 315.12 hotel-trips (pre-credit).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

An analysis of trip generation with updated rates using the 10th edition of the ITE source, including the 
8.36 trips per unit rate referenced in the comment, is provided under the Trip Generation Calculations 
response.  Please see response above. 

Trip Generation-Restaurant Designation 

Comment 

“The DEIR states the 8,885-SF, ground-floor restaurant uses will be neighborhood-serving, high-turnover, 
sit-down restaurant (DEIR, pp. 2-6, 2-23, 2-33; APP-E, PDF p. 35). This is akin to a ‘High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant’ generating 112.18 trips per 1,000 square feet (‘KSF’) (i.e., ITE Code 932 10th ed.).  The 
TIS, however, analyzed said use as a Quality Restaurant’ generating 89.95 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 931, 9th 
ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  This amounts to an underestimation of 22.23 trips/KSF or a total of 197.51 
restaurant-trips (pre-credit).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

This was addressed in the response to the Restaurant Designation comment above.   

Trip Generation-Office Use 

Comment 

“The DEIR discloses the 3,371-SF, ground-floor office use is primarily comprised of ‘coworking office 
space’ with several office rooms less than 350 SF in size (DEIR, pp. 2-5 – 2-7; see also Fig. 2-6). This is akin 
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to ‘Small Office Building’ less than 5,000-SF in size and generating 16.19 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE Code 712, 10th 
ed.).  The TIS, however, analyzed said use as a ‘General Office Building’ generating 11.03 trips/KSF (i.e., ITE 
Code 710, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26).  This amounts to an underestimation of 5.16 trips/KSF or a total of 
17.39 office trips (pre-credits).”  (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

The ITE category of Small Office Building is generally for application to a standalone building that “houses 
a single tenant” per the Trip Generation Manual. The proposed office use is more akin to ITE code 710 
(General Office Building) because it may house multiple tenants, likely local businesses and/or hotel 
operations. For this reason, the rate referenced by the commenter is not applicable, as that rate is 
intended for operations related to singe tenants, which will not be the case here.   .  

Trip Generation-Apartment Units 

Comment 

“The TIS analyzed the four apartment units as an ‘Apartment’ generating 6.65 trips per unit (i.e., ITE Code 
220, 9th ed.) (APP-K1, PDF p. 26). Under the ITE Tenth edition, however, this use is akin to ‘Multifamily 
Housing (Low-Rise)’ generating 7.32 trips per unit (ITE Code 220, 10th ed.). This amounts to an 
underestimation of 0.67 trips per unit or a total of 2.8 apartment-trips (pre-credit).”  
(Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

Per the table above entitled Project Trip Generation Analysis– With 10TH Edition ITE Rates, no new impacts 
were identified when the project was analyzed using the 10th edition rates for Multifamily Housing.2 
Further analysis is available in the response to the Trip Generation Calculations comment found above.   

2 Apartments was the name of the category in the 9th edition of the ITE rates, though the name of the category was 
modified to Multifamily Housing in the 10th edition.   



1833378.5 Page 18 

Transportation Demand Management Program 

Comment 

“The TIS assumed a Traffic Demand Management (‘TDM’) program would achieve a 15 percent reduction 
in hotel-trips (APP-K1, PDF pp. 5, 24, 26; APP-K2, PDF p. 3). However, this level of reduction is not 
specified in the Project’s MMRP.” (Page 9-August 2019 Letter) 

Response 

This was addressed in the response to the Transportation Demand Management Program comment 
above.   

Comment 

“Additionally, the DEIR states that the Project would be subject to a $493,515 Transportation Impact 
Assessment fee (“TIA Fee”) pursuant to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (“CTCSP”) (APP-
K2, PDF pp. 2-4). However, under the existing CTCSP TIA Fee calculation (Ord. 16899), all applicants “shall 
pay” all non-exempt TIA Fees equal to (project unit measure) multiply (CTCSP trip rate) multiply (trip cost 
factor). See CTCSP § 6.C, Appendix A.11. As shown in the below figure, the Project would seem to be 
subject to an approximate $1.6 million TIA Fee.  There is no explanation of what credits LADOT applied to 
reduce the TIA Fee obligation by more than $1.1 million. Thus, failure to pay all appropriate fees would 
make the CTCSP TIA fee an inadequate mitigation measure and further evidence the Project’s 
inconsistency with applicable land use plans (a Code-required finding discussed supra).” 

Response 

The 2019 update to the Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan (CTCSP) and the West Los Angeles 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan (WLA TIMP) changed the Transportation Impact 
Assessment fee schedule. The new fees are based on units and floor areas, the previously defined 
adjustment factors, and a base fee. The EIR refers to the WLA TIMP as one of the applicable regulations 
that apply to the project. The EIR does not take credit for payment of the WLA TIMP fee as mitigation or 

Use	[a]	 Project	Component	
[a]	

CTCSP	Trip	Rate	
[b]	

TIA	Fee	
(Component	x	Rate	x	$8,973)	

[c]	
Hotel	 78	rooms	 0.7/room	 $489,925.80	
Retail	 4.670	KSF	 5.0/KSF	 $209,519.55	

Restaurant	 8.885	KSF	 10.5/KSF	 $837,113.60	
Office	 3.371	KSF	 2.8/KSF	 $84,694.35	

Notes:	
a:	 DEIR,	Tbl.	2‐2	
b:	 CTCSP	(Ord.	16899),	Appendix	A	Trip	Generation	Table	
	c:					APP‐K2,	PDF	p.	4	(noting	current	trip	cost	factor	for	CTCSP	is	$8,973	per	trip). 
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to reduce impacts of the Project. As required by the WLA TIMP, the fee will be calculated at the time of 
building permit. The estimates provided here are for illustrative purposes only.  

The revised fees are estimated to be as follows, based on the 2019 update to the CTCSP and TIMP. The 
commenter references other floor areas for some of the proposed commercial uses, but those numbers 
do not match the proposed project areas: 

o 78 hotel rooms at $5,452 per room = $425,256

o Four apartments at $4,646 per unit = $18,584

o 4,670 sq.ft. of retail at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $78,923

o 3,810 sq.ft. of restaurant at $16.90 per sq.ft. = $64,389

o 2,027 sq.ft. of office at $16.75 = $33,952

If these fees were paid today, the total updated fees to be paid would be $621,104.These fees are paid at 
the time of building permit approval, and not at the time of traffic study completion nor environmental 
document certification.  

The comment letter incorrectly calculated the TIMP fees, including the square footage of the existing 
restaurants (which will remain) in their calculations. According to the WLA TIMP, exemptions from the 
fees include tenant improvements or other work existing buildings or structures which does not increase 
floor area or result in a change of use. (WLA TIMP § 5(B).) The elements of the project related to the 
existing buildings which will remain will not result in a change of use or increase in floor area. The 
comment letter similarly included 1,344 square feet of existing office space (which will remain) in their 
calculations. The TIMP fees are only applicable to new development, not existing space.   
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(NOT SO)
BRIEF GUIDE OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC GENERATION RATES
FOR THE SAN DIEGO REGION

APRIL 2002

LAND USE TRIP CATEGORIES ESTIMATED WEEKDAY VEHICLE HIGHEST PEAK HOUR % (plus IN:OUT ratio) TRIP LENGTH
[PRIMARY:DIVERTED:PASS-BY]P TRIP GENERATION RATE (DRIVEWAY) Between 6:00-9:30 A.M. Between 3:00-6:30 P.M. (Miles)L

AGRICULTURE (Open Space) .......................... [80:18:2] 2/acre** 10.8

AIRPORT ........................................................ [78:20:2] 12.5
Commercial 60/acre, 100/flight, 70/1000 sq. ft.* ** 5% (6:4) 6% (5:5)
General Aviation 6/acre, 2/flight, 6/based aircraft* ** 9% (7:3) 15% (5:5)
Heliports 100/acre**

AUTOMOBILES

Car Wash
Automatic 900/site, 600/acre** 4% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Self-serve 100/wash stall** 4% (5:5) 8% (5:5)

Gasoline .................................................... [21:51:28] 2.8
with/Food Mart 160/vehicle fueling space** 7% (5:5) 8% (5:5)
with/Food Mart & Car Wash 155/vehicle fueling space** 8% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Older Service Station Design 150/vehicle fueling space, 900/station** 7% (5:5) 9% (5:5)

Sales (Dealer & Repair) 50/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 60/service stall* ** 5% (7:3) 8% (4:6)
Auto Repair Center 20/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre, 20/service stall* 8% (7:3) 11% (4:6)
Auto Parts Sales 60/1000 sq. ft. ** 4% 10%
Quick Lube 40/service stall** 7% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Tire Store 25/1000 sq. ft., 30/service stall** 7% (6:4) 11% (5:5)

CEMETERY 5/acre*

CHURCH (or Synagogue) ................................ [64:25:11] 9/1000 sq. ft., 30/acre** (quadruple rates 5% (6:4) 8% (5:5) 5.1
for Sunday, or days of assembly)

COMMERCIAL/RETAILS

Super Regional Shopping Center 35/1000 sq. ft.,C 400/acre* 4% (7:3) 10% (5:5)
(More than 80 acres, more than
800,000 sq. ft., w/usually 3+
major stores)

Regional Shopping Center ......................... [54:35:11] 50/1000 sq. ft.,C 500/acre* 4% (7:3) 9% (5:5) 5.2
(40-80acres, 400,000-800,000
sq. ft., w/usually 2+ major stores)

Community Shopping Center ...................... [47:31:22] 80/1000 sq. ft., 700/acre* ** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5) 3.6
(15-40 acres, 125,000-400,000 sq. ft.,
w/usually 1 major store, detached
restaurant(s), grocery and drugstore)

Neighborhood Shopping Center 120/1000 sq. ft., 1200/acre* ** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
(Less than 15 acres, less than
125,000 sq. ft., w/usually grocery
& drugstore, cleaners, beauty & barber shop,
& fast food services)

Commercial Shops ...................................... [45:40:15]
Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial 40/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre* 3% (6:4) 9% (5:5) 4.3
Electronics Superstore 50/1000 sq. ft** 10% (5:5)
Factory Outlet 40/1000 sq. ft.** 3% (7:3) 9% (5:5)
Supermarket 150/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* ** 4% (7:3) 10% (5:5)
Drugstore 90/1000 sq. ft.** 4% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Convenience Market (15-16 hours) 500/1000 sq. ft.** 8% (5:5) 8% (5:5)
Convenience Market (24 hours) 700/1000 sq. ft.** 9% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Convenience Market (w/gasoline pumps) 850/1000 sq. ft., 550/vehicle fueling space** 6% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Discount Club 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre* ** 1% (7:3) 9% (5.5)
Discount Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 3% (6:4) 8% (5:5)
Furniture Store 6/1000 sq. ft., 100/acre** 4% (7:3) 9% (5:5)
Lumber Store 30/1000 sq. ft., 150/acre** 7% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Home Improvement Superstore 40/1000 sq. ft.** 5% (6:4) 8% (5:5)
Hardware/Paint Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 2% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Garden Nursery 40/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre** 3% (6:4) 10% (5:5)

Mixed Use: Commercial (w/supermarket)/Residential 110/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* (commercial only) 3% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
5/dwelling unit, 200/acre* (residential only) 9% (3:7) 13% (6:4)

EDUCATION
University (4 years) ....................................... [91:9:0] 2.4/student, 100 acre* 10% (8:2) 9% (3:7) 8.9
Junior College (2 years) ................................ [92:7:1] 1.2/student, 24/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* ** 12% (8:2) 9% (6:4) 9.0
High School ............................................... [75:19:6] 1.3/student, 15/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre* ** 20% (7:3) 10% (4:6) 4.8
Middle/Junior High ................................... [63:25:12] 1.4/student, 12/1000 sq. ft. 50/acre** 30% (6:4) 9% (4:6) 5.0
Elementary ............................................... [57:25:10] 1.6/student, 14/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre* ** 32% (6:4) 9% (4:6) 3.4
Day Care ................................................. [28:58:14] 5/child, 80/1000 sq. ft.** 17% (5:5) 18% (5:5) 3.7

FINANCIALS .................................................. [35:42:23] 3.4
Bank (Walk-In only) 150/1000 sq. ft., 1000/acre* ** 4% (7:3) 8% (4:6)

with Drive-Through 200/1000 sq. ft., 1500/acre* 5% (6:4) 10% (5:5)
Drive-Through only 250 (125 one-way)/lane* 3% (5:5) 13% (5:5)

Savings & Loan 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 2% 9%
Drive-Through only 100 (50 one-way)/lane** 4% 15%

HOSPITAL ...................................................... [73:25:2] 8.3
General 20/bed, 25/1000 sq. ft., 250/acre* 8% (7:3) 10% (4:6)
Convalescent/Nursing 3/bed** 7% (6:4) 7% (4:6)

INDUSTRIAL
Industrial/Business Park (commercial included) ........ [79:19:2] 16/1000 sq. ft., 200/acre* ** 12% (8:2) 12% (2:8) 9.0
Industrial Park (no commercial) 8/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre** 11% (9:1) 12% (2:8)
Industrial Plant (multiple shifts) ............................. [92:5:3] 10/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* 14% (8:2) 15% (3:7) 11.7
Manufacturing/Assembly 4/1000 sq. ft., 50/acre** 19% (9:1) 20% (2:8)
Warehousing 5/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre** 13% (7:3) 15% (4:6)
Storage 2/1000 sq. ft., 0.2/vault, 30/acre* 6% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Science Research & Development 8/1000 sq. ft., 80/acre* 16% (9:1) 14% (1:9)
Landfill & Recycling Center 6/acre 11% (5:5) 10% (4:6)

NOTE: This listing only represents a guide of average, or estimated, traffic generation "driveway" rates and some very general trip data for land uses (emphasis on acreage and building square footage)
in the San Diego region.  These rates (both local and national) are subject to change as future documentation becomes available, or as regional sources are updated.  For more specific information
regarding traffic data and trip rates, please refer to the San Diego Traffic Generators manual. Always check with local jurisdictions for their preferred or applicable rates.

(OVER)

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, California 92101
(619) 699-1900 • Fax (619) 699-1950

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City,
Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County of San Diego.

ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, County Water Authority, U.S. Department of Defense, S.D. Unified Port District and Tijuana/Baja California.
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LAND USE TRIP CATEGORIES ESTIMATED WEEKDAY VEHICLE HIGHEST PEAK HOUR % (plus IN:OUT ratio) TRIP LENGTH
[PRIMARY:DIVERTED:PASS-BY]P TRIP GENERATION RATE (DRIVEWAY) Between 6:00-9:30 A.M. Between 3:00-6:30 P.M. (Miles)L

LIBRARY .......................................................... [44:44:12] 50/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre** 2% (7:3) 10% (5:5) 3.9

LODGING ............................................................. [58:38:4] 7.6
Hotel (w/convention facilities/restaurant) 10/occupied room, 300/acre 6% (6:4) 8% (6:4)
Motel 9/occupied room, 200/acre* 8% (4:6) 9% (6:4)
Resort Hotel 8/occupied room, 100/acre* 5% (6:4) 7% (4:6)
Business Hotel 7/occupied room** 8% (4:6) 9% (6:4)

MILITARY ............................................................ [82:16:2] 2.5/military & civilian personnel* 9% (9:1) 10% (2:8) 11.2

OFFICE
Standard Commercial Office ................................. [77:19:4] 20/1000 sq. ft.,O 300/acre* 14% (9:1) 13% (2:8) 8.8

(less than 100,000 sq. ft.)
Large (High-Rise) Commercial Office ....................... [82:15:3] 17/1000 sq. ft.,O 600/acre* 13% (9:1) 14% (2:8) 10.0

(more than 100,000 sq. ft., 6+ stories)
Office Park (400,000+ sq. ft.) 12/1000 sq.ft., 200/acre* ** 13% (9:1) 13% (2:8)
Single Tenant Office 14/1000 sq. ft., 180/acre* 15% (9:1) 15% (2:8) 8.8
Corporate Headquarters 7/1000 sq. ft., 110/acre* 17% (9:1) 16% (1:9)
Government (Civic Center) ............................... [50:34:16] 30/1000 sq. ft.** 9% (9:1) 12% (3:7) 6.0

Post Office
Central/Walk-In Only 90/1000 sq. ft.** 5% 7%
Community (not including mail drop lane) 200/1000 sq. ft., 1300/acre* 6% (6:4) 9% (5:5)
Community (w/mail drop lane) 300/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* 7% (5:5) 10% (5:5)
Mail Drop Lane only 1500 (750 one-way)/lane* 7% (5:5) 12% (5:5)

Department of Motor Vehicles 180/1000 sq. ft., 900/acre** 6% (6:4) 10% (4:6)
Medical-Dental .................................................. [60:30:10] 50/1000 sq. ft., 500/acre* 6% (8:2) 11% (3:7) 6.4

PARKS ................................................................. [66:28:6] 4% 8% 5.4
City (developed w/meeting rooms and sports facilities) 50/acre* 13% (5:5) 9% (5:5)
Regional (developed) 20/acre*
Neighborhood/County (undeveloped) 5/acre (add for specific sport uses), 6/picnic site* **
State (average 1000 acres) 1/acre, 10/picnic site**
Amusement (Theme) 80/acre, 130/acre (summer only)** 6% (6:4)

San Diego Zoo 115/acre*
Sea World 80/acre*

RECREATION
Beach, Ocean or Bay ........................................... [52:39:9] 600/1000 ft. shoreline, 60/acre* 6.3
Beach, Lake (fresh water) 50/1000 ft. shoreline, 5/acre*
Bowling Center 30/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 30/lane ** 7% (7:3) 11% (4:6)
Campground 4/campsite** 4% 8%
Golf Course 7/acre, 40/hole, 700/course* ** 7% (8:2) 9% (3:7)

Driving Range only 70/acre, 14/tee box* 3% (7:3) 9%  (5:5)
Marinas 4/berth, 20/acre* ** 3% (3:7) 7% (6:4)
Multi-purpose (miniature golf, video arcade, batting cage, etc.) 90/acre 2% 6%
Racquetball/Health Club 30/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 40/court* 4% (6:4) 9% (6:4)
Tennis Courts 16/acre, 30/court** 5% 11% (5:5)
Sports Facilities

Outdoor Stadium 50/acre, 0.2/seat*
Indoor Arena 30/acre, 0.1/seat*
Racetrack 40/acre, 0.6 seat*

Theaters (multiplex w/matinee) ........................... [66:17:17] 80/1000 sq. ft., 1.8/seat, 360/screen* 1/3% 8% (6:4) 6.1

RESIDENTIAL ....................................................... [86:11:3] 7.9
Estate, Urban or Rural 12/dwelling unit*R 8% (3:7) 10% (7:3)

(average 1-2 DU/acre)
Single Family Detached 10/dwelling unit*R 8% (3:7) 10% (7:3)

(average 3-6 DU/acre)
Condominium 8/dwelling unit*R 8% (2:8) 10% (7:3)

(or any multi-family 6-20 DU/acre)
Apartment 6/dwelling unit*R 8% (2:8) 9% (7:3)

(or any multi-family units more than 20 DU/acre)
Military Housing (off-base, multi-family)

(less than 6 DU/acre) 8/dwelling unit 7% (3:7) 9% (6:4)
(6-20 DU/acre) 6/dwelling unit 7% (3:7) 9% (6:4)

Mobile Home
Family 5/dwelling unit, 40/acre* 8% (3:7) 11% (6:4)
Adults Only 3/dwelling unit, 20/acre* 9% (3:7) 10% (6:4)

Retirement Community 4/dwelling unit** 5% (4:6) 7% (6:4)
Congregate Care Facility 2.5/dwelling unit** 4% (6:4) 8% (5:5)

RESTAURANTS ................................................... [51:37:12] 4.7
Quality 100/1000 sq. ft., 3/seat, 500/acre* ** 1% (6:4) 8% (7:3)
Sit-down, high turnover 160/1000 sq. ft., 6/seat, 1000/acre* ** 8% (5:5) 8% (6:4)
Fast Food (w/drive-through) 650/1000 sq. ft., 20/seat, 3000/acre* ** 7% (5:5) 7% (5:5)
Fast Food (without drive-through) 700/1000 sq. ft.** 5% (6:4) 7% (5:5)
Delicatessen (7am-4pm) 150/1000 sq. ft., 11/seat* 9% (6:4) 3% (3:7)

TRANSPORTATION
Bus Depot 25/1000 sq. ft.**
Truck Terminal 10/1000 sq. ft., 7/bay, 80/acre** 9% (4:6) 8% (5:5)
Waterport/Marine Terminal 170/berth, 12/acre**
Transit Station (Light Rail w/parking) 300/acre, 21/2/parking space (4/occupied)** 14% (7:3) 15% (3:7)
Park & Ride Lots 400/acre (600/paved acre), 14% (7:3) 15% (3:7)

5/parking space (8/occupied)* **

* Primary source: San Diego Traffic Generators.
** Other sources: ITE Trip Generation Report [6th Edition], Trip Generation Rates (other agencies and publications), various SANDAG & CALTRANS studies, reports and estimates.
P Trip category percentage ratios are daily from local household surveys, often cannot be applied to very specific land uses, and do not include non-resident drivers

(draft SANDAG Analysis of Trip Diversion, revised November, 1990):
PRIMARY - one trip directly between origin and primary destination.
DIVERTED - linked trip (having one or more stops along the way to a primary destination) whose distance compared to direct distance ≥ 1 mile.
PASS-BY - undiverted or diverted < 1 mile.

L Trip lengths are average weighted for all trips to and from general land use site.  (All trips system-wide average length = 6.9 miles)
C Fitted curve equation: Ln(T) = 0.502 Ln(x) + 6.945     T = total trips, x = 1,000 sq. ft.
O Fitted curve equation: Ln(T) = 0.756 Ln(x) + 3.950
R Fitted curve equation: t = -2.169 Ln(d) + 12.85 t = trips/DU, d = density (DU/acre), DU = dwelling unit

S Suggested PASS-BY [undiverted or diverted <1 mile] percentages for trip rate reductions only
during P.M. peak period (based on combination of local data/review and Other sources**):

COMMERCIAL/RETAIL
Regional Shopping Center 20%
Community " " 30%
Neighborhood " " 40%
Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial (other) 10%
Supermarket 40%
Convenience Market 50%
Discount Club/Store 30%

FINANCIAL
Bank 25%

AUTOMOBILE
Gasoline Station 50%

RESTAURANT
Quality 10%
Sit-down high turnover 20%
Fast Food 40%

}

}

T Trip Reductions - In order to help promote regional "smart growth" policies,
and acknowledge San Diego's expanding mass transit system, consider
vehicle trip rate reductions (with proper documentation and necessary
adjustments for peak periods). The following are some examples:

[1] A 5% daily trip reduction for land uses with transit access or near
transit stations accessible within 1/4 mile.

[2] Up to 10% daily trip reduction for mixed-use developments where
residential and commercial retail are combined (demonstrate mode
split of walking trips to replace vehicular trips).



APPENDIX “A” 

Trip Generation Table 

For purposes of this Table the floor area shall be the square footage confined by the 
outside surface of the exterior walls of a building, except for the square footage devoted to 

vehicle parking, necessary interior driveways and ramps. 

LAND USF P.M. PEAK TRIPS PER HOUR 

Automobile Uses: 
*Car Wash 
*Gas Station 3.6 per pump 
*Repair/Service 6.0 per service stall 
Car rentaI/Used car sales 

New car sales 

110.0 per car wash 

1.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of lot size 

4.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

Uses 

Walk-in Bank 
With Drive-through 

*Savings & Loan 
With Drive-through 

o ~ p i n g  Center 
*Less than 30,000 sq. ft. 

16.7 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
25.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
5.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 
6.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

14.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

30,000 sq. ft. or more The trips per p.m. peak hour shall 
be determined by the following 

formula: 

(-0.001A + (323.5/A) + 3.9) per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area; Where A = Floor Area/l,OOO 

Hospitals; 
General 

Convalescent 

1.2 per bed 

0.2 per bed 

0.7 per guest room 
Lodains: 

Hotel, Motel, or Apartment Hotel 

*M u I t i-S t ory Apart m en t s, 
Condominiums, Townhomes or 

Single-Family Housing 0.7 per dwelling unit 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 26 



Use= 

*Supermarket 8.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*Convenience Market 46.7 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*Specialty Retail 
(Free standing retail not in 
a shopping center excluding 
high Trip generating land uses) 

*Furniture Store 
(More than 30,000 sq. ft.) 

*Other Com mercial 
(High Trip generating land uses 
such as video stores, bakeries, 
yogurt shops, etc.) 

*Entertainment Theater 

Discount Stores 
(More than 50,000 sq. ft.) 

Industrial Park 

Manufacturing 

Warehousing 
(50,000 sq. ft. or more) 

*Storage 
(Less than 50,000 sq. ft.) 

Airport Facilities, other than 
Passenger Terminals, 
such as maintenance or 
cargo facilities 

Mini-Warehouse 
(Less than 30,000 sq. ft.) 

Science Research & Development 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 27 

5.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.4 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

9.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.15 per seat 

6.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

1 .O per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

1.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 



- 
Commercial Office under 
100,000 sq. ft. 

Commercial Office 
100,000 sq. ft. or more 

Government Office 

Medical Office 

PeskUlEUl% 
*Low Turnover 

*High Turnover 

*Fast Food (A restaurant 
immediately adjacent to an 
automobile parking area, where 
patrons are served at a counter 
or a drive-through) 

*Child Care/Nursery 

Health Club 

2.8 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

2.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

2.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

3.9 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

0.0 Trips 

6.1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

10.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

31.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

12.3 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

3.6 per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area 

*LOCAL SERVING USES 28 
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Project Name: Organization:

Project Location: Performed By:

Scenario Description: Proposed Project Date: 27-Jun 2018

Analysis Year: Checked By:

Analysis Period: Date:

ITE LUCs
1 Quantity Units Total Entering Exiting

Office 18 18 0

Retail 11 7 4

Restaurant 3 2 1

Cinema/Entertainment 0

Residential 2 0 2

Hotel 28 17 11

All Other Land Uses
2 0

Total 62 44 18

Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized

Office 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Retail 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Restaurant 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Cinema/Entertainment

Residential 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Hotel 1.00 7% 8% 1.00 7% 8%

All Other Land Uses
2

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel

Office

Retail

Restaurant

Cinema/Entertainment

Residential

Hotel

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel

Office 0 0 0 0

Retail 1 1 0 0

Restaurant 0 0 0 0

Cinema/Entertainment 0 0 0 0 0

Residential 0 0 0 0

Hotel 1 0 0 0

Total Entering Exiting Land Use Entering Trips Exiting Trips

All Person-Trips 62 44 18 Office 11% N/A

Internal Capture Percentage 10% 7% 17% Retail 0% 50%

Restaurant 50% 0%

External Vehicle-Trips
3 50 37 13 Cinema/Entertainment N/A N/A

External Transit-Trips
4 3 2 1 Residential N/A 0%

External Non-Motorized Trips
4 3 2 1 Hotel 0% 9%

NCHRP 8-51 Internal Trip Capture Estimation Tool

Table 1-A: Base Vehicle-Trip Generation Estimates (Single-Use Site Estimate)

0

0

Cinema/Entertainment

Development Data (For Information Only )

0

0

0

Estimated Vehicle-Trips
Land Use

Venice Place

Table 2-A: Mode Split and Vehicle Occupancy Estimates

Table 4-A: Internal Person-Trip Origin-Destination Matrix*

Destination (To)
Origin (From)

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment

Land Use
Entering Trips Exiting Trips

Table 3-A: Average Land Use Interchange Distances (Feet Walking Distance)

Estimation Tool Developed by the Texas Transportation Institute

Table 5-A: Computations Summary Table 6-A: Internal Trip Capture Percentages by Land Use

2
Total estimate for all other land uses at mixed-use development site-not subject to internal trip capture computations in this estimator

3
Vehicle-trips computed using the mode split and vehicle occupancy values provided in Table 2-A

1
Land Use Codes (LUCs) from Trip Generation Informational Report , published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

4
Person-Trips

*Indicates computation that has been rounded to the nearest whole number.

Abbot Kinney, Venice

AM Street Peak Hour

KOA Corporation



Project Name: Organization:

Project Location: Performed By:

Scenario Description: Proposed Project Date: 13-Apr 2020

Analysis Year: Checked By:

Analysis Period: Date:

ITE LUCs
1 Quantity Units Total Entering Exiting

Office 2 0 2

Retail 18 9 9

Restaurant 30 20 10

Cinema/Entertainment 0

Residential 0

Hotel 47 24 23

All Other Land Uses
2 0

Total 97 53 44

Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized Veh. Occ. % Transit % Non-Motorized

Office 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Retail 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Restaurant 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Cinema/Entertainment

Residential 1.00 5% 5% 1.00 5% 5%

Hotel 1.00 7% 8% 1.00 7% 8%

All Other Land Uses
2

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel

Office 60 200 200

Retail 200

Restaurant 80

Cinema/Entertainment

Residential 200 80

Hotel 50

Office Retail Restaurant Residential Hotel

Office 0 0 0 0

Retail 0 3 0 0

Restaurant 0 4 0 1

Cinema/Entertainment 0 0 0 0 0

Residential 0 0 0 0

Hotel 0 0 1 0

Total Entering Exiting Land Use Entering Trips Exiting Trips

All Person-Trips 97 53 44 Office N/A 0%

Internal Capture Percentage 19% 17% 20% Retail 44% 33%

Restaurant 20% 50%

External Vehicle-Trips
3 69 38 31 Cinema/Entertainment N/A N/A

External Transit-Trips
4 5 3 2 Residential N/A N/A

External Non-Motorized Trips
4 5 3 2 Hotel 4% 4%

NCHRP 8-51 Internal Trip Capture Estimation Tool

Venice Place KOA Corporation

Abbot Kinney, Venice

PM Street Peak Hour

Table 1-P: Base Vehicle-Trip Generation Estimates (Single-Use Site Estimate)

Land Use
Development Data (For Information Only ) Estimated Vehicle-Trips

Table 2-P: Mode Split and Vehicle Occupancy Estimates

Land Use
Entering Trips Exiting Trips

Table 3-P: Average Land Use Interchange Distances (Feet Walking Distance)

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment

Table 4-P: Internal Person-Trip Origin-Destination Matrix*

Origin (From)
Destination (To)

Cinema/Entertainment

0

0

0

0

0

Table 5-P: Computations Summary Table 6-P: Internal Trip Capture Percentages by Land Use

4
Person-Trips

Estimation Tool Developed by the Texas Transportation Institute

1
Land Use Codes (LUCs) from Trip Generation Informational Report , published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

2
Total estimate for all other land uses at mixed-use development site-not subject to internal trip capture computations in this estimator

3
Vehicle-trips computed using the mode split and vehicle occupancy values provided in Table 2-P

*Indicates computation that has been rounded to the nearest whole number.



 

 

 
May 26, 2020 

 
Juliette Oh 
Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Juliette.oh@lacity.org 
 
Dear Ms. Oh: 
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the applicant for the AK Hotel Project (Project) in response to 
the appeal from the Citizens Preserving Venice on Case No. ZA 2012-3354-CUB-CU-SPR-SPP-MEL-
WDI/ ENV-2016-4321-EIR. GPA prepared a Historical Resource Technical Report (Technical Report) 
for the Project that identified historical resources on and in the vicinity of the Project site, assessed 
the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from the Project on the identified historical resources, 
and recommended mitigation measures as appropriate in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

CEQA Definition of Historical Resource 

The letter submitted by the appellants on March 26, 2020 argues that the Project would adversely 
affect historical resources. The definition of a CEQA historical resource is found in Chapter 2.6, 
Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code:  

For purposes of this section, an historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. Historical resources 
included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 
5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 
5024.1, are presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of this section, 
unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not 
historically or culturally significant. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a 
local register of historical resources, or not deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth 
in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not preclude a lead agency from determining 
whether the resource may be an historical resource for purposes of this section. 

Thus, properties listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical 
Resources are mandatory historical resources. In other words, the lead agency must treat such 
properties as historical resources. Properties included in a local register are presumptive historical 
resources. In Los Angeles, the City treats properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments and collectively designated as Historic Preservation Overlay Zones as historical 
resources. Additionally, the City presumes properties identified as eligible in a historic resources 
survey such as SurveyLA as historical resources unless a preponderance of evidence demonstrates 
otherwise in a Historical Resource Evaluation Report prepared by a qualified professional. 
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Discretionary historical resources are properties deemed significant by the lead agency based on 
evidence but regardless of any official listing in a historical register.  

The appellants incorrectly argue that the block on which the Project site is located is a 
“mandatory” historical resource as defined by CEQA because it was identified in the Venice Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP). Policy 1.F.I. of the LUP includes a list (see Table 1) of 17 
buildings, streets, and trees “identified through the coordinated efforts of surveys performed by 
the Venice Historical Society, Venice Community, State Coastal Conservancy and City of Los 
Angeles as significant architectural, historical and cultural landmarks in the Venice Coastal Zone.”  

The 17 properties are not “mandatory” historical resources as they are not listed in, or determined 
to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. The LUP does not define 
“architectural, historical and cultural landmarks” and does not state that the 17 properties are 
historical resources as defined by CEQA. Although the LUP was adopted by the City Council, the 
list is not an official inventory of historical resources in Venice. The City’s official inventory of 
historical resources is comprised of properties designated as Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments and located within Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. The LUP does not include any 
meaningful information on the 17 properties. In some cases, the list uses historic names and in other 
cases common names. In most cases, addresses are not provided, and GPA could not determine 
the location of some of the 17 properties to verify their continued existence. GPA determined that 
the list includes some but not all of the properties listed under national, state, and local landmark 
and historic district programs. Of the 17 properties, four are listed as landmarks or historic districts 
and meet the CEQA definition of a “mandatory” historical resource. At best, the 13 remaining 
would be considered “presumptive” historical resources.  

SurveyLA 

SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey of Los Angeles, surveyed the Venice Community 
Plan Area (CPA) in 2015. According to SurveyLA methodology, properties listed under national, 
state, and local landmark and historic district programs were not re-evaluated for eligibility 
(indicated as N/A in Table 1). It is important to note that the survey report for the Venice CPA does 
not refer to the LUP or the 17 properties included on the list as previously listed or significant 
architectural, historical and cultural landmarks. Therefore, 13 of the 17 were included in SurveyLA 
and evaluated like all properties constructed prior to 1980. SurveyLA evaluated four of the 13 
properties as individually eligible under national, state, and local landmark programs (3S; 3CS; 
5S3). Three of the 17 properties were evaluated as eligible under national, state, and local historic 
district programs. These include the Windward Area identified by SurveyLA as the Lost Venice 
Canals Historic District, the Windward Colonades identified by SurveyLA as the Windward-Pacific 
Commercial Historic District; and the Walks Streets identified by SurveyLA as the same name. Two 
of the 13 properties were evaluated by SurveyLA as contributors to one of the three 
aforementioned historic districts. The Property is not located in any of these potential districts. 
SurveyLA evaluated Abbott Kinney Boulevard and concluded that it was ineligible for listing under 
national, state, or local historic district programs for lack of integrity (6LQ). The block on which the 
Project site is located, between Brooks and Westminster Avenues was not even included in the 
evaluation, presumably because it had no potential for eligibility. The survey report for the Venice 
CPA summarized the evaluation as follows: 

The Abbot Kinney Boulevard Commercial Planning District is an early-20th century 
neighborhood commercial corridor located in the northwestern portion of Venice. The 



 

 
 

 3 

district contains 147 parcels along both sides of Abbot Kinney Boulevard (formerly W. 
Washington Blvd.) between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard. Development in 
the district is a mix of commercial and residential building types, with modest Craftsman 
cottages from the teens and 1920s alongside one- to three-story vernacular brick buildings 
from the 1920s. Today the district is almost exclusively commercial in its use. While the area 
does not retain sufficient integrity or cohesion to qualify as a historic district, a number of 
intact properties were surveyed individually. 

Following is the SurveyLA definition of a Planning District: 

Planning Districts are areas that are related geographically and by theme, but do not 
meet eligibility standards for designation. This is generally because the majority of the 
contributing features have been altered, resulting in a cumulative impact on the overall 
integrity of the area that makes it ineligible as a Historic District. The Planning District 
determination, therefore, is used as a tool to inform new Community Plans being 
developed by the Department of City Planning. These areas have consistent planning 
features – such as height, massing, setbacks, and street trees – which warrant 
consideration in the local planning process. 

As Abbot Kinney was evaluated as ineligible as a historic district, contributing and non-contributing 
properties were not identified by SurveyLA. However, a number of properties were evaluated as 
individually eligible. GPA mapped the data from SurveyLA as well as the properties constructed 
through the 1920s, according to the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor. This map (see 
attached) clearly illustrates that Abbot Kinney is ineligible as a historic district. The area does not 
possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early twentieth century to qualify as a 
historic district. Of the 143 parcels located between Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard, 
only 52 were constructed before 1929, or 36 percent. Even fewer of the 52 would qualify as 
contributing buildings, if a historic district existed, as they have been so profoundly altered and 
lack integrity. Although there are no guidelines for the minimum number of contributing buildings 
required for national, state, and local historic district programs, the typical percentage is 75. The 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard Planning District no longer conveys a sense of time and place from the 
early twentieth century. The fact that SurveyLA evaluated Abbot Kinney Boulevard between 
Westminster Avenue and Venice Boulevard as ineligible as a historic district and did not even 
include the block on which the Project site is located as part of the evaluation should be 
considered sufficient evidence it is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA.  

GPA Technical Report 

The GPA Technical Report evaluated the block on which the Project site (see Table 2) is located 
as a potential historic district and each property over 45 years of age as a potential landmark, 
although SurveyLA concluded that there were no eligible properties on the Project site.  

After careful inspection, investigation, and evaluation, GPA concluded that six of the nine 
buildings on the Project site are not eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places and/or California Register of Historical Resources and are not eligible for designation as 
Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCM) due to a lack of significance and/or integrity. Three buildings, 
1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, appear eligible for designation as HCMs. These 
buildings were likely not identified by SurveyLA as they are not clearly visible from the public right-
of-way. GPA also concluded that none of the buildings on the Project site are contributors to a 
potential historic district under the federal, state, or local designation programs. The stretch of 



 

 
 

 4 

Abbot Kinney Boulevard between Westminster and Brooks Avenues has even fewer buildings 
remaining from the early twentieth century than the area to the east. Although the appellants 
state that there are six properties from the 1900s on the Project site, there are actually three: 1023!/2, 
1025, and 1031. Two of the three would be retained, while one would be demolished. On the 
opposite side of Abbott Kinney Boulevard from the project site is the Westminster Avenue 
Elementary School, which was constructed around 1965. This The stretch of Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard does not comprise possess a significant concentration of buildings from the early 
twentieth century to qualify as a historic district. Furthermore, the north and south sides of the street 
are not united by united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development. Although 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard is one of the 17 properties included in the LUP, a preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not a historical resource defined by CEQA.  

GPA analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the Project would have on the 
identified historical resources. The Project proposes to retain 1021, 1023, 1025, and 1027 S. Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard, remove 10231/2, 1031, 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, and 
construct four new buildings that would be 33 feet above grade or three stories with a 
subterranean floor. The appellants argue that the new construction would diminish the integrity of 
the remaining buildings that date from the early twentieth century. However, these four buildings 
(1021, 10231/2, 1025 and 1027 Abbot Kinney Boulevard) are ineligible as historical resources partly 
because they lack integrity. As they are not historical resources the CEQA thresholds for impacts 
do not apply.  

GPA concluded that the Project would result in a direct impact on 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. 
Abbot Kinney Boulevard as they are historical resources that would be demolished. Additionally, 
GPA concluded that the Project would result in a cumulative impact on historical resources. 1047, 
1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard are among only a small number of intact examples 
of single-family residences along the street. Accordingly, GPA recommended mitigation measures 
to minimize the impacts. However, the impacts would not be reduce to a less than significant 
level.  

Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) 

The appellants incorrectly argue that the Project is not in conformance with the policies pertaining 
to historical and cultural resources in the LUP. The policies in the LUP are not prescriptive and strict 
compliance with the historic preservation guidelines in Policy 1.F.2 of the LUP is not required as 
suggested by the appellants. Furthermore, many of the guidelines are not applicable because 
other than 1047, 1047A, and 1047B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, the buildings on the Project site are 
not historical resources for lack of significance and/or integrity. With regard to the existing buildings 
that will be incorporated into the Project, it is not possible to renovate their façades to reflect their 
historic character as closely as possible (Policy 1.F.2.a) as most of the character-defining features 
have already been removed (Policy 1.F.2.c). 
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding this issue, please contact me at 310-792-2690 or 
teresa@gpaconsulting-us.com. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Teresa Grimes 
Principal 
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TABLE 1 
Venice Land Use Plan Architectural, Historical and Cultural Landmarks 

# Name Address Designation Status SurveyLA Status 
Code 

1 Venice City Hall 681 E. Venice 
Boulevard HCM No. 749 N/A 5S1 

2 Lighthouse Street 
Bridge 

Lighthouse Street 
between Pacific 

Avenue and Roma 
Court 

None 
Yes, 

individually 
eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

3 Eastwind Community 
Gardens 

Eastwind Street 
between Pacific Court 

and Canal Court 
None No N/A 

4 Crown Arms 
(Catamaran St.) 

Could not confirm 
location N/A N/A N/A 

5 Bay Cities Laundry 2100 Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard None No N/A 

6 Sidewalk Café 
(Conran Building) 

1401 Ocean Front 
Walk None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

7 Waldorf Hotel 1217 S. Ocean Front 
Walk None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

8 St. Charles Hotel (St. 
Marks Hotel) 

19 E. Windward 
Avenue None 

Yes, 
individually 

eligible 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

9 

Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard between 

Venice Boulevard and 
Brooks Avenue 

N/A  None 

Yes, but 
ineligible 
as historic 

district 

6LQ 

10 
Old Venice Jail 

(Venice Division Police 
Station) 

685 Venice Boulevard HCM No. 595 N/A 2S2; 5S1 

11 Venice Breakwater  
Pacific Avenue at 

Windward Avenue (At 
the Beach) 

None No N/A 

12 
Brick Street - 18th Street 

(18th Avenue brick 
Street) 

18th Avenue between 
Pacific and Ocean 

Front Walk 
None 

Yes, but 
more 

research 
needed 

QQQ 

13 64-72 Market Street 64-72 Market Street None No N/A 

14 Canals Bridges N/A 

Venice Canal 
System (HCM No. 

270)/Venice Canal 
NR Historic District 

N/A 1S; 5S1 

15 
Old Venice Library 

(Venice Branch 
Library) 

610 California Street National Register 
Listed N/A 1S 

16 Windward Area Multiple None 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 
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TABLE 1 
Venice Land Use Plan Architectural, Historical and Cultural Landmarks 

# Name Address Designation Status SurveyLA Status 
Code 

16a Windward 
Colonnades Multiple None 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 

16b Windward Apartments 85 Windward Avenue None 
Yes, 

eligible as 
contributor  

5D3 

16c 52 Windward Avenue 52 Windward Avenue None No N/A 

16d 80 Windward Avenue 1605 S. Pacific Avenue None 
Yes, 

eligible as 
contributor 

5D3 

17 Walk Streets Multiple N/A 

Yes, 
eligible as 

historic 
district 

3S; 3CS; 
5S3 
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TABLE 2:  
Buildings/Parcels within Project Site 

# APN Address Other Associated 
Addresses 

Year Built 
 

Treatment 

1 4239-021-027 1021 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1913/1917 Retained 

2 4239-021-026 1023 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921 Demolished 

3 4239-021-026 1023½ S. Abbot Kinney 
Blvd (rear building) N/A 1907/1913 Retained 

4 4239-021-026 1025 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1907/1913 Retained 

5 4239-021-025 1027 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard 

1029 S. Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard 1923 Retained 

6 4239-021-024 1031 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1908 Demolished 

7 4239-021-023 Plant Nursery N/A N/A N/A 

8 4239-021-018 1047 S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

9 4239-021-018 1047A S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

10 4239-021-018 1047B S. Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard N/A 1921–1922 Demolished 

11 4239-021-017 Playground N/A N/A N/A 

12 4239-021-029 Parking Lot N/A N/A N/A 
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Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Gary Richwald <drgary@usnz.net> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:28 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>
Cc: Sue Bayley <suebayley@usnz.net>

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

We have been residents of Venice and homeowners since 1976.

We are alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

We have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely,  

Gary A. Richwald, MD, MPH
Sue Bayley

250-252 5th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
Cell: 310 994 6700
E-Mail: drgary@usnz.net
             suebayley@usnz.net

https://www.google.com/maps/search/250-252+5th+Avenue+%0D%0A+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/250-252+5th+Avenue+%0D%0A+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:drgary@usnz.net
mailto:suebayley@usnz.net


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Tom Paris <paristom@me.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:29 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

>   Once approved this gargantuan project would pave the for other inappropriate developments .  

Sincerely, 
Thomas Paris Ph.D.

Venice Resident
Venice Homeowner



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Theo Lewitt <theo.lewitt@icloud.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:36 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, lifelong Venice resident,

Theo Kirkham-Lewitt 

Sent from my iPhone



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Deb Z <xtravoice@aol.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:37 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was shocked to hear that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. 

I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place” project!

This is not the size of development that Venice wants or needs.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.

Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Debbie Zeitman
Venice Residen



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Trish Gallaher Glenn <larkinfon@me.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:43 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I am a long time resident and homeowner in Venice. I have witnessed the negative effect of increased density and
commercialization on our community. Like many of my friends and neighbors we feel that the city of Los Angeles has
been unfairly neglectful of the local communities concerns in favor of donors and developers. I vote and your actions will
impact how many of us vote.  

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Trish Gallaher Glenn

Venezia Ave resident Venice Ca 

Sent from my iPad



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Daniel Rothman <dbrmus@aol.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:53 PM
Reply-To: Daniel Rothman <dbrmus@aol.com>
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

June 17, 2020 

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: 

I am disturbed that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a
roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you
to oppose the "Venice Place" project. 

My concerns about this Project are: 
•  It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built
structures. 

•  It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a
maximum of 3 lots. This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. 

•  It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary
school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 

 •  The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially
during the morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from
school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott
Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks. 

•  On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-
narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet,
patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. 

•  Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and
an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. 

 "Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.
Please reject this harmful project. 

Sincerely,

Daniel Rothman
Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

caskey@theebelinggroup.com <caskey@theebelinggroup.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 4:09 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Hello City Planners, 

You may think that it’s just the extreme activists who appose the overbuilt hotel/apartment  project on Abbott Kinney Blvd
in Venice. 
We and many other families who love living and supporting Venice agree this project is not in line with the family nature
and small town community of Venice.

We are raising three boys here and the nature of this community is a small town atmosphere,  we know our neighbors
and many shop owners on Abbott Kinney. 

It’s bad enough that giant brands like Adidas, Toms, Robert Graham have made it into the block.  Local families love the
small town,  know your neighbor and support your local stores attitude.  

We love  that our children and all children can bike and skate to the beach or to grab an ice cream or walk to school.  

It’s going to forever change our neighborhood to add this project! 

My concerns are: 
• -The scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Valorie Caskey Ebeling 

San Juan Ave

Sent from my iPhone



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Jodie Evans <heartofj@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:31 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020 Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: 
I am alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construc�on of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbo� Kinney
Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.
THIS IS SOOOOOO WRONG! This has everything to do with Greed and nothing to do with
our beau�ful community.
It is shameful.
It will ruin what is beau�ful and valued about our city.  
It cheapens it. I have serious concerns about this Project: • -It is vastly out-of-scale for the
neighborhood, filling 5 �mes more of the land than the current built structures. • -It �es an
unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum
of 3 lots.  This egregious consolida�on would become a dangerous precedent. • -It is across
a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I
find it hard to believe that there is a similar condi�on anywhere else within the LAUSD.   • -
The project would dras�cally increase the traffic on already-busy Abbo� Kinney, especially
during the morning and late a�ernoon periods when children and families are walking to
and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the
middle of Abbo� Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only
on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  Patrons wai�ng to park will be backed up into the
neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for
resident parking. • -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-
away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. "Venice Place"
is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject
this harmful project. Sincerely, Jodie Evans
Long �me Venice resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Rachel Davis <doctorrae@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:35 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,
Rachel Davis
Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Rachel Davis <racheldavis513@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:36 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,
R> Davis
Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
2 messages

Cheri Pann <cheripann@mac.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 9:44 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
 Cheri Pann

Venice Resident]

Sent from my iPod

Cheri Pann <cheripann@mac.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 9:45 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.



•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Gonzalo Duran
[Quoted text hidden]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Theoakwoodhouse <theoakwoodhouse@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:23 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

Please please please NO!
We are trying to preserve this neighborhood. This is wrong And dangerous in so many ways. 

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Andrea Klein, Venice Resident]

Sent from my iPhone



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Stephen Pouliot <savenezia@aol.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:30 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Stephen Pouliot

Venice Resident
1223 Cabrillo Ave

Sent from my iPad



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Stephen Pouliot <savenezia@aol.com> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:32 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Antonio M. Garcia

1435 Cabrillo Ave
Venice, Ca 90291

Sent from my iPad



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Leslie Rainer <LRainer@getty.edu> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 8:39 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Leslie Rainer

Venice Resident

Leslie Rainer
Senior Project Specialist  |  Buildings and Sites, Getty Conservation Institute  |  (310) 440 6421  |  getty.edu

signature_927002205

http://www.getty.edu/


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Paula Lumbard <paulal@footagebank.com> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 10:27 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I am a Venice resident and Mar Vista small business owner and was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles
Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott
Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  We are a community not a
source for developers to monetize the community we have built. Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Paula Lumbard

Venice Resident] 

Paula Lumbard
Residence:
653 Palms Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Business:
paulal@footagebank.com
12240 Venice Blvd #23
Los Angeles, CA 90066
PH: 310-313-0220 x 105

https://www.google.com/maps/search/653+Palms+Blvd?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:paulal@footagebank.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/12240+Venice+Blvd+%2323+Los+Angeles,+CA+90066+PH:+310?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/12240+Venice+Blvd+%2323+Los+Angeles,+CA+90066+PH:+310?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/12240+Venice+Blvd+%2323+Los+Angeles,+CA+90066+PH:+310?entry=gmail&source=g


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Calebdom <calebdom@earthlink.net> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 11:47 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 18, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Dominic Hoffman

Venice Resident for thirty years



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Nick Mele <whamtwo@yahoo.com> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 1:30 PM
Reply-To: Nick Mele <whamtwo@yahoo.com>
To: "juliet.oh@lacity.org" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

June 16, 2020 Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I was alarmed
to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on
Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place"
project. I have serious concerns about this Project: • -It is vastly
out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than
the current built structures. • -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots
together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of
3 lots. This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street
from a large elementary school. I find it hard to believe that there is
a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. • -The project would
drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney,
especially during the morning and late afternoon periods when children
and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel
loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney,
encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking
system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting
to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons
will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-
away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a poisonous
cocktail. "Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our
kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful project.
Sincerely, [Your name, Venice Resident]

PLEASE stop this! ...............  Thank you    Nick Mele



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

adrea lavezzoli <adrealavezzoli@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 3:01 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 18, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Adrea Lavezzoli

Venice Resident

**************
adrea lavezzoli 



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Pamela Koslow <pamkoslow@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 8:27 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,
Pamela Koslow
Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Pamela Koslow <pamkoslow@gmail.com> Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 9:40 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,
p. Koslow
Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Judy Esposito <judy.esposito@msn.com> Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 7:39 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Judith Esposito and Pamela Harbour 

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Madeleine Schwab <madeleineschwab@yahoo.com> Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 11:56 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "Theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "Jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "Austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 16, 2020 

Hello West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I have the privilege of knowing one of the people who has been living for 30 years in the vicinity of
the proposed Venice Place Hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd.--so have been hearing about it from the
beginning. Being a native of the Westside for countless years, I could easily picture the negative
impacts of this project, beginning with its size: roughly 70,000 square feet in an area not meant to
accommodate an 84-room apartment hotel that fills 5 times more of the land than the current built
structures in an area where the coastal land-use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
It is across from a two-lane--with a median lane--busy commercial street, and from a large
elementary school. As a teacher, I'd offer that this presents a danger to the students as well as the
faculty and staff...not to mention the concern this causes for the parents. It goes without saying
that the project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney Blvd.,
especially during the morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to
and from school. 
Here are other impacts I find troubling for my friend and others who live in the area: the lack of an
ample hotel loading area which would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney; on-site
parking is Valet Only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow
Electric Ave; patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons
will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking.
Too, alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers
and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. 
It should be clear that "Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site, and for the kids, families and
neighborhoods, as well as setting a terrible precedent. 

I strongly encourage you to reject this harmful, I'd even say atrocious project.
Sincerely, 
Madeleine Schwab,
(a very concerned friend of a local resident) 



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Samantha Dickinson <sdcoraggio@gmail.com> Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 4:31 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely,
Samantha Dickinson

Venice Resident

Have a great day,
Samantha Dickinson
Coraggio Consulting
*Let's book some time together! Just click here. 
213.342.7006

Sent via Superhuman

http://www.coraggioconsulting.com/
https://coraggioconsulting.as.me/
https://sprh.mn/?vip=sdcoraggio@gmail.com


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Judy Esposito <judy.esposito@msn.com> Sun, Jun 21, 2020 at 9:50 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

Subject: OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)
(WDI)
 
June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd
in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the
current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a
maximum of 3 lots. This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary
school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the
LAUSD.
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially
during the morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and
from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle
of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the
already-narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood,
or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers
and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.
Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely,

Judith Esposito and Pamela Harbour 

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 1:19 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, nick.melvoin@lausd.net,
austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

 I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice, which is a terrible idea BECAUSE:

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Waxman
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Fw: use this revised email list
1 message

Dennis Hicks <drhicks2@yahoo.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 4:10 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, nick.melvoin@lausd.net,
austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners (et al.):

 I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. This is a huge mistake because: 

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave, which
would worsen traffic.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. It's out of scale and out of
character for the Venice community.

 Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 

Dennis Hicks
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Vote No on Lincoln Apartments: Stop Putting Our Kids in Danger and Stop
Overpriced, Oversized Projects
1 message

Janet Dahlin via Fight Back, Venice <beheard@fightbackvenice.org> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 7:20 PM
Reply-To: jndahlin@ca.rr.com
To: Juliet.Oh@lacity.org, irene.gonzalez@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org, lupc@venicenc.org, board@venicenc.org,
ben.allen@sen.ca.gov, SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov, John.Ainsworth@coastal.ca.gov, cpc@lacity.org
Cc: jndahlin@ca.rr.com

Dear City Planning Commission and local leaders,

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the Lincoln Apartments project (Case CPC-2019-6069-CU-DB-CDP-CDO-
SPP-MEL-WDI), proposed by Venice Community Housing Corporation.

This project is grossly unfair to Venice’s most vulnerable and most important residents: school-age children. It is
outrageous that funding for the project is expected to depend on the inclusion of residents with drug addiction and severe
mental illness(Prop 2) despite having NO sober living requirement and no requirement to seek treatment. Bordering
directly on St. Mark School (who opposes the project) and on the same street as Coeur d’Alene Elementary and Young
Minds Preschool, the project will intensify the existing and well-documented threat posed by some clients of Safe Place
for Youth in the neighborhood.

Evidence from the existing SPY drop-in center and a nearby VCH supportive housing project shows an alarming increase
in police calls for crimes including assault with a deadly weapon, battery, burglary, theft, and vandalism. St. Mark has
called in police when SPY clients harassed students and parishioners, including one who caused a school lockdown by
wielding a chain and smashing windows. Yet, in a written answer to these concerns, VCH says it sees no need for a
security guard at the Lincoln Apartments. SPY already ignores many of its neighbor’s complaints. Homeless housing
projects are already over concentrated in our community. While Venice accounts for only 15% of Council District 11,
48% of supportive housing units located in neighborhoods in CD11 will be located in Venice.

We adamantly oppose this four-story supportive housing project, which will dwarf the surrounding neighborhood and
surely cause parking problems in the neighborhood as it will have only 6 parking spaces for up to 98 residents and 45
staff and volunteers. Furthermore, the $20 million budget to build 40 units (at a cost of $500K each) depletes at an
exorbitant rate, public funds that could be used to help many more homeless people.

The project makes little sense economically amidst the devastation wrought by COVID-19 and represents a threat to the
well-being of the 800 children who live on or attend one of the three schools on the street. Both those experiencing
homelessness and our children deserve better than this over-priced and poorly conceived project. We urge you to vote
against it.

Thank you,

Janet Dahlin
90291



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Sarah Shoup <s_shoup@icloud.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 9:42 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Sarah Shoup

Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Greg Matthews <gregmatthews@mac.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 11:44 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

Ladies and Gentlemen,

First off, thank you for your public service. It’s undoubtably a difficult job and made harder by situations like this one
where you can’t please all of the people all of the time. I value that you’ve chosen a noble profession. It takes courage to
serve. Thank you.

I will be brief. I support Venice business. I’ve lived here for 20 years. I’ve spent countless hours and dollars in all the
establishments Venice has to offer. I rented when I arrived in the late 90s and cobbled together roommate after roommate
to help offset the burden of my first mortgage payments in 2003. Point is, I’m a long time tax paying, Venice local. 

This proposed hotel sits directly across the street from my home. It will bring an enormous burden to our lives here. You
are our last and  only line of defense. I cannot wish delivery trucks, Uber drivers or unruly vacationing hotel guess to be
quieter or not to loiter around the property.  If I could, there would be new group of them the next day. I cannot make
school crossing less trafficked, or roadways and parking less congested. I cannot make hotels and restaurants abide by
schedules or time of day closures. I cannot stop music that’s too loud even though its not allowed at all. I can only
complain after the fact and pray for the mercy of unenforceable laws to be enforced, until they are broken again. This is
only part of the grind the hotel will put the neighbors through. It will be a constant battle between unrelenting commerce
and the people’s right to peace and quiet. Those of us in this part of Abbot Kinney have enjoyed a delicate balance of
restaurant/workspace and community for many years. It’s not perfect, but until recently, most of the workers in
establishments in the buildings were also considerate locals  A hotel will most certainly destroy that compact. And the
neighbors will be the ones who bear the brunt of this and the hotel will have little accountability for the consequences of
their unintended actions. 

Others will argue about jobs it brings, conformity or nonconformity to codes, and I will leave that to the experts. But what I
can tell you is that I’ve watched happen in front of my eyes is an area has become more trafficked, more populated and
density. Some growth is good. Some is not. This will add density that from everything I’ve read is under-reported.

Here’s what I’d ask you to consider: Consider the long term effects. This is a neighborhood. On both sides of of Abbot
Kinney. It’s residential. People need peace, they need a quiet place to unwind and enjoy being home. They need to park a
reasonable distance to their homes.  This hotel will most certainly rob us of that. No way it could not. An unintended but
necessary byproduct of the type of establishment being considered. The proposed parking may meet the letter of the law,
but it will not be that way in practice, cars will move to the streets. If Covid 19, has shown us anything it is that the
neighborhood once filled with cars suddenly has plenty of parking during their closures. Undoubtably  from employees
and patrons not parking on the surrounding streets. I’m asking each of you to imagine the hydraulic lifts in constant
operation, bringing cars up and down in their subterranean lot - a lot that faces the neighborhood. Ubers, taxis and tourist
will wait along skinny, little Electric Avenue and surrounding streets. Hotel guests and drivers will loitering about as they
wait for fares or rides. Trucks will be the greatest increase to the areas. Expanding the alcohol consumption hours is a
stick in the neighbors eye. We are adults, we all know what this means.  No denying it. A hotel will have more needs than
the present occupants. More trucks, more noise more people. Vacationers partying on their balconies. All of this 24/7, all 
in view of a school that is making consistent strides to be a better place to learn year after year.

None of this speaks a word to the impact on the school and children’s walk to and from during what would certainly be 2
years of construction. I’ll leave that to experts as well but I can show you video of construction on this very building a few
years ago where a construction vehicle backed into an active cross walk with children crossing. 

Now, too much noise, impacted neighborhoods and school concerns might not be the strongest arguments against a
multi-million dollar hotel, but that isn’t exactly what I’m arguing. What I’m saying is that if you allow it, you are sentencing
the neighbors to uncontrollable discomfort and unenforceable tools to counter it. No peace and quiet. I’m asking you to
imagine it happening across the street from your homes. I’m begging you to consider the infringement that the hotel will
have on the every day (and night) lives of the surrounding community. It’s something to consider. Really consider. It’s



gonna be painful and will last for as long as the hotel stands. No city planner ever imagined this for Abbot Kinney.

So I’m asking you to do this for the neighbors. Be a public servant. Consider the financial impact, but also consider the
impact on the community. Be our advocate. Be the best part of your profession, to stand up for the people when their
voices otherwise might not be strong or heard. It’s a neighborhood. It will face people trying to go to school, get some
sleep, go to work and just live. People who have no control to stop the thing that will impact those rights. Serve the public
by imagining you live across the street from this hotel. Imagine needing to put your kids to sleep in the hum of an active
hotel. The valet, the patrons, the trucks. Imagine the garbage trucks rolling through early in the morning, after listening to
buzzing patrons leaving hotel bars and restaurants at 1am. Imagine roaming the streets for parking blocks away from
your home in the middle of the night.  Imagine walking your kids through a construction zone for two years to get them to
class, then imagine them trying to learn through the noise. Think about that. Think about living like that 24/ until you can’t
take it and move away. No peace. 

If you’re an elected official, and you want to claim it brings jobs, I get it. But if your job doesn’t depend on political
messaging,, then do the right thing. Don’t move this hotel forward. There are lots of ways this property could be built into
a useful space for the benefit of the owners and the community. A hotel is not one of them. It will crush those of us around
it. You know it and I do. Please protect the public. You are our only line of defense.

Thanks for your time,

Greg Matthews
301 Broadway St
Venice, CA 90291



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

The Venice Place Project
1 message

tandy parks <tandyparks@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 5:05 PM
To: "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>,
"nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net" <austin.beutner@lausd.net>,
"preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>,
"jason.p.douglas@lacity.org" <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners (et al.):

I have been a resident of Venice since 1974 and I appreciate the need for growth and change in our city. However, I urge
you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. This is a huge mistake because: 

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave, which
would worsen traffic.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. It's out of scale and out of
character for the Venice community.

 Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 

Tandy Parks

1030 Superba Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

-- 
Tandy Parks MPH
Phone   310.795 4812

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1030+Superba+Ave.+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1030+Superba+Ave.+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Alyssa Brakey <aboots@hotmail.com> Thu, Jun 25, 2020 at 12:06 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

June 25, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you in the strongest way possible to oppose
the "Venice Place" project. Why does this project keep coming back time and time again?  The community has spoken,
please hear us!

I have lived just steps from Abbot Kinney for 20 years. I have seen car traffic steadily become worse and worse in that
time.  Before the pandemic hit, I was in the habit of avoiding driving on Abbot Kinney entirely because of the often bumper
to bumper, stopped cars at all times of the day - not just rush hour or a busy weekend! It has become ridiculous. 

Adding a massively oversized, commercial project will make this situation so much worse. We do not need it. We do not
want it. It does not enhance the lives of our community members in any way. The very purpose of an apartment hotel is to
serve visitors and not residents. It is simply a developer's dream to make a boatload of money from prime real estate. I
thought our community made itself very clear the last time they tried for approval, but perhaps some Huizar-style
influence behind-the-scenes has allowed it to come up again.  

In addition:
- It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current
structures.

- It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. My
family had to follow Coastal Commission rules when making changes on our tiny lot. Why should this project be an
exception? 

- It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from Westminster elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within LAUSD. 

- On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhood. It is not a place for Venice at
all.  Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Alyssa Brakey
Long-Time Venice Resident and Parent of Public School Student



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Rachel Davis <doctorrae@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 7:29 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Rachel Davis <racheldavis513@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 7:29 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Judy Esposito <judy.esposito@msn.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 8:30 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Judith Esposito 

Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Deb Z <xtravoice@aol.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 8:56 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a Venice resident since 1985, I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have seen much change to Venice, and I am not trying to hold the community to living in the past, but I by no means
want to see what remains a community wiped out by overscale development that is far more about making money than
considering the impact on neighbors.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
D. Zeitman
Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Leslie Rainer <LRainer@getty.edu> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 9:02 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

 

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

 

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

 

I have serious concerns about this Project:

•             -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.

•             -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.

•             -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it
hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 

•             -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning
and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Herman Wurz <hwurz28@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 9:31 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 1, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Herman Wurz

Venice Resident since 1973



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Robert Hughes <roberthughes@verizon.net> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 11:54 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:
I have been a homeowner/resident of Venice for over 32 years.  My wife works on the 1200 block of Abbott Kinney Blvd.

 I urge you to oppose the “Venice Place" project.

The project is too big for the neighborhood, will increase traffic, is across the street from an elementary school and yet will
be serving liquor, will occupy parking that is already in short supply and destroy the character of the neighborhood.

Please stop “Venice Place” from further eroding the quality of life in Venice.
Sincerely, 
Robert Hughes
Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Venice Place Hotel Project -- Don't kill the goose that laid the golden egg
1 message

Mitchel Kadish <mitchel.kadish@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 12:55 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

Venice has a unique history as an alternative to the mainstream.  It's not the "same old same old" as some would say.  It
is this identity that attracts visitors to Venice.

Projects like the Venice Place Hotel would change that identity.  It would set a precedent that other developers and
landowners would follow in future projects.  Ultimately, Venice would just look like a cheap imitation of Santa Monica, or
Miami Beach, or countless other places.  Is that what you want?  As a resident of Venice for the past 13 years I can tell
you that I don't, nor do many of my neighbors.  And I suspect that the people who consider Venice a destination worth
visiting think the same. 

So, ask yourself this question:  do you want to kill the goose that laid the golden egg?

It's up to you.

Mitchel Kadish
Venice resident for 13 years, and native Angeleno
(310) 890-9304



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Jade fenster <jadieee@aol.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 2:31 PM
Reply-To: Jade fenster <jadieee@aol.com>
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020 Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles
Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott
Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project. I have serious concerns about this Project: • -It
is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures. • -It ties an
unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This egregious
consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. • -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial
street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the
LAUSD. • -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the
morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample
hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into
already-hard-to-see crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the
already-narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will
park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. • -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both
on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. "Venice Place" is the
wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful project. Sincerely,
[Your name, Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

adrea lavezzoli <adrealavezzoli@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 3:02 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Adrea Lavezzoli

Venice Resident

**************
adrea lavezzoli 



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Scott Litt <scottw.litt@verizon.net> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 3:21 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com
Cc: djsamuels@ca.rr.com

July 1, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods Please reject this harmful
project.

As a long time resident of this neighborhood, I don’t feel that it can sustain this type of project. I believe resources are
already stretched too thin in this area. The homelessness is a serious issue here. Please reconsider this project!

Sincerely, 
Scott Litt

Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Aurora Hoffman <sunshineisfine@yahoo.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 1:57 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot,
84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to believe
that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force
trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  Patrons
waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped
for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a
poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Aurora Hoffman

Venice resident.



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Janine Negrin <janineinvenice@gmail.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 4:36 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Steve Yeager <rsyla@me.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 8:39 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I agree with all of these points:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Robert Yeager
29 Clubhouse Ave
Venice Ca 90291



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Opposition Letter - Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)
(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Richard Stanger <stangerr@ca.rr.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 8:57 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh
<Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>, "faisal.roble@lacity.org" <faisal.roble@lacity.org>
Cc: Sue Kaplan <sakaplan@ca.rr.com>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@mac.com>

 

                                      Richard Stanger

2409 Clark Avenue

Venice, CA 90291

 

July 3, 2020

 

 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission

11214 West Exposition Blvd., 2nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA  90064

 

 

Re:    Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)
(MEL)(WDI)

 

 

Honorable Commissioners:

 

This letter is in opposition to the subject hotel project.

 

On June 6th I received an email flyer from City Planning asking the community to help it advance
equitable Westside community plans.  The flyer stated that:

 

“Planning is one of the many factors that play a key role in shaping access to housing,
open space, jobs, and overall a healthy quality of life. As land use planners we have both

https://www.google.com/maps/search/2409+Clark+Avenue+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2409+Clark+Avenue+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/West+Exposition+Blvd.,+2?entry=gmail&source=g


an opportunity and shared responsibility to elevate the importance of inclusion and equity
in our practices.” 

 

The flyer further acknowledged that “we [at City Planning] have a lot of work to do in
reevaluating how we approach our work in order to empower those who have been
marginalized by planning practices of the past.”

 

Venice would be a good place for City Planning to start its self-reflection, the Oakwood neighborhood in
particular. 

 

Oakwood’s History

 

Venice was physically built by hundreds of African-Americans who developed the Oakwood
neighborhood at a time when it was one of the few neighborhoods in Los Angeles where they could
live.  Abbot Kinney encouraged the hiring of African-American professionals to help him build his
vision.  He supported Oakwood’s development as an African-American community. Over the decades
Venice also became home to many Mexican–American families attracted by its affordable homes and
proximity to local industries. 

 

Over the last two decades, however, city planners have systematically abetted the accelerating
gentrification of the Oakwood subarea of Venice, ignoring - or not caring – about its history and its
socio-cultural heritage.  For Oakwood it has become death by a thousand cuts.

 

Underlying City Planning’s complicity in the erosion of Oakwood’s heritage, was the unstated
assumption that more expensive homes – and consequently wealthier White homeowners – was better. 
Time and again, McMansions have removed bungalows and multi-family homes for expensive single-
family homes.  Affordable and RSO units have also been demolished.  The cumulative impacts of these
projects on the social make-up of the Oakwood neighborhood have also been ignored.

 

The Proposed Hotel

 

How will this hotel foster “inclusion and equity”? How will it help those “who have been marginalized by
planning practices in the past”?  The simple answer: it will not.

 

The proposal is for a high-end hotel complex in the heart of Venice on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  Socio-
economic and cultural diversity is what made Venice the world famous destination it is today.  It is this
historic cultural legacy the hotel wants to tap into by locating in the heart of Venice.  Yet this project
has never acknowledged the socio-economic well-being of the neighborhood it will inevitably disrupt
nor the harm it will likely cause our neighbors in the Oakwood community over time.  The hotel, if built,
will continue the City’s pattern of disregard for this historic African-American community and further
exacerbate the displacement of Venice residents who have substantially shaped the character this
famous and unique coastal community.

 

City Planning has expressed its solidarity to the principles that correct the concerns of the Black Lives
Matter movement and in finding ways to steer away from its patterns and practices that have



reinforced racial and economic inequities. However well intentioned, the right words are empty without
the right actions. 

 

This hotel project is in the wrong place.  Its approval will bring social and economic harm to the very
people with whom City Planning just declared solidarity. This hotel is not Oakwood.  It is not Venice. 

 

The hotel project should be denied.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Richard Stanger

 

 

 

Richard Stanger

stangerr@ca.rr.com

310-823-0744

 

mailto:stangerr@ca.rr.com


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Sarah Shoup <s_shoup@icloud.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 10:05 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Sarah Shoup

Venice Resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Phylis Korn <psk449@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:37 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Phylis Korn
29 Park Avenue

Venice Resident]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Janet Smith Kotos <janetsmithkotos@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:18 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

We have lived in Venice since 1988 and have watched it become over-developed and McMansion-ed. We understand
that Abbott Kinney is a source of tax revenue, and a tourist attraction along with the beach. However, this 70,000 square
foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice is ill-conceived on so many levels. 

We urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project: it's the wrong project for this site and for our resident families
and the physical layout of that neighborhood and its streets. Please answer the questions below as stewards of
this neighborhood and its residents:

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, and ties an unprecedented 8 lots together - A bad precedent re: the
coastal land use plan that allows a maximum of 3 lots. Why would the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approve
the construction given that existing restriction?

• -It is across  from a large elementary school, and will be selling alcohol from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-
away. The road separating that alcohol and the strangers consuming it is only two lanes plus median lane - why would
you approve the introduction of strangers and alcohol into a congested area where children are present Monday-Friday,
and on a busy commercial street that is already dangerous for the school families and others who must cross it?

• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney. The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force hotel service and delivery trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve,
possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks, pedestrians and cyclists. How will the developers alleviate this dangerous
issue?

• -On-site parking is valet only via dangerously narrow and Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the
neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. What will the
developers do to alleviate this certain log-jam?

• - Please reject this harmful project. Can they put it somewhere else? if not, why not?

Sincerely, 
Janet and Jim Kotos



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Chris Teuber <christeuber@earthlink.net> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:42 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, mayor.helpdesk@lacity.org
Cc: preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I am a resident and homeowner in Venice for 40 years. This project was presented to the voters before and was struck
down. 
I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.
When it was presented the first time was found that the project would have allowed the sale of alcohol across the street
from an elementary school in violation of California law. 
The project plans in room sale of alcohol. There is no plan to control the access of alcohol in room to minors or guests
who are already drunk. 
Every DUI death of elementary school children, their parents or teacher will be on your heads. 

The Project wants approval for liquor consumption on site and the sale of liquor for
offsite from 7 AM to 1 AM across the street from an elementary school where children
are present from 7:30 AM to 6 PM. Expanding an alcohol permit to many times
its original use, and in multiple structures on multiple lots for all but six hours in the
dead of night, and continuing to allow alcohol sales in hotel rooms 24/7 as well as at
a market across from the school, does not show an intent to comply with the goal of
responsible liquor licensing or protecting children’s safety. We don’t need more intoxicated
people wandering around the neighborhood and where children are playing
outside, right across the street from the site.
Please don’t give a Conditional Use Alcoholic Beverage Permit for an apartment hotel
within 500 ft. of a residential zone.

The traffic trip analysis presented by the planning department was so false as to be false testimony, punishable by law. 
The project does not have sufficient on site parking. 
This will be a parking disaster for Oakwood and all adjacent neighborhoods
The parking for the hotel and restaurants is insufficient, not to mention for special
and private event parking, which are not even addressed by the developer. The onsite
parking is a mechanical system that is all valet assisted. There will be a delay in parking and retrieving vehicles that the
guests will not accept.
Neighborhood streets will be impacted by patrons lined up to enter the valet court on Electric Avenue, an already narrow
street. There will be no self-parking, so many patrons will avoid the
cost and inconvenience of the valet system and park in the Oakwood neighborhood, crowding out residents. Since permit
parking is not allowed in this area, much of the hotel parking will be paid for by inconvenience to neighbors.

There is not enough access for truck delivery to the project. The loading area does not accommodate large trucks. 

This project is applying to be an “apartment hotel,” which by law is only allowed to
rent rooms or suites for 30 days or more. How will that be enforced? Where is the stipulation that if is violated, even once
the licenses will be revoked forever. 
Please make sure that restriction is absolutely clear in your decision letter. Please don’t give a Conditional Use Permit for
an apartment hotel within 500 ft. of a residential zone on both sides. This one would
only be 50 feet from the residences on Electric Ave. A 30 ft wall, a full block long, would face their single-story homes.
The valet parking takes place on this side,
meaning people full of drinks will be waiting for their cars late at night, and cars will be coming and going, yet the
developer pretends there will be no noise problems –



because he doesn’t live across the street.

A 30 foot high wall will block the air and sun from buildings across the street. 

This project was rejected already by the community and the Planning Board. 
It is now back during a pandemic that prevents the public to show its opposition in a public hearing. 
Why was this allowed to proceed at this time? 
We have seen the corruption that has been going on for years with the City Council and Planning Department. It is time
for that corruption to stop. 
The Planning Office operates under the Mayor. Has Eric Garcetti communicated to the Planning or Traffic Departments
regarding this project?
Does Eric Garcetti approve destroying our neighborhood?

Please provide a list of the campaign contributions, donations and gifts made by the developer and /or his representatives
to any and all City of Los Angeles elected officials or employees, including the Neighborhood Council. 
Please insure that none of the members of the Neighborhood Council either met with the developer outside of Council
meetings, or discussed the project with other members of the council outside council meetings.
Certify that no City Employee has received anything of value, even as little as items such as a cup of coffee, lunch, or a
pen from the developer, his architect or his representatives.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Chris Teuber
Venice Resident for 40 years.



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
2 messages

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:39 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a longtime resident of Venice, I was shocked to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd!

I IMPLORE you to OPPOSE the "Venice Place" project!

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across the street from an elementary school. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Across from an elementary school!

There is nothing to recommend "Venice Place"  for our neighborhood. 

PLEASE REJECT THIS PROJECT!!
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Waxman
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291

Dennis Hicks <drhicks2@yahoo.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:50 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org\"" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "\"mike.bonin@lacity.org\"" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"\"juliet.oh@lacity.org\"" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "\"theodore.irving@lacity.org\"" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>,
"\"jason.p.douglas@lacity.org\"" <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "\"nick.melvoin@lausd.net\"" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>,
"\"austin.beutner@lausd.net\"" <austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "\"preservingvenice@gmail.com\""
<preservingvenice@gmail.com>

Subject: OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI),
ENV-2016-4321-EIR

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a longtime resident of Venice, I was shocked to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd!

I IMPLORE you to OPPOSE the "Venice Place" project!

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across the street from an elementary school. 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g


• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Across from an elementary school!

There is nothing to recommend "Venice Place"  for our neighborhood. 

PLEASE REJECT THIS PROJECT!!
Sincerely, 
Dennis Hicks
[Quoted text hidden]



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Frank Defurio <defurio@msn.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 3:00 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Frank Defurio, a Venice resident



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

"Venice Place" - ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR-1A
1 message

Ingrid Mueller <ingridinvenice@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 11:09 AM
To: juliet.oh@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org

Ms. Oh and Planning Commissioners,

As a white, 76-year-old renter, living in E-Venice since 1988...¿why do I deeply care about this wrong project in a good
place?... you may ask.

Appellants' oppositions are not only valid, but would become the long list of irreversible 'Negative Impacts' on the
Historically Black Community immediately across Electric Avenue, from Westminster to Broadway-- a few generations
residing in the formerly red-lined Oakwood area since the early 1900's -- but also on Kids having to manouever through
frolicking global vacationers from/into Westminster Elementary School across Abbott Kinney Blvd. 

No, this is not acceptable for All of Venice Lovers!

Help keep Venice Venice for another 7 Generations!
Black L.A. History Must become a Preservation Project. 
They are already In 'Place'.
They get First Choices.
Unfortunately, their Voices were not collected.

Opposition has mounted, thankfully.
Vote with The People!

Sincerely, indeed!
Ingrid Mueller
1050 Doreen Place
IM in Venice, CA 90291
Since 1988

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1050+Doreen+Place?entry=gmail&source=g


Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Citizens Preserving Venice--Updated Appeal Justification 1 of 2
Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 3:49 PM
To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>
Cc: Amanda Seward <amandaseward@artvista.net>, Sue Kaplan <sueakaplan@gmail.com>, David Ewing
<moreseriousbus@gmail.com>, "Deidre Samuels >" <djsamuels@ca.rr.com>

James and Juliet,

Attached is the UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION. As noted at the beginning of the update document:

THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 2020 WITH ADDITIONAL
APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATION FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING THE
SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL APPEAL
FILING DATE.

THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION OF THE
STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE MARCH 26, 2020 INITIAL
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE CORRESPONDENCE SECTION, AS IT
CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS.

THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IN
THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT.

ALSO, PLEASE INCLUDE THE UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION AND EXHIBITS IN THE COMMISSIONER
PACKET IN COLOR IN ORDER TO BE EFFECTIVE. Thank you!

Thank you so very much, and please let us know if you have any questions. 

NOTE:  The EXHIBITS are being sent to you in the next email. 

Please confirm receipt, thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343

CPV APPEAL UPDATE July6,2020.pdf
4078K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=0d31b038fe&view=att&th=1732652472416a25&attid=0.1.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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UPDATED as of July 6, 2020 
 
JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL OF CITIZENS PRESERVING VENICE re the 
Venice Place Project Case No. ZA-2012-3354- (CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); Env-
2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061- 
033) (“the Project”) 
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 
2020 WITH ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.   
 
SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING THE 
SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
FILING DATE.  
 
THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION OF 
THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE MARCH 26, 
2020 INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE CORRESPONDENCE 
SECTION, AS IT CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS. 
 
THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION. 
 
THE ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS ARE BETWEEN THE RED MARKERS INDICATING 
“NEW” SECTIONS. 
 
IF THE INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATON HAS NOT ALREADY BEEN READ, WE ENCOURAGE 
COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF TO READ ONLY THIS DOCUMENT AND NOT THE 
DOCUMENT SUBMITTED ON MARCH 26, 2020. IF YOU HAVE ALREADY READ THE INITIAL 
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION DATED MARCH 26, 2020, YOU WILL ONLY NEED TO READ THE 
NEW SECTIONS HEREIN, AS NOTED BY THE RED MARKERS. 
 
ALSO, PLEASE NOTE THAT APPEAL POINTS INCLUDED WITHIN EACH ENTITLEMENT 
SECTION ARE INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE IN ALL OTHER ENTITLEMENT SECTIONS. 
 
THANK YOU! 
 
========================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Environmental Justice and Social Diversity  
(applies generally as well as to the CDP approval) 
 
On June 6th, City Planning issued a notice, asking the community to help it advance equitable Westside 
community plans. The flyer stated that “Planning is one of the many factors that play a key role in 
shaping access to housing, open space, jobs, and overall a healthy quality of life. As land use planners 
we have both an opportunity and shared responsibility to elevate the importance of inclusion and equity 
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in our practices.” and “…we have a lot of work to do in reevaluating how we approach our work in order 
to empower those who have been marginalized by planning practices of the past.” 
 
In addition, at the June Coastal Commission hearing, Commissioner Wilson stated: ” I do want to speak 
to the structural inequality of down-zonings that occurred in the 50s and 60s…those were done on 
purpose and in many places where working families and families of color were, and L.A. is notorious for 
it….this subject of structural inequality is obviously on the minds of many of us in this current context. 
Even we, a few items before, we were looking at a walled community and building a new wall around 
that, again, structural inequality often comes in the form of structures…” 

  
Venice was physically built by hundreds of African Americans who developed the Oakwood 
neighborhood at a time when it was one of the few neighborhoods in Los Angeles where they could 
live. Abbot Kinney encouraged the hiring of African American professionals to help him build his 
vision. He supported Oakwood’s development as an African American community. Over the decades 
Venice also became home to many Mexican American families, attracted by its affordable homes and 
proximity to local industries.   

  
Over the last two decades, however, city planners have systematically abetted the accelerating 
gentrification of the Oakwood community, ignoring - or not caring – about its history and its socio-
cultural heritage. For Oakwood it has become death by a thousand cuts.  

  
Underlying City Planning’s complicity in the erosion of Oakwood’s heritage has been the unstated 
assumption that more expensive homes – and consequently wealthier generally white homeowners – 
were better.  Time and again, bungalows and multi-family homes have been replaced by expensive 
single-family homes, aka McMansions. Affordable and RSO units have been demolished.  The 
cumulative impacts of these projects on the social make-up of the Oakwood neighborhood have been 
ignored. 

 
This hotel will not foster “inclusion and equity.” It will not help those “who have been marginalized by 
planning practices in the past.” It will perpetuate and worsen structural inequality. 

  
The proposal is for a high-end hotel complex in the heart of Venice on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  Socio-
economic and cultural diversity is what made Venice the world-famous destination it is today.  It is this 
historic cultural legacy the hotel wants to tap into by locating in the heart of Venice.  Yet this project has 
never acknowledged the socio-economic well-being of the neighborhood that it will inevitably disrupt 
nor the harm it will likely cause our neighbors in the Oakwood community over time. The hotel, if built, 
will continue the City’s pattern of disregard for this historic African American community and further 
exacerbate the displacement of Venice residents who have substantially shaped the character of this 
famous and unique coastal community. 

  
City Planning has expressed its solidarity to the principles that correct the concerns of the Black Lives 
Matter movement and to finding ways to steer away from its past patterns and practices that have 
reinforced racial and economic inequities. However well intentioned, the right words are empty without 
the right actions.   
 
As Coastal Commissioner Wilson indicated (quote above), it is wrong to wall off a community. In this 
case the Project would serve to wall off the Oakwood neighborhood with a block long 30-foot wall, with 
the parking entrance facing Oakwood. The Project essentially gives Oakwood the back of its hand. This 
would serve to perpetuate structural racism in Venice. 
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We are not just taking this opportunity of the Black Lives Matter movement to bring up these issues.   
We’ve been fighting against this Gentrification since this project began but we have never felt there was 
an ear open, or anyone receptive to addressing these concerns. In fact, in the past City Planners have 
indicated that the Environmental Justice Coastal Act sections and Commission Policy are not applicable 
to Venice, which is incorrect. They are State laws and policies that are directly applicable to the Venice 
Coastal Zone and the Project. 

 
This hotel Project is the embodiment of Gentrification. This hotel Project is in the wrong place. Its 
approval will bring social and economic harm to the very people with whom City Planning has declared 
solidarity. This hotel is not Oakwood.  It is not Venice. It violates the Coastal Act’s Environmental 
Justice provisions and Policy and it harms the Social Diversity of Venice that the certified Land Use 
Plan Section I.E.1. requires to be protected. 
 
See also comments noted below in Coastal Development Permit section with respect to the lack of any 
analysis of the Project’s conformance with Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
I. Reason for the Appeal. 

 
This appeal is being filed by Citizens Preserving Venice for the following reasons: 

 
1. The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
2.   The Project will 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. 
3.   The issuance of a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol will adversely affect the 

welfare of the community. 
4.   The proposed conversion of existing residential dwelling units to commercial use is in violation 

of the Mello Act (California Government Code Sections 65590 et al.) and the Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act. 

5.   The Project is not a  project under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and therefore is not 
eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would 
otherwise be required; and is not entitled to the requested lot consolidation. 

6.   The Project adversely affects the historical resources, including the block of the Project, along 
Abbot Kinney, identified in the certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) 
as a historical resource, and the six buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of 
the founding of Venice. 

7.   The parking plans do not comply with parking requirements. 
8.   The approved loading areas and conditions are unclear and could create unsafe and 

hazardous conditions. 
9.   The Zoning Administrator (ZA) determination does not adequately address the public 

comments submitted in this case. This appeal incorporates by reference all written and oral 
comments, in their entirety, submitted on the Project by any commenting party or agency. 
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II. How Appellant is aggrieved by the decision. 

 
Appellant is a non-profit organization organized under the laws of the state of California dedicated to 
preserving the quality of life in the Venice area of Los Angeles.  It will be adversely impacted by the 
Project and the ZA’s determination because it has a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s 
decisions are in conformity with the requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly 
executed and the public duties of City officials enforced as they relate to application of the California 
Coastal Act, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“the VSP”), the LUP, the Mello Act and other 
laws that protect the quality of life in the Venice community.  It also acts affirmatively to protect and 
enhance the life of the neighborhood as experienced by its residents, among others, the residents of 
Oakwood, a historically African American community that has been and continues to be vitiated by 
gentrification. 

 
III.  The points at issue/Why Appellant believes the ZA erred or abused his discretion. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit 

 
A conditional use permit is required for the Project because the Project is within 500 feet of a 
residential zone.  In addition, a conditional use permit is required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-
W.1 to allow the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages. 

 
A conditional use permit may only be granted if 1) the Project will enhance the built environment in the 
surrounding neighborhood; 2) the Project’s location, size, height, operations, and other significant 
features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety; 3) the Project substantially 
conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, 
and any specific plan; and regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages, 4) the proposed use will not 
adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community; 5) the granting of the application will not result 
in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable 
State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within 
a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes involving 
public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and 
disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in 
the area. 

 
The ZA found that the Project enhanced the built environment because it introduced the visitor serving 
use of a hotel and related complementary businesses and concluded without explanation or evidence 
that it was compatible with the design and massing of the area. What the Determination does not 
explain is how a Project that consolidates eight lots, consists of 58,638 square feet in new development 
over 11,672 square feet in existing development, that includes three new three-story massive buildings 
is compatible with the low slung, small lot neighborhood surrounding the Project. 

 
It especially ignores the entire adjacent residential neighborhood block on Electric and the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice which borders the Electric side of the Project. There is no consideration of the 
impact of the Project on Westminster Elementary School and playground which is directly across the 
street from the Project. The ZA erred and abused his discretion as he did not account for the built 



July 6, 2020 5 
environment in the largest and most sensitive portion of the surrounding neighborhood. The 
Determination also stated that the Project provided new parking.  Never mind that the Project removes 
an existing surface public parking lot with 60 parking spaces and replaces this parking only with the 
minimal amount of parking spots required for the new development, thereby resulting in a net loss of 
parking in an area that already has a severe parking problem. Further, there appears a total absence of 
self-parking, which will have a negative impact on the adjacent residential neighborhood, as many of 
the patrons of the hotel complex’s services will likely seek to avoid the valet service and automated 
parking and seek on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The ZA offers no solution, just an 
empty admonition that “Employees shall be prohibited from parking vehicles within the adjoining 
residential neighborhoods.” 

 
The normal method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking.  But this is difficult under the 
provisions of the LUP, as the establishment of residential preferential parking in the Coastal Zone is 
not permitted unless the displaced public parking spaces are replaced with new public parking at a 
minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While a smaller boutique hotel could provide a benefit to the community, the proposed hotel is much 
too massive for its current proposed location. The Project’s size is generally incompatible with the 
immediate residential area. The Project is comprised of nine lots tied together to form one parcel, 
providing a larger lot and greater square footage that any lot in the immediate area. 

 
The Project certainly does not substantially conform with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and the applicable specific plan. The Project as 
currently configured clearly is incompatible with many of the land use plans, policies and regulations 
governing the Project, and therefore, there is no basis for the finding of the ZA that the Project 
substantially conforms with the applicable land use policies. 

 
Significantly, the ZA grants several exemptions and benefits only applicable to  projects, when this 
Project does not meet the definition of a  project. The applicant sought this designation because a  
project  (i) is eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; (ii) is exempt from the Commercial 
Corner Development Standards of LAMC Sec. 12.22-A,23 and the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback 
requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would otherwise be required; and (iii) as 
argued by the applicant, meets the lot consolidation requirements of the VSP contained in Section 9.A 
of the VSP and is therefore entitled to consolidate eight lots comprising the Project. We believe the 
Project does not qualify as a  project and is not entitled to these exemptions and benefits. The 
Determination does not provide any reasoning for finding that this Project meets the requirements of a  
project. 

 
A careful review of the LAMC Section 13.09 B demonstrates that the Project is not a  Project under either 
the letter or spirit of the LAMC and thus is not entitled to any of the benefits sought.  Section 13.09.B.3 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides in pertinent part:  

Mixed-Use Project means a Project which combines one or more Commercial Uses and 
multiple dwelling units in a single building or in a Unified Development and which provides 
the following: [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
(1) a separate, Ground Floor entrance to the residential component, or a lobby that serves both 
the residential and Commercial Uses components; and 
(2) a pedestrian entrance to the Commercial Uses component that is directly accessible from a 
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public street, and that is open during the normal business hours posted by the business. 

A minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public 
commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, must be designed to 
accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 feet. 

 
LAMC Section 13.09 B.3 defines Commercial Uses for the purpose of a  
Project as follows: 

 
Commercial Uses means those uses as first permitted in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, or C5 
zones, including guest rooms and hotels as defined in Section 12.03 and Community Facilities 
as defined by this section. [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
While the ZA labels four hotel rooms “dwelling units,” presumably to fit within the definition of  
Project in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and in order to be eligible for the bonuses and exemptions granted 
to Mixed Use Projects, they are not “dwelling units” within the meaning of the LAMC.  Section 12.03 
of the LAMC, which provides definitions for the terms used in Section 13.09, defines “dwelling” as: 
“Any residential building, other than an Apartment House, Hotel or Apartment Hotel.” The Project is an 
Apartment Hotel and therefore under Section 13.09 does not contain a dwelling unit within the 
definition of the LAMC. 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1. The question here is - is the classification of a project as a mixed-use 
residential and commercial project supportable when only 3.68% of the total project, or 4.62% of the 
total habitation space, is dedicated to residential use. 

 
More importantly, it is bad precedent to allow a developer who has somehow wedged in a few very 
small residential units to combine up to eight lots in a community that generally disallows such 
combination. This is a gross and transparent distortion of the zoning codes, the VSP and the LUP, 
which express the Venice Community’s desire to restrict lot consolidation in order to protect the scale of 
the community.  If allowed to stand as currently contemplated, the Project will create a dangerous 
precedent for Venice.  It signals to developers who in order to achieve their development objectives to 
qualify for a  project or for lot consolidation –no problem, just slap a couple of tiny efficiency units with 
kitchens on your project and you will qualify for an infinite number of lot consolidations and achieve 
your development objectives. 

 
In this case, the applicant dedicates only about 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total 
habitation space to long term housing and by doing so they would achieve an unprecedented lot 
consolidation and waiver of important land use policies.  Further, if this precedent were established 
prior to the adoption of a certified Venice Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), it would prejudice the LCP, 
as it would set a precedent for something very significant that would need to be included in the LCP. 
While the LUP, the guiding policy document was certified by the Coastal Commission, the necessary 
implementation ordinances were not adopted. Therefore, a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) may 
only be issued if a finding can be made that the development will not prejudice the ability of the City to 
prepare a complete LCP, including the implementing ordinance. (See discussion regarding the Coastal 
Development Permit below.) 

 
This very issue was discussed in a West Area Planning Commission meeting for a proposed project at 
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601-611 South Ocean Front Walk in 2016. There, the Commission members expressed concern about 
the cumulative impact and potential prejudice to the adoption of the LCP if an expansive definition of 
mixed use was accepted in evaluating projects in Venice prior to the adoption of the LCP. On that basis 
the Commission rejected a CDP for a project at 601 Ocean Front Walk in Venice. 

 
Even if one accepted the applicant’s definition of the Project as , that would not entitle the proponent to 
unlimited lot consolidation.  9.A.e (4) of the VSP states that “Lot consolidation of more than two lots 
shall be permitted for  and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the 
project conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community.” Here, the ZA’s 
Determination ignores the second half of this statement. At over 60,000 square feet and extending over 
nine lots, the Project is profoundly out of scale with the surrounding community and other existing  and 
multi-family developments on Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Electric Ave. 

 
It should also be noted that the exemption in LAMC Sec. 12.22.A.23(d)(1) from the Commercial Corner 
Development Standards of Section 12.22.A.23 specifies that a project is exempt from the minimum 5-
foot landscaped setback requirement only if it is a  Project as defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 that 
“consists predominantly of residential uses.”  For all of the reasons discussed above, it is not a  Project as 
defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and certainly is not one consisting predominately of residential uses, 
as only four units in the hotel are dedicated to long term residency. Accordingly, the Commercial Corner 
regulations should apply to the Project, and the Project is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement.  
 
Here, the Project approval includes approval of the consolidation of eight lots. The relevant 
provisions of the VSP are as follows: 

 
A.  LOT CONSOLIDATION.  Lot Consolidation of contiguous lots may be permitted, provided 
the consolidation complies with conditions specified in Subsection 1 and 2 below.  Subterranean 
development that is entirely below street elevation is exempt from this subsection. 

 
1.  Number of Lots 

 
e.  Commercially and Industrially Zoned Lots: 

 
(2) Other Commercial Venice Coastal Development 
Projects: 

 
Two lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below: or 
three lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below and 
parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade. 

 
(4)  and Multi-Family Residential Venice 
Coastal Development Projects: 

 
Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use 
and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, 
provided the projects conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of 
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the surrounding community, the required parking is on-site and the 
project conforms with developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below. 

 
Similarly, the LUP provides that Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for  
projects that conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide 
adequate on-site parking. LUP Policy I.B.7. 

 
Under the VSP and the LUP, “Lot Consolidation occurs when:  (1) one or more structures are built over 
a lot line that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot line is adjusted, lots are 
merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of allowing a structure to be built extending 
over what were previously two or more separate lots.” (Section 5.Q. of the VSP and the Definition 
Section, page I-15 of the LUP.) 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1.  The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  
projects is to “increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near 
shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP.) As has been discussed above, clearly the Project does not 
qualify as a  Project pursuant to LAMC 13.09B.  Certainly, it does not qualify as a  Project under the 
LUP, as it does not meet the housing objectives of  projects under the LUP. 

 
It should be noted too that a hotel would not qualify as a residential use under the LUP. In Policy 1.B.6 
of the LUP, it is recognized that commercial, visitor-serving uses such as hotels are distinct from 
residential dwelling units.  It provides, in pertinent part: “The areas designated as Community 
Commercial…will accommodate the development of community serving commercial uses and 
services, with a mix of residential dwelling units and visitor-serving uses.”  It goes on to specify that 
visitor-serving commercial uses include “hotel” uses. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit Alcohol Sales--CUB 

 
In the March 12, 2020 Determination of the ZA in this case, the Zoning 
Administrator authorized the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site 
consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a new hotel restaurant, and the sale and 
dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a 
hotel market.  Before a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol may be issued, the following 
additional findings pursuant to L.A.M.C. Section 12.24.W.1 must be made: 

 
1.   That the proposed use will not “adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community;” 
2.   That the granting of the application will not result in “an undue concentration of premises for 

the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine, in 
the area of the City involved,” giving consideration to applicable State laws and to the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s (ABC) guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these 
establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area 
(especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, 
drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or 
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nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area; and 

 
3.   That the proposed use will not “detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned communities 

in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed use 
from residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar 
uses, and other establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine.”  In this case Westminster Elementary School is directly 
across the street from the Project. 

 

Here, the license would significantly expand both the geographic reach and sale/consumption of 
alcohol, to include sale/consumption in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge areas, business 
rooms, and new restaurants, as well as in-room service. 

 
The ZA acknowledges that according to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
(ABC) licensing criteria, only three on-site and two off-site consumption licenses are allocated to the 
subject census tract and that currently there are 17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site licenses in this census 
tract, establishing an over saturation at the current time.  Further, the ZA acknowledges that the crime 
statistics indicate that the crime rate in this census tract is higher than the city average.  He states that 
the subject area suffers from a total of 528 crimes compared with the citywide average of 185 offenses 
and the high crime reporting district of 222 crimes for the same reporting period in 2018. 

 
The ZA states that the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control has discretion to approve 
an application for a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare 
and will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents.  Normal operations would mean 
that no new license could be granted.  In order to approve an additional license, the ZA  is required to 
make a finding that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the quiet 
enjoyment of property by residents and school children in this case. The ZA does not make this finding 
but rather simply states that because he has imposed a condition requiring surveillance and that bar 
employees will be required to attend training, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption will benefit the public welfare and convenience because it would add another place to 
purchase alcoholic beverages.  (Page 25-26 of the Determination.) It is impossible to conclude that 
employee training and “other conditions” will effectively deter criminal activity, public drunkenness and 
loitering. There are numerous studies performed by Los Angeles County Health and other credible 
institutions that prove that such nuisances and impacts cannot be effectively mitigated in an adjacent 
residential neighborhood and they definitely should not be allowed to occur adjacent to an elementary 
school. (These studies will be provided subsequent to the filing of the appeal.) 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See discussion of the aforementioned studies below. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion with respect to the CUB Findings in two major ways: 
(1) He did not meet all of the six Findings required as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., and (2) 
He did not provide adequate or sometimes any evidence to making some of the Findings, 
rendering them conclusory. 
 
1. The ZA completely omitted and thus did not address all six Findings, or portions of 

Findings, required for approval of the CUB as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., as follows: 
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FINDING 1.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. The ZA neglects to address this Finding 
with respect to the alcohol use, mentioning only the hotel use. There is no evidence or 
conclusion provided related to whether the Project will perform a function or provide a 
service with respect to the additional on- and off-site alcohol sales that is essential or 
beneficial to the community, city or region. There is no evidence provided to support the 
conclusion that an increase in alcohol concentration would be a convenience to the 
surrounding community or is a necessity to the surrounding community. In fact, logic alone 
informs a reasonable mind that it is not a necessity or convenience as the area is already over 
concentrated with alcohol licenses and premises. The sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcohol throughout the hotel and off-site sales of alcohol will not benefit the community as 
the area is already saturated and there is no need for more. The immediate area has a high 
concentration of alcohol establishments and allowing another off-site license and a 
significant expansion of the on-site license for the entire hotel could adversely impact the 
surrounding neighborhood. Also, in addition to our above-mentioned studies by experts, 
testimony was supplied at the Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning that also 
highlighted the correlation between alcohol sales, crime, and other adverse impacts. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 2.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval that the Project will not adversely affect or 
further degrade the public health, welfare and safety of adjacent properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood. The ZA neglects to address this portion of the Finding. There is 
no evidence or conclusion provided that the Project will not harm the public health, welfare 
and safety of the adjacent properties, or that the quality of life and “right to quiet enjoyment” 
of the adjacent residential neighbors and the adjacent elementary school will be protected. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 3.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. However, this Finding only addresses 
conformance with the applicable Plans with respect to commercial areas and neglects to 
address the relevant goals, objectives and policies of the residential portions of the Plans, 
including the impact on the surrounding and adjacent neighborhood and the adjacent 
elementary school with respect to additional on-site and off-site alcohol sales. The required 
Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 5.  
The ZA does not address the portion of Finding 5. that states that consideration must be 
given to the number and proximity of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of 
alcoholic beverages within a 1,000-foot radius of the site; nor does the Finding indicate 
whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area. The 
required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 

2. The ZA did not provide accurate or adequate evidence in order to support the conclusions 
made in the six CUB Findings required in LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W, or the analysis is 
insufficient to support the Findings, as follows: 
 
“Abuse of discretion is established if…the findings are not supported by the evidence.” (See 
Cal. Code Civ. Proc. 1094.5(b)), or if the analysis is insufficient to “bridge the analytic gap 
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between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order.” (West Chandler Boulevard 
Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 1506.) 

 
FINDING 4.  
The ZA failed to adequately consider the impact of the CUB on the public welfare of the 
community. 

 
In order to approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school, church or an 
adjacent residential neighborhood, Business and Professions Code 23958 requires an 
investigation of all matters that may affect the public welfare, including morals. A key 
component of the analysis of the effects on the welfare of the pertinent community is 
consideration of the impact of the significant increased alcohol use on morals of the area. 
The proposed on-site and off-site sale of alcohol on the premises during the hours of 7 a.m. 
to 1 a.m. is contrary to the public welfare and morals, especially the elementary school 
students at Westminster Elementary School, across the street from the project.   

 
The sale of alcohol adjacent to a school not only advertises substance abuse but also glamorizes it. 
Per the California PTA resolution “REGULATION OF LIQUOR LICENSES NEAR SCHOOLS, 
adopted by Convention Delegates May 1997, Reviewed and deemed relevant November 2017, “A 
600-foot distance is inadequate for the protection of grade one through 12 schools from possible 
effects from such licenses.” 

 
There are many aspects of the sale of alcohol at this Project that will influence and negatively impact 
the students of Westminster School.  A hotel with alcohol service and an open site plan right in the 
path of young children walking to school directly across Abbot Kinney Blvd does not show an intent 
to comply with the goal of responsible liquor licensing or protecting children’s safety. 

 
The Project includes a roof deck, pool area and bar that face the school, in full view of the school 
children during lunch and recess.  This design affords the hotel guests a perch to view the activities 
of elementary school students which is not desirable to the parents of the students and disregards 
student privacy. 

 
The Project design includes rooms with balconies facing Broadway which is a main thoroughfare for 
parents walking their children to and from school.  Hotel guests will have access to alcohol 
beginning at 7 a.m. or, for that matter, 24/7 in the hotel room. This creates a dangerous risk that 
guests will be partying on balconies in the view of students walking to school at 7:30 a.m. or walking 
home between 2:20 p.m. and 6 p.m., when after school activities end. Children are easily influenced 
by the adults around them. Viewing adults engaged in the consumption of alcohol near their school, 
the place they need to feel safe in, is impactful to young minds.  At this age their prefrontal cortexes 
aren’t developed enough to allow them to access the rational part of their mind.  

 
As cited on The Science of Psychotherapy website by Matthew Dahlitz, Neuroscience Magazine: 
“The prefrontal cortex (PFC) is the cerebral cortex covering the front part of the frontal lobe. This 
brain region has been implicated in planning complex cognitive behavior, personality expression, 
decision making, and moderating social behavior. The basic activity of this brain region is 
considered to be orchestration of thoughts and actions in accordance with internal goals. The most 
typical psychological term for functions carried out by the prefrontal cortex area is executive 
function. Executive function relates to abilities to differentiate among conflicting thoughts, 
determine good and bad, better and best, same and different, future consequences of current 
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activities, working toward a defined goal, prediction of outcomes, expectation based on actions, and 
social “control” (the ability to suppress urges that, if not suppressed, could lead to socially 
unacceptable outcomes). The frontal cortex supports concrete rule learning, while more anterior 
regions along the rostro-caudal axis of the frontal cortex support rule learning at higher levels of 
abstraction.” (adapted from Wikipedia) As such, children under the age of 25 are very 
impressionable and don’t have the cognitive ability to differentiate from good and bad behavior. 

 
The school children will be walking past the hotel every day when going to/from school. There will 
be observations of public drunkenness and there will be alcohol consumption in the common areas, 
including the roof deck that oversees the elementary school. These observations will impact the 
morals of the children at a very young, impressionable age. The ZA erred and abused his discretion 
as he did not consider the impact of the hours of operation for on- and off-site alcohol use on the 
adjacent elementary school or the adjacent neighborhood. Nor did he consider the impact of the 
extensive alcohol use on the morals of the adjacent elementary school children. 
 
Lastly, with respect to the impact of the CUB, the ZA completely omitted an analysis of the impact 
on the adjacent neighborhood and elementary school of the noise from alcohol being served in the 
open areas. There is no discussion of possible reduction of hours of alcohol use/sales or any 
mitigation measures for the impact of sound. The ZA also omitted an analysis of the impact of the 
extensive loading zone activity and increased traffic and parking demands on the neighborhood and 
school children, both of which would be significant adverse impacts. 

 
FINDINGS 4. and 5.  
The ZA failed to consider readily available evidence from experts, as well as testimony from 
neighbors and parents at Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning, with respect to the 
adverse impacts of increased density of on- and off-site alcohol outlets (premises) when 
making his conclusions in Findings 4. and 5. 

  
A study prepared by Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (See attached 
EXHIBIT C) states:  “A high density of alcohol outlets increases alcohol consumption, 
motor vehicle crashes, alcohol-related hospital admissions, injury deaths, assaults and 
violent crime, suicides, drinking and driving, child maltreatment, and neighborhood 
disturbances.” The report found that a high density of alcohol outlets in a community 
increases rates of violent crime, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, and alcohol-related 
deaths. It concluded that limiting the density of alcohol outlets is effective in reducing 
alcohol-related harms. The study’s findings indicate that having a high density of either on-
premises or off-premises alcohol outlets was associated with significantly higher rates of 
alcohol-related harms. Additional findings are that communities with a high density of either 
on- or off-premises outlets were:  

1) 9 to 10 times more likely to have increased rates of violent crime,  
2) 4 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-involved crashes, and  
3) 5 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-related deaths.  

 
Finally, the study recommends that local governments highlight areas where on-premises or 
off-premises alcohol outlets are oversaturated and use their land use powers to limit the 
number of new alcohol outlets in those areas. 

 
Also, the Institute for Public Strategies prepared a briefing document entitled The Power of 
Local Municipalities to Control Alcohol Outlet Density (See attached EXHIBIT D).  The 
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briefing states that high alcohol-outlet density can threaten public health and safety and 
reduce the quality of life in surrounding neighborhoods. Their research shows that there is a 
direct correlation or a nexus between high alcohol availability and increases in drunken 
driving, sexual assault, crime and violence, underage drinking, health problems and 
economic decline, and the relationship to the problems created is statistically significant. In 
fact, for these reasons, the ABC has established guidelines for the acceptable level of alcohol 
outlet density in a given census tract. If the number of alcohol retailers exceeds the number 
recommended, that census tract is considered to be oversaturated, or an undue concentration 
of alcohol licenses.  

 
In addition, the Institute for Public Strategies briefing document references a guide for local 
government, funded by the California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs, that 
indicates that in areas of undue concentration of alcohol licenses [which go hand in hand 
with the related premises] that high crime and proximity to sensitive land uses, i.e. schools, 
churches and residences, can be used as a basis to reject a public convenience or necessity 
waiver and thus cause denial of a license. Here we have both high crime and proximity to 
sensitive land uses, which is a basis for denial. 

 
This guide also urges local governments to have policies and procedures in place to prevent 
oversaturation of alcohol.  

 
The above-mentioned documents and studies prepared by third party experts provide 
evidence that adding more alcohol, especially the significant amount of alcohol consumption 
that would be associated with a large hotel, to a census tract area that already has an “undue 
concentration of alcohol licenses” and “high crime” will escalate crime and other negative 
consequences to the surrounding area.  

 
In addition, a significant amount of evidence has been provided through testimony of 
neighbors, parents, and other community members in Public Hearings and letters to City 
Planning that the surrounding area is already saturated with alcohol establishments and that 
adding even more will have a detrimental impact on the surrounding neighborhood and the 
residents’ and the elementary school children’s quality of life and right to quiet enjoyment. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The first paragraph in Finding 5. has numerous errors of fact.  
 
The Finding states that there are 17 on-site licenses. In fact, there are 21 on-site licenses in 
the census tract as of the date of the determination. The Finding states that there are two 
active Type 47 ABC licenses for the two existing restaurants. In fact, there is only one, 
License No 569602, for the Felix restaurant. The Primitivo Wine Bistro License No. 514811 
was cancelled and transferred. The Finding states that the proposed hotel restaurant seeks a 
renewal and extension of existing Type 47 license No. 345545, for which the primary owner 
is West Indies Trading Co, Inc., and which active since October 7, 1998. That is incorrect. 
This license has been active since September 14, 2010 and expires on August 31, 2020. (See 
attached EXHIBIT B for the correct evidence.) The extent of the errors of fact by the ZA 
calls into question the evidence and the conclusions based on the evidence throughout the 
CUB Findings. 
 
FINDING 5. 
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The ZA failed to consider the extent of alcohol licenses in the census tract in excess of the 
ABC-established limits, and he does not make any conclusions relative to the significant 
expansion of the on-site alcohol license. 
 
As mentioned above, there are 21 (not 17) active on-site licenses in the census tract, 
compared to three on-site licenses allocated to the census tract by the ABC. There are 
SEVEN TIMES MORE LICENSES THAN ALLOWED, which is a serious over saturation 
of alcohol licenses in the area. The number of alcohol licenses in the area far exceeds the 
amount allocated by the ABC and the ZA fails to connect this substantial evidence to his 
conclusions.  
 
Also, the significant expansion of the existing Type 47 license No. 345545, to cover all of 
the new areas in the entire hotel—including the hotel lobby, the outdoor courtyard, the 
lounge areas, the business rooms, the new restaurants, as well as in-room service--is not a 
new license but it would materially increase the concentration of alcohol in the surrounding 
area and the census tract. 

 
Although the ZA admits that the crime rate in the census tract where the subject site is 
located is higher than the City average and that the number of alcohol licenses in the area far 
exceeds the number allocated by the ABC, he omits the relevant fact that this means that 
there is an undue concentration of alcohol licenses, as defined by the ABC, and therefore an 
undue concentration of premises in the area. Instead, he uses the phrase “an over-
concentration of licenses is suggested.” He is basing his finding--that the additional off-site 
license and significant expansion of the existing on-site license to cover the entire hotel will 
not result in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration 
of alcoholic beverages--on the fact that the ABC has discretion to approve an application for 
a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and 
will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents. However, there is no 
evidence provided to support that statement, nor can the ZA rely on actions that have not 
been taken by the ABC in making the conclusions in his Findings. The Finding requires that 
the ZA find that approval of the CUB will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or consideration of alcoholic beverages. Given that an undue concentration of 
alcohol licenses already exists, it simply follows that there is an undue concentration of 
premises, and adding one more, especially premises the size of the hotel, is only going to 
make the concentration and over saturation much worse. 
 
In addition, the ZA cannot speculate or assume that the ABC will take certain actions in 
support of the Project’s public convenience and necessity. The ZA has a separate 
responsibility under City law, regardless of what the ABC may do. Whether and for what 
reasons the ABC approves an alcohol license is not directly related to the responsibilities of 
the ZA in finding that an “undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for 
consideration of alcoholic beverages” will not result from the granting of the application.  
 
The ZA mentions some conditions that have been placed on the CUB. However, there is no 
proof or studies that indicate that the conditions cited are effective in mitigating the adverse 
effects of additional alcohol licenses or that the conditions will in any way but nominally 
have an impact on those nuisances and other adverse impacts; in fact, the undersigned 
Appellants have had many experiences with CUBs in Venice where the conditions imposed 
are ignored by the applicant and also not enforced by the City. This is a City-wide problem. 
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Also, given the extensive number of crimes in the Crime Reporting District reported in 2018, 
which is significantly higher than the City average, and the overconcentration of licenses and 
related premises in the area, the standard CUB conditions such as the ZA has imposed on 
this Project are not likely to be effective in protecting the welfare and safety of the 
surrounding community. There are no studies or proof or evidence provided that indicates 
that the conditions cited will in any way have an impact on the types of crimes and nuisances 
impacts in an area such as this. 
 
In addition, under CEQA the cumulative impacts of a Project must be considered, and the 
cumulative impact of adding an off-site alcohol license and significantly expanding an 
existing on-site alcohol license to the entire hotel operation would be significantly harmful 
to the welfare and safety of the adjacent and surrounding community and the adjacent 
elementary school. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The ZA failed to adequately consider the significant statistics regarding crime in the area.  
 
According to the LAPD, the Crime Reporting District had a total of 528 crimes in 2018, as 
compared to a City-wide average of 185 and the High Crime Reporting District’s 222 
crimes. The Crime Reporting District of the proposed project has almost THREE TIMES the 
number of crimes of the City average! And it has 2.4 times the number of crimes of the high 
crime reporting district! There is no analysis of this very significant evidence and the impact 
that would be caused by adding even more premises dispensing alcohol. The Finding goes 
on to provide detail of the 528 Part 1 and 2 crimes and states that conditions of approval are 
being imposed in order to prevent public drinking, public drunkenness, and driving under the 
influence. However, those conditions will only impact 4 out of the 528 crimes listed--the 3 
for public drunkenness and the 1 for a DUI! 

 
FINDING 6. 
The ZA does not meet the requirements of Finding 6 as there is no evidence or analysis of 
the impact of additional on-site and off-site alcohol consumption on the adjacent 
Westminster Elementary School, the nearby church or the adjacent residential neighborhood.  
 
State Business and Professions Code 23789 does not allow for the approval of an alcohol 
license for premises within 600 feet of a school (the Westminster Elementary School is 65 
feet from the Project site) or in the immediate vicinity of a church, and CCR 61.4 does not 
allow for the approval of an alcohol license for premises within 100 feet of a residential 
neighborhood (the adjacent neighborhood is 50 feet away from the Project site), unless 
public convenience or necessity is found. Here, there is no evidence that dispensing of 
additional alcohol on-site and off-site is a necessity or would be a convenience to the 
community. State law limits the issuance of new licenses in geographical areas defined as 
high crime and in areas of undue concentration of retail alcohol outlets. This can only be 
overridden by a determination that the license would serve public convenience or necessity, 
in other words, if it is proven that the outlet will provide a benefit to or satisfy an existing 
need of the surrounding community. The ZA errs in that, although he states that the 
residential neighborhood would be adjacent to the proposed Project, he does not state that 
the Westminster Elementary School would be adjacent to the proposed Project. There has 
been significant public testimony in several Public Hearings and a significant number of 
letters to City Planning regarding the serious concerns about alcohol consumption adjacent 
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to the residential neighborhood, church and elementary school. In addition, in order to 
approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school or church, Business and 
Professions Code 23958 requires an investigation of all matters that may affect the public 
welfare and morals, and special conditions are required related to the sensitivities of the 
school or church and the impact on morals. According to the ABC, licenses within 600 feet 
of, let alone adjacent to, schools are usually only approved in more dense areas such as a 
downtown area. The impacts on all of the sensitive uses, including the school, church and 
residential neighborhood, must be considered and analyzed, and specific conditions must be 
provided, such as limiting the hours of alcohol consumption and restricting the use of the 
loading zone when school children are present. However, there is no discussion and analysis 
by the ZA at all relative to the impacts on the school, including related to loading areas and 
traffic that will make arrival and departure from the school dangerous. The ZA states that the 
project “will contribute to a neighborhood” but provides no evidence re. how it will 
contribute. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Also, notably, the ZA does not include in the CUB Findings the advice of the Los Angeles Police 
Department, as is the practice when considering the crime rate in issuing a conditional use permit to 
allow the sale of alcoholic beverages. 

 
In this case, Westminster Elementary School is directly across the street on one side of the Project and a 
residential community is directly on the other side of the Project. Alcohol, hotel rooms, and strangers 
adjacent to a public elementary school do not mix well. Further, the application of off-site sales in an 
already over saturated neighborhood is especially tone deaf, given the problems associated with a 
longstanding and growing homeless population in this same neighborhood and a proliferation of street-
level, illicit drug sales.  
 
 
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 applicable 
findings include: 1) that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act 
of 1976; 2) that the permitted 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; 3) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of the 
individual project in making its determination; 4) that 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. 

 
The Coastal Act of 1976 was enacted by the State Legislature as a “a comprehensive scheme to govern 
land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California.”  Its passage was the result of the recognition 
that uncontrolled development of the California coastline could not continue.  One of its goals is to 
“protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 
environment and its natural and artificial resources.”  To achieve this goal the Coastal Act sets forth 
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specific policies governing public access, recreation, the marine environment, land resources, and 
development along the coast.  It provides specific protection for “sensitive coastal resource areas,” 
defined in the Coastal Act as those bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest 
and sensitivity, such as highly scenic areas and special communities or neighborhoods which are 
significant visitor destination areas. Under the Coastal Act, new development where appropriate is to 
protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 
The Coastal Act specifically provides that prior to certification of the LCP, a CDP shall only be issued 
if the issuing agency, or the California Commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development 
will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3. Further, the Coastal Act requires that new development not have a 
significant adverse impact, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30105.5 
provides: 

 
“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. 
 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 

 
The LUP recognizes Venice as a special coastal community.  Policy I.E.1 provides: “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.” The LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a historical resource. 
 
In making Finding No. 7 that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the 
Determination makes no mention of this and does not consider the impact of the Project on this 
historic resource, required to be protected under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion in Finding 7. as he only cites Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 
30253(e), but does not analyze conformance of the Project with this key Chapter 3 section. Coastal 
Act Section 30253(e) states that “Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods 
which, because of their unique characteristics are popular visitor destination points for recreational 
uses.” The Venice Coastal Zone is in fact a Special Coastal Community, as designated in the original 
Coastal Plan, which preceded and formed the basis for the Coastal Act, and as designated by the 
Coastal Commission in the certified LUP. Thus, additional protections are necessary to protect the 
scale and character of Venice’s unique neighborhoods, as per the certified LUP guidance in Policies 
I.E.1., I.E.2. and I.E.3. This project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the Venice 
Coastal Zone and, if approved, would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts to Venice, being a 
precedent for other projects of this size. The Special Coastal Community of Venice, a Coastal 
Resource according to the Coastal Commission, must be preserved and protected from projects like 
this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. 
 
The ZA also errs in Finding 7. As he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the project on 
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coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a Local Coastal Program. Cumulative 
impacts is one of the most important issues here, as the Project is the largest project to ever be 
proposed for Venice and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale and 
character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State Coastal 
Commission as a “Special Coastal Community” (as defined in the certified LUP) and must be 
preserved and protected from projects like this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative 
impact on the relatively small scale and unique community character of the Venice Coastal Zone 
community. 
 
In addition, the ZA errs and abused his discretion in Finding 7. as he completely omits any discussion 
of conformance of the Project with Chapter 3 Coastal Act Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities; encouragement and provision; overnight room rentals, which states: “Lower 
cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.” 
The Coastal Commission noted in its Staff Report for the 2 Breeze project (5-14-1932 Lambert) that 
“…many hotels are exclusive because of their high room rates…the expectation of the Commission, 
based upon several recent decisions, is that developers of sites suitable for overnight accommodations 
will provide facilities which serve the public with a range of incomes. If the development does not 
propose a range of affordability on site, the Commission has required off-site mitigation, such as 
payment of an in-lieu fee to fund construction of lower cost overnight accommodations such as youth 
hostels and campgrounds. Lodging opportunities for budget-conscious visitors to the coast are 
increasingly limited….most newly constructed hotels are designed and marketed as high cost products 
[and so rooms for] persons of low and moderate incomes will make up fewer of the guests staying 
overnight in the Coastal Zone. Without low-cost lodging facilities, a large segment of the population 
will be excluded from overnight stays at the coast. Access to coastal recreational facilities, such as 
beaches, harbors, piers, and special coastal communities, is enhanced when lower cost overnight 
lodging facilities exist to serve a broad segment of the population.” 

 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Further, the Determination recognizes that the immediate area is surrounded by one and two-story 
structures.  On page 27, the last sentence of the third full paragraph states: “The project site and 
properties proximate to the site are developed with one- and two-story structures in an urban area.” 
(This is also stated on page 28, the last sentence in the first full paragraph.) Yet the ZA goes on to 
justify the three-story mass and scale of the Project by comparing it with a couple of out of place three-
story structures (that should not have been approved) and does not consider the majority of the 
surrounding structures (all one- and two-story structures) that are acknowledged to reflect the character 
of the neighborhood. 

 
Thus, the ZA errs and abuses his discretion in concluding that the proposed 30-foot tall portions of the 
project are consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, adjacent to the multi-
family residential neighborhood as he is only comparing to a very small portion of the surrounding 
structures and not considering what is by far the largest and most sensitive portion. 
 
The Appellant will supply additional information that shows that 74% of the surrounding structures are 
0- or 1-story, 8% are 2-story and 18% are 3-story. Only 18% of the surrounding structures are 3 stories, 
which in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure facing a 1-story residential area. 
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===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See attached EXHIBIT E for Appellant’s Streetscape, which contains evidence regarding mass, scale 
and character of the site and surrounding area. Corner buildings demand special attention because they 
are more visible than other buildings on the block. This Streetscape was prepared using the common 
industry practice for projects that are on corners of blocks: the immediate neighborhood, or cornerscape, 
or viewshed is four lots from the corner on both sides of the street that the building fronts, and two lots 
from the corner on both sides of the other street running at right angles to the fronting primary street. 
The area included in the Streetscape is shaded in light green in the map below. 
 
STREETSCAPE AREAS 

 
 
The Streetscape shows that 64% of the structures are 1 story, 31% are 2-story and 5% are 3-story. Just 
5% of the surrounding structures being 3 stories in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure 
facing a 1-story residential area. In addition, there are seven existing structures on the block of the 
proposed hotel. Two of them (29%) are 2 story and the remaining five are 1 story (71%). None are 3 
stories. 

 
The total square footage of the buildings in the Viewshed is 118,868. The usable building space is 52% 
of the block’s total land area (i.e. its Floor Area Ratio, or FAR), a FAR of .52. The same area with the 
proposed hotel increases the square footage by 49% to 176,638, and the FAR increases to .79, a 52% 
increase.  
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The block on which the hotel will be located has an existing FAR of .29 and a total building square 
footage of 16,920.  With the hotel completed, the new FAR for that block would be 1.28, or 3.4 times 
larger, and new total building square footage would be 74,690, also 3.4 times larger. 

  
The residential properties in the Oakwood neighborhood on the east side of the proposed hotel together 
have a FAR of 0.54 and a total building square footage of 59,087, and they comprise 76 living units. The 
three-story hotel with roof deck, with square footage of 70,310 and a FAR of 1.5 that is 1.8 times or 
almost two times larger than the FAR of the east side Oakwood properties, will loom over the 
surrounding residential neighborhood. 

 
The proposed Project is grossly incompatible with the surrounding area and thus violates Coastal Act 
Section 30251 and 30253 as well as certified LUP policies I.E.1, I.E.2. and I.E.3. In fact, the Project, the 
largest ever proposed in the Venice Coastal Zone and spanning the vast majority of a city block, would 
stick up from the surrounding primarily residential community like a giant island rising out of the ocean, 
to be seen for miles and to tower over the surrounding community. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
For all of the above reasons, the Project does not comply with the applicable LUP Policies.  
Accordingly, the ZA erred in its Finding No. 8 that 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. 

 
The Determination also found that the Project was consistent with the various planning ordinances 
and plans, as it was a Project. 

 
The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission’s decision on 601 Ocean Front Walk (ZA-2015-
102-CDP-SPP-1A), at the hearing on September 7, 2016 is instructive. The issue there was also 
whether the immaterial number of residential units qualified the project as mixed use, with the 
associated benefits related to FAR and lot consolidation. The WLAAPC concluded that due to that 
project’s immaterial amount of residential use it did not qualify as “mixed use,” and therefore denied 
the project as proposed. 

 
Below are some excerpts from the audio transcript for that hearing, from the 
Commissioner discussion: President Donovan:  
“Mixed Use isn’t defined here [in the certified Land Use Plan] and thus I must use judgment and 
I know mixed use when I see it and I don’t see it here today.” 
He said that if this project was approved as proposed, it would prejudice the LCP. He goes on to say 
that “This is not for us to decide at this point as our decision would prejudice the LCP.” He reiterated 
that there were insufficient mitigation measures and not enough attention on the cumulative impacts, 
and thus a project of this size was out of scale with the surrounding area and that it would have a 
substantial adverse impact. 

 
Commissioner Halper: 
The ZA erred in his Finding re. prejudicing of the LCP with respect to classification of the proposed 
project as a mixed use. The current proposal, which assumes that the smallest possible sized unit 
allows, 800 sq. ft, is adequate to support an increase of 50% from the FAR of 1:0 for office and retail, 
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to a FAR of 1.5:1 that is based on an unspecified mix of commercial (retail and/or office) and 
residential uses. One cannot justify that 2.7% of a project can get a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project. 

 
In this case, the total square footage of the “apartments” is 2,588 square feet. The apartments as a 
percentage of the total habitation space is 4.62% (As per the Project Description, the total square 
footage of hotel space is 53,384 sq. ft and the total square footage of the apartments is 2,588 square 
footage. Total habitation space is 53,384 + 2,588 = 55,972 sq. ft. 2,588 divided by 55,972 = 4.62%). 

 
In this case, the percentage of the square footage of the apartments is 3.68% of the total square footage 
of the project, of 70,310 square feet as per the Project Description. (Total square footage of the 
apartments of 2,588 divided by total square footage of the project of 70,310 = 3.68%). 

 
By either measure, 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total habitation space, one cannot justify 
that this minor percentage of a project can result in a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project (the minor 
amount of residential use is being used to qualify the project as mixed use, thus resulting in a FAR of 
1.5:1 as opposed to 1:0). The precedent set by the WLAAPC on September 7, 2016 in denying the 
project as proposed (with an immaterial amount of residential use supporting a  classification) must be 
followed; and the LCP must not be prejudiced. This is not a  project and must not be treated as one. 

 
For the reasons stated above, the Appellant points out that the Project is not a  project, none of which 
arguments is addressed by the ZA in the Determination.  If the Project is not a  project, then even 
under the ZA’s rationale it does not comply with the VSP and LUP. 

 
Also, in making Finding No. 7, there seem to be contradictory or unclear statements about the loading 
areas around the perimeter of the Project. Finding No. 7 states that the proposed project includes a 
condition prohibiting the use of the public right-of-way for loading purposes, and as such, “the 
proposed development along Electric Avenue is visually compatible with the surrounding area and 
consistent with the character and scale of the neighborhood.”  Whether the on-street loading zone on 
Broadway that is in the plans is approved, or whether its use is conditioned by Condition 17, which 
states “Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway” is also a source of confusion. As the 
specifics of what is being approved for a loading zone for the Project are not clear, it is not possible to 
comment on that for the purposes of Finding No. 7. 

 
Parking 

 

 
 
Adequate parking has not been required as per LUP Policy II.A.3. and Coastal Act Sections 30210, 
30211, 30212, 30214, and 30252. Coastal Act Section 30252 states "The location and amount of new 
development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by providing adequate parking 
facilities,” detailed as follows: 

 
1. It is not clear from the determination whether the 60 parking spaces in the surface parking lot that is 
being demolished are being appropriately replaced. As part of the determination the ZA must verify 
whether any of these spaces are for Public Parking, which are required by the Coastal Act to be 
replaced. We have evidence that this lot was used for public valet parking, mostly for beach parking 
during the day. In addition, the ZA needs to determine whether there are parking covenants or 
agreements for other parties with any of the existing properties for the overall project, in order to 
assure that these obligations are being covered in the parking requirement for the new project. 
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2. It is not clear whether the service floor area for the existing restaurants has been correctly 
calculated and where those existing parking spaces are currently located. 

 
3. The parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction with the 
overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of ADA aisle width in order to 
reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed. 

 
4. The ZA must assure that the parking requirement for the existing Felix restaurant at 
1023 Abbot Kinney is recalculated as it is common knowledge and apparent on the Plans that the 
service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process (DIR-2016-262-CEX), even 
though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a CEX (Coastal Exemption). The service 
floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of the overall project parking 
requirement calculation. 

 
5. The parking calculation must include the service floor area for all areas of the hotel where 
alcoholic beverages will be served, including the hotel roof decks, pool areas, lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, lounge area and business center. 

 
6. The parking calculation must include a requirement for the existing retail nursery, the 
Sculpture Garden as it will be on the Project Site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 
2,963 square feet. 

 
7. The displaced parking spaces for public access due to the proposed on-street loading area must be 
replaced. 

 
8. The wrong parking requirement was used for the service floor area of the restaurant. The parking 
requirement table on page 4 - 5 states that the parking standard for the hotel restaurant is 1 space per 
100 sq. ft of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, whereas the Parking Requirement 
Table in LUP Policy II.A.3. (as well as the comparable table in the VSP) states " 1 space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 
space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed 
seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” It is not clear whether the requirement has been 
correctly calculated as per the LUP and VSP requirements. 

 
9. The front patio service floor area of the retail store has not been included in the parking requirement 
calculation.	
	
===================================================================== 
NEW 
	
10. Major parking problems are glossed over in the ZA’s Determination. 

The ZA’s Determination errs by describing the project’s parking plan in a manner that differs materially 
from the plan specified in the EIR, because it omits one of the plan’s main components, the 80-space 
offsite parking area at Westminster School, and it also omits the Secondary Valet Station on Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. that was intended to relieve congestion at the Valet court on Electric Ave. by moving cars 
from there to the offsite area.  
 
The ZA’s Determination further errs by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, which specifies 



July 6, 2020 23 
that its analysis is of a project that not only has onsite parking, but also includes both a secondary valet 
station and an offsite parking lot, and applying these conclusions to a version of the project which has 
neither, because he has determined they should not be permitted.  
 
There’s nothing about offsite parking in the Determination’s introduction to its FINDINGS OF FACT 
(CEQA), section. It simply notes: 
 

175 parking spaces in a three-level underground garage and 56 bicycle spaces. (ZA Determination 
– page 42)   

The section’s Project Description more explicitly rejects the possibility of offsite parking, in that all 175 
spaces are accounted for onsite: 

 “The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three subterranean 
levels.”  (ZA Determination – page 45)  

However, the Secondary Valet Area makes its appearance when called on to justify inclusion of 
Transportation/Circulation under the heading of: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH 
MITIGATION 

TRANS-PDF-6 Valet Operations 

Staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet Area at all times, to divert vehicles 
as needed to the Secondary Valet Area at the south side of the site. The Secondary Valet Area will 
be staff at 5 PM every day. Staff at both locations will be able to communicate instantaneously via 
wireless communication, to enable quick re-routing of inbound vehicles. (underlining added) (ZA 
Determination – page 52)  

So, the valet operation’s CEQA impacts are only mitigated by the Secondary Valet Area, which in turn 
feeds cars to the offsite lot. But this is not the project he has described, which has a total of 175 spaces, all 
onsite and served by a single valet station.  

A false conclusion is reached by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, based on a project with 
two valet stations and an offsite parking lot, and applying them to the project as he describes it in the 
CEQA introduction and project description, i.e. with only 175 parking spaces, all within the subterranean 
garage, with just a single valet station, and with no offsite parking lot. 

The conundrum arises from parking and valet conditions that the ZA Determination places on the project -
- without admitting that these very things he’s prohibiting are not only in the plan but materially 
contribute to the EIR’s conclusion that the project would not have substantial impacts due to parking and 
queuing.  

The resulting discrepancies from the EIR materially contradict information in the project’s KOA Traffic 
Study and the analysis in the FEIR regarding parking capacity, vehicle queuing capacity, and resultant 
impacts on traffic and neighborhood, on-street parking.  

If the conditions of the ZA Determination are accepted, then the sections of the FEIR involving traffic, 
valets, vehicle queuing and parking have to be re-analyzed. If the ZA’s conditions are rejected, then the 
impacts they attempted to mitigate must be re-addressed.  
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The problems involve the 80-space off-site parking at Westminster School and the Secondary Valet 
Station on Abbot Kinney Blvd. As reflected in numerous parts of the EIR, these both play major roles in 
mitigating problematic impacts.  However, they both create problems of their own, as we’ve detailed in 
previous communications, and both are correctly and explicitly denied by the ZA Determination.  

Nevertheless, the ZA adopts the EIR’s findings that the project’s impacts on traffic and parking do not 
rise to the level of significance if mitigated – even though the mitigations are the offsite parking and 
second valet station, both of which the ZA himself has removed from the project. 

The discrepancies are not minor. There is a reduction of parking capacity by 80 spaces. And in terms of 
the ability to timely park arriving vehicles and avoid on-street queuing, the impact is even more 
pronounced. The KOA Traffic Impact Study has a full 50% of arrivals and departures being routed to and 
from the offsite lot.  

An additional project trip distribution of 5O percent of the inbound trip totals was applied to a 
route from the Main Valet Area to the Secondary Valet Area (for vehicle drop-off) then to the 
proposed off-site parking area at the Westminster Avenue School, which is currently leased by the 
project owner. For outbound vehicles, 50 percent of the overall trips were added to a route from 
the off-site parking area to the Secondary Valet Area. (Traffic Impact Study for Proposed Venice 
Place Hotel - Page ES-1) 

So that extra capacity is crucial to the orderly operation of the entire parking system, as well as drop-offs 
and pick-ups (which are both prohibited by the ZA’s Determination on both Electric and Abbot Kinney). 

The importance of the offsite parking and second valet station are called out in several places in the EIR; 
among them: 

Vehicles would be directed away from the Electric Avenue driveway by valet employees to the 
Abbott Kinney Boulevard valet area, as needed to avoid queuing on Electric Avenue by inbound 
vehicles. This would apply for peak site activity times in the evening and during special events 
that would occur in the evening. This dual approach, with the parking system and traditional valet 
operations, will help to manage inbound vehicle flows, and queuing onto adjacent roadways will 
be avoided through this approach. (underline added) (Venice Place Project City of Los Angeles - 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2019 - Page II-27) 

Nevertheless, the ZA acted correctly in rejecting the offsite parking arrangement. There were good 
reasons for doing so, as the applicant’s proposed plan involved a great deal of valet traffic across Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as well as a valet station on Abbot Kinney that was likely to impede westbound traffic on 
that street. The offsite parking also relied on a lease (of unidentified duration), which is not permitted, 
since offsite parking spaces must be dedicated by covenant in order to fulfill parking requirements.  

Furthermore, apparently in response to our comments in a previous communication, the applicants 
offered, and the FEIR includes, a set of voluntary parking regulations for special events. These specify 
amounts of offsite parking required for various event sizes, as well as the number of valets required.   

Unfortunately, even if the ZA’s conditions were rejected by the WLAAPC, the table below would be 
meaningless unless its terms were explicitly incorporated into enforceable project conditions. 

Additionally, this entire mixed-use project relies on consolidation of more than two lots, which is only permitted 
under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan under the following conditions, set out in Section 9.A.2: 

Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for 



July 6, 2020 25 
mixed use and multi-family residential Venice Coastal 
Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community, 
the required parking is on-site and the project conforms with 
developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below.  (underline added) 
 

If the offsite parking were approved, the project would no longer conform to this requirement that “the required 
parking is on-site.” 

Conclusion 

The parking plan as conditioned by the ZA no longer has anywhere near the capacity, nor the rate of 
service, that was in the parking plan analyzed in the EIR. Consequently, the EIR traffic study is no longer 
relevant if the ZA’s recommended conditions are adopted, as it would no longer reflect the sufficiency of 
project’s conditioned parking plan.  

Therefore, as stated above, the ZA erred by making an unsubstantiated finding that the project would have 
no substantial impact, since his own determination eliminates the necessary, substantiating mitigations. 
Nor does he offer any possible mitigations to replace them. 

One final point: under-parked projects greatly increase traffic congestion: in his 2011 treatise, The High 
Cost of Free Parking, UCLA professor Donald Shoup cites decades’ worth of studies showing that “…on 
average, 30% of the cars in congested traffic were cruising for parking.” Therefore, the ZA erred in 
understating the project’s impacts not only on parking, but on traffic, as well.  

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 

Sea Level Rise 
 
The Determination does recognize that the Project is located within an area that may be affected by 
Sea Level Rise, but finds that the potential for such flooding in severe storm events is likely to 
increase towards the end of the project’s life, based on a typical development life of 75 years and 
brushes off that the three subterranean levels might be adversely impacted in the interim, stating that 
they are subject to further review and compliance with zoning and building code requirements and 
found therefore that the Project is consistent with the Coastal Act.  A thorough consideration of the 
Sea Level Rise and its impact on the Project is required under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
missing here. 

 
Approval of the CDP will Prejudice the Ability to Prepare a Local Coastal Program 
 

There simply is no basis for Finding No. 8 that the Project 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.  
Indeed, the Project sets a precedent for  projects, lot consolidation, three-stories of mostly commercial 
space in a neighborhood of low-slung residential buildings and rehabilitation of historic resources in an 
important special 
coastal community. 

 
Similarly, the ZA also errs on Finding No. 9, as he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the 
project on coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a local coastal program. The 
issue of cumulative impacts is a big concern for this Project, as the proposed project is the largest project 
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to ever be proposed for Venice, and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale 
and character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State as a 
“Special Coastal Community” (as defined) and must be preserved and protected from projects like this 
that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. Omitting an analysis of the impact of the 
project on the Special Coastal Community of Venice, a designated Coastal Resource, which is a key part 
of the applicable Chapter 3 Coastal Act sections that must be considered in the CDP Findings, is a major 
error and abuse of discretion by the ZA. 

 
Prior Decisions of the California Coastal Commission Cited by the Zoning 
Administrator 

 
The ZA recognizes that his decision must be guided by any applicable decision of the California 
Coastal Commission.  Nevertheless, the decisions cited by the ZA in reaching his Determination in this 
case are inapplicable as they do not involve projects of this magnitude. Each of these is discussed 
below: 

 

 
 
1697 Pacific Ave, February 12, 2016 
This is the Hotel Erwin.  The addition of a roof deck service floor area is in no way a “similar 
application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” The issue with this permit was simply assuring there was 
adequate parking for the expansion of the service areas. 

 
1697 Pacific Ave, August 7, 2003 
This too is the Hotel Erwin. The addition of a floor of an existing hotel is in no way a 
“similar application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” 

 
1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Blvd, December 11, 2003 
This project is a  project of a reasonable size (only 3 lot consolidation, and significantly smaller in 
size), and with a substantial number of dwelling units vs. commercial uses. In addition, this project 
was required to take the street dedications. 

 
Comparing the proposed Venice Place Project to this project highlights the fact that the Venice Place 
Project is way too large for the area in overall scale, has excessive lot consolidations, is not a  project 
as the number of dwelling units is immaterial in comparison to the total project, and should not be 
allowed to waive the street dedications.  The 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney decision actually supports a 
denial of the Venice Place Project. 

 
4750-4761 Lincoln Blvd, November 4, 1998 
This project is not at all similar to the subject project. This project is for an apartment building and 
not a  project. Also, according to the Coastal Commission’s archives, the Staff's recommendation 
was for a Substantial Issue, not a No Substantial Issue determination, as alleged in the 
Determination. 

 
Significantly, this the Venice Place Project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the 
Venice Coastal Zone, and if approved would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts and set 
precedent for other projects of this size.  The Coastal Act protects Venice’s existing scale and character 
and does not allow for projects of this sheer size, especially in such a sensitive area. The Project’s sheer 



July 6, 2020 27 
size, impact on a historic resource, unprecedented lot consolidation, treatment as a  project when only 
3.6% of the entire Project (or 4.6% of the hotel space) contemplates the provision of housing, make the 
finding that it 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, as set forth in Finding No. 8, 
ludicrous. The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  projects is to “increase 
opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the 
LUP.) Four extended stay units in a luxury hotel will not increase opportunities for employees to live 
near jobs and residents to live near shopping.  Yet, this is being used to justify all sorts of exceptions to 
compliance with rules that would otherwise be applied to the Project. 

 
 
Site Plan Review 

 
The purpose of a site plan review is to promote orderly development, evaluate and mitigate significant 
environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general welfare by ensuring that 
development projects are properly related to their sites, surrounding properties, traffic circulation, and 
other infrastructure and environmental settling.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, the decision maker 
must find that the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, applicable community plan and any applicable specific plan and that the project consists 
of an arrangement of buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, and other 
pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties and neighboring properties. 

 
For the reasons stated above, this Project does not comply with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, the applicable community plan and the specific land use plans governing the 
project.  Further, the parking is not adequately addressed. 

 
First, as stated above, the total absence of self-parking will have a negative impact on the adjacent 
residential neighborhood, as patrons of the hotel complex’s services will be incentivized to avoid the 
cost of valet service and automated parking (this is not an inexpensive combination). The normal 
method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking. However, The Venice Coastal Zone Local 
Coastal Program’s Certified Land Use Plan makes that completely infeasible: 

 
Policy II. A. 6. Preferential Parking. Establishment of residential preferential parking  districts  
shall  be  contingent  upon  replacing  displaced  public  parking spaces with new public parking 
at a minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While the ZA notes that restricted parking was requested by a neighborhood resident at the hearing, he 
does not address the issue other than to put the proprietors  of  the  businesses  occupying  the  project  
on  best  behavior  to  tell  their employees not to park in the adjacent residential area. This is not a 
condition; it is a fantasy. Further, the Service Floor Areas are understated in the Parking 
Requirement findings, causing the Project to be significantly under-parked.   Several service floor 
areas have been left out of the calculations. 

 
The relevant parking requirements for a Coastal Development Permit, as stated in “the applicable 
policies of the certified LUP,” are found in “Policy 11.A.3 Parking Requirements” and are cited on p. 
31 of the ZA’s Determination. In addition to other requirements, they include: “ 

 



July 6, 2020 28 
“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
The ZA Determination characterizes the LUP policies as “advisory” “guidelines.” However, the VSP 
has the same requirements for hotels, and they are binding, not advisory: 

Section 13 D.  PARKING REQUIREMENT TABLE (p. 25) “One space 

for each 100 square feet of floor area used for 
consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; 
plus 
One space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square 
feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of 
assembly” 

 
The following excerpts from various findings in the ZA letter lay out the areas in this hotel that are 
allowed to be used for “consumption of food or beverages:” 

 
p. 2. Approvals “(e) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center.” 

 
p. 19. MANDATED FINDINGS Conditional 
Use Permits 
“(f) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge 
areas, and hotel business center…” 

 
p. 21. Conditional Use Permit Findings #3 
“The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the new 
hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel 
guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, 
outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 

 
p.  24.  Alcoholic Beverage Findings #4 “…project proposes the sale and consumption of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and 
pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms {liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, 
and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 
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Yet none of these areas besides the restaurants’ and the market’s service floor areas are being counted, 
as they should be in calculating those parking requirements already mentioned: 

 
“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
This is a major oversight. Those measurements and calculations need to be done and reflected in the 
parking requirements.  The architect’s plans even show three tables on the project property facing 
Abbot Kinney that are obviously to be “used for consumption of food or beverages,” This use does 
not appear to be covered by the 170 sq. ft the ZA assigned to the Market, as there is seating inside, as 
well. 

 
Additionally, the parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction 
with the overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of the ADA aisle width 
in order to reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed.   Further, it is unclear 
whether the ZA properly considered  the  parking  requirement  for  the  existing  Felix  restaurant  at  
1023 Abbot Kinney as the service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process 
(DIR-2016-262-CEX), even though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a Coastal 
Exemption (“CEX”).  The service floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of 
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the overall project parking requirement calculation. Also, it is unclear whether the parking 
calculation included parking for the existing retail nursery, the Sculpture Garden as it will be on the 
Project site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 2,963 square feet. 
 
Automated Parking System 

 
Because this project depends entirely on automated parking not only to satisfy code requirements but 
also to successfully serve the needs of the businesses and their clientele, it is extremely important to be 
sure the automated parking is capable of delivering the required  number  of  spaces  and  sufficient,  
reliable  service  before  proceeding  with planning permits. Unlike a conventional garage, there are 
many aspects of automated parking that vary with the particular system, and they are still somewhat 
exotic to most planning practitioners. 

 
We strongly urge that you have LADBS do a preliminary inspection of this installation’s plans in order 
to have confidence that the system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and 
will be able to provide the rate of service claimed in the EIR. 

 
One major reason to take this extra step is that the representations offered in the EIR are, quite frankly, 
deceptive in two crucial areas. First is the layout and capacity. Second is the claimed service rate. 

 
The Subgrade Parking Plan shows a “typical” parking level with cars on closely packed rows of pallets 
alongside a narrow shuttle aisle via which they can be transported to and from the three elevators. The 
problem is that the depiction does not include any room for structural supports, and the spans required 
are 43ft for most of the garage, and 90 ft for the wider end. 

 
Absence of structural supports renders the plan unrealistic, as there is no room between pallets, which 
are spaced less than 4” apart, to place them. The clearance along the central, shuttle aisle to the 
elevators is no greater. 
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Structural supports always present major obstacles to automated parking systems, depending on their 
number, size, and placement, causing inefficiencies in the use of space. In this case, that space is 
saved in the drawings by simply pretending no obstacles exist. 

 
If long horizontal supports were to be used to solve this problem, the approximately 8- inch floor 
thickness depicted in the plans would no longer be sufficient. An increase in floor thickness or support 
depth would cause the depth of excavation to increase, taking it farther below the water level and 
further increasing the water pressure for incursion at the base, where the parking elevator motors lie in 
depression below floor level. It would also increase the amount of soil that would need to be removed 
and increase the attendant CEQA construction impacts. 

 
Since the ability of this project to satisfy its parking requirements depends entirely on automated 
parking, the ability to certify compliance depends greatly on the layout of any structural supports. The 
“Typ. Subgrade Parking Plan” in Appendix A is therefore insufficient as a basis for approval of the 
parking plan, since it does not realistically depict the actual system capacity. Would this 
department sign off on a conventional garage with a required number of spaces if you had no floor 
plan or indication of where it would be possible to put spaces because of support pillars? Another 
difference between conventional and automated parking is that automated parking systems experience 
failures that can cripple an entire garage or a segment of it for hours or days. Has anyone analyzed the 
failure record of the proposed system and the impacts that failures of different types would have on 
capacity, speed and throughput of this project’s system? The system manufacturer should be able to 
provide this information. 

 
The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate. 
On page 53 of the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated: 

 
TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 
80 vehicles per hour (combined input and output) _ (approximately 27 per hour per lift). 

 
Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, employing an 
entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s made by the same company, 
which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service rates for this system?  Below are brochure 
photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, “Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service rate figures of 
80 vehicles per hour, as set forth on page 53 of the ZA’s Determination, are for the Pace system. The 
hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the “Slide” system. This issue was raised in a letter 
from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving dated Aug. 30, 
2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination. 

 
The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been verified before 
accepting it as factual in the EIR.  That mistake should not be perpetuated by continued reliance on it 
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going forward.  
 
Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable of, but in this 
case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create the likelihood of bottlenecks 
and congestion extending into the public right-of-way. 

 
The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles waiting to enter 
the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a verified gate service rate 
specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for vehicle exits. A combined rate always 
greatly overstates the system’s ability to park vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars queuing to 
park. You cannot simply divide the combined rate in half.  The one-way rate of service is much lower, 
because the time required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate.  The elevator can 
carry cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets coming up to street 
level does not speed up an entering car ride down.  In other words, it does not increase the time 
efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service rate, which is often used as 
selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales point by manufacturers, is actually 
deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can be parked or delivered in a given period. 

 
Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car (Car X) 
needs to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle the cars in the row to 
reach the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X out, they block the aisle all the way 
past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire system until they can return to their spots. 

 
This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, and whether a 
pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the outermost pallet reach the transit 
aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may fill up the valet court, blocking the exit from 
the third elevator, where Car X is finally emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into the street. That 
would violate Parking Condition 16, which says: 

 
“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall be prohibited 
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in the public right of way.” 

 
And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.: 

 
“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any time.” 

 
This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since: 

 
“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment.” 

 
As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not be due to an 
intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA and Planning Commission 
to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first place, thereby guaranteeing subsequent 
situations that made violations unavoidable. A condition, after all, is not a magic wand. 

 
 
 
The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of an entirely 
different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very different and more 
efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage). Also, the EIR should have addressed the 
reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the impacts various types of failures would have 
on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are not 
passive systems. They require maintenance, or they fail. 

 
This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 

 
 
The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things added are the 
red labels for clarity.  The cars are as depicted in the plan.  Notice that all it takes is two cars, #8 and 
#9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third elevator just when it’s most needed.  
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Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to venture into 
this mess? Of course not. She’s going to drop her passenger on Electric, double parking to do so if 
necessary, but in any case, violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining right-of-way for 
loading purposes.” (Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is reduced from 7.5 ft to 5 
ft, which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.) 

 
Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR and was to 
serve the 2nd  Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That removes a mitigation 
and makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into Electric Ave., much more likely. 
This makes it even more crucial that the automated parking be capable of performing as represented. 

 
In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated parking 
system and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can accommodate the parking 
demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the layout of the site plan for the Project, 
there should have been, but there is not, a detailed study of how this particular automated parking 
system and valet court layout will operate. 

 
 
========================================================================= 

NEW 

The viability of this entire project depends entirely on the ability and reliably of the automated parking 
garage to park and retrieve vehicles at a rate sufficient to handle the demand placed on it by the hotel, 
two restaurants, a market, events, and beach parking (BIZ). 

While the parking system depicted in the project plans is not specified, it is easily identifiable as the U-
Tron “Slide” system by its unique combination of layout and designation of some but not all spaces as 
capable of orthogonal movement of pallets.  

The Slide is a novel and relatively untried system. From U-Tron’s website, it appears they have only 
completed two Slide installations to date, one in New York and one in Israel.   

The fact that U-Tron, the automated parking division of Unitronics, is the presumed provider means the 
evaluation of system performance is being provided by a highly interested party.  

The reason that is worth noting is because U-Tron did not provide supporting performance data from a 
working example of the Slide system, but instead substituted performance data from an entirely different 
system (Pace) that it also owns, suggests that either the performance of the Slide system could not 
provide as high a service rate as Pace or, alternatively, that the performance data was not yet available 
for this new and novel system with only two completed installations.  In any case, if U-Tron had to 
substitute apples-for-oranges as substantiation, they should have disclosed this issue and provided their 
best argument for why the substitution was legitimate.  Without real verification of the Slide system’s 
rate of service, it should not be accepted as the basis for approval of the entire project.  

Importantly, reliability and maintenance are the Achilles heel of the automated parking business, and no 
supporting reliability nor maintenance data is offered for this project.  New systems often take 
considerable time to work out bugs and efficiencies, so data is not optimized for some period after 
installation. 

The point is that this is a relatively unproven system, so every precaution should be taken to assure that 
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it will operate properly and the project owner will not come back, hat in hand, after approval to ask for 
offsite parking, which is forbidden  to this project under VCZSP 9.A.2.  

Conceptual Plans 

There are no detailed plans of the automated garage. In the approved project plans it is only shown 
conceptually, in a “TYP. SUBGRADE PARKING PLAN (FIRST OF THREE-STORIES (Sheet 1013).  
The other two stories are omitted. For a novel system, with an unusual layout tied to elevator placement 
in the valet court, the need for real plans is much greater and of a different character than for a 
conventional garage, the characteristics and requirements of which are well known and understood 
among planners and design and building professionals.  

Unfortunately, if taken literally, the parking system as shown leaves no space between the pallets that 
carry automobiles to allow for vertical supports. The pallets are four inches or less apart, and they are in 
motion, requiring additional tolerances. This is a problem in a structure six floors tall (including 3 
subterranean) and with spans of over 70 feet. Yet the floor thickness in the section included on this page 
appears to be only about 8 inches.   

If greater floor depth is needed to support a 70 ft. span, that will require significantly deeper excavation, 
which in turn would have a cascade effect on other project data in the City’s Final EIR.  

In other building sections, elsewhere in the plans (Sheet 1020), Section 1 shows the first level of parking 
with a vertical clearance of 7’2.” The clearances of the other two levels are unlabeled, but they are 
considerably less, as illustrated below by blue lines, all of the same length. 

 

 

 

  

The pallets that carry vehicles in the parking system stand well above floor level, reducing the vertical 
clearances for vehicles.  

Note in Section A-A, (shown below) from Sheet 1013, the vehicle clearances are omitted, as are floor-to-
ceiling clearances. Only floor-to-floor heights are noted, and even then, the only exact height is for the 
first parking level.  Even the total depth of the garage is omitted.   
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This does not provide an adequate basis on which to grant permission for a garage on which the operation 
of the entire mixed-use project must depend. 

 

   

From the depiction in Section A-A, the clearance for the first level of vehicles is under six and a half 
feet, and for lower levels it’s substantially less. What vehicles can be accommodated by these clearances, 
and what vehicles will end up parking on neighborhood streets?  

END NEW 

========================================================================== 

These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the project design. 
Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a preliminary inspection of 
this installation’s plans by LADBS before the ZA rules on the planning application, to assure that the 
system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and will be capable of providing 
the rate of service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way to be sure the site plan as presented is 
tenable. 
 

Loading Zone 
Loading issues are unclear in the Determination where loading and unloading are permitted. On page 6, 
in the section on conditions: “17. loading. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading 
areas shall be provided onsite. Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger 
loading shall be prohibited along Abbot Kinney Boulevard.” Does this mean that all loading is done on-
site? 

 
On page 28, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “The proposed project is 
conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way [along Electric Ave.] for the loading 
purposes.”  Yet this was not mentioned in the conditions on loading. 

 
On page 32, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “A valet service is provided 
onsite for the automated parking, and all drop-off and pick- up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As 
conditioned, the loading of passengers or goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As 
such, all proposed valet operations are consistent with Policy I1.A.10.”  (emphasis supplied).  Yet 
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we’ve seen that the Project’s conditioned to allow both commercial and passenger loading in the public 
right of way. 

 
And on page 36: “Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The  development will provide a total 
of 175 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, accessed by an automated parking system and 
operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot loading area is provided onsite, along Broadway. The onsite 
loading space satisfies the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street 
loading area displaces parking for public access, public recreation and public institutions; 
hence, the project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way for loading 
purposes.” (emphasis supplied.) 

 
Given the reasons cited, this presumably means both passenger and commercial loading are on site only. 

 
However, the off-street commercial loading area is insufficient for both size and quantity of delivery 
vehicles. While the ZA’s recommendation cites the loading area’s compliance with code, the 
circumstance here is unusual and creates dangers for schoolchildren, because trucks using this loading 
area will have to back across a sidewalk that is the schoolchildren’s major route to Westminster 
Elementary School. For anything larger than a small bobtail, when the lift gate is extended for 
loading, the truck will extend across the sidewalk and into the curb cut. 

 
The proposed curb cut is too narrow for two trucks to occupy the loading area without jumping the 
curb.   For any longer trucks, like the small tractor trailer rigs that supply small stores and 
restaurants throughout the city, they would block the sidewalk entirely.  Their most likely option, 
whether or not it complies with the project’s conditions, is to park in the middle lane of Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as they do now up and down that street. 
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Photo by Margaret Molloy 
 
But in this location, that creates a large blind spot for children crossing Abbot Kinney Blvd. to the school 
and for drivers on Abbot Kinney who won’t see those children until the last second. 

 
Photo by Margaret Molloy
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Photo by Margaret Molloy 
 
Deliveries from the commercial loading area on Broadway are impractical for the market on 
Westminster. This will be worse if the dedication on Electric is reduced as approved by the ZA, as 
pedestrians will have to share the space with deliveries on dollies traversing the full block on 
Electric, or the delivery traffic will travers the block on Abbot Kinney. (It is unlikely to be routed 
through the hotel.) The more likely possibility is that deliveries to the market will be off-loaded in 
the center lane of Abbot Kinney Blvd., especially as beer trucks are usually if not always tractor 
trailers. 

 
Given the limited facilities and hours for loading, how can scheduling deliveries for hotel, hotel 
restaurant, independent restaurant, independent market/liquor store, and spa all be coordinated to 
comply with conditions and not interfere with each other? Even if they do their best to comply, they 
have limited control of vendors’ routes and schedules. The City’s record of enforcement, be it of 
code or conditions, has been abysmal along Abbot Kinney. Relying on an involved set of conditions 
seems like an invitation to honor them in the breach. 

 
All of this was addressed in public comments submitted by Venice Supports the Specific Plan in its 
letter of Feb. 25, 2019, titled: Re: Comments of Venice Supports the Specific Plan to Draft EIR for the 
Venice Place Project Case No. Env-2016-4321-EIR ("the Project"), as follows: 

 
The operation of the loading zone on Broadway as contemplated creates hazardous conditions 
for pedestrians and drivers trying to navigate their way around trash and delivery trucks. It is 
unclear whether the loading zone that is contemplated will actually remove all trucks from the 
flow of traffic. Given the Project's close proximity to Westminster Elementary and the number 
of school children who use the road where the loading zone is contemplated, this hazard is 
particularly substantial. 

 
The applicant has argued that loading and delivery will only take place during certain specified 
hours when children will not normally be going to and from school, but these stipulations are 
unworkable. The idea that the frequency of deliveries will be significantly reduced by 
consolidation presumes that the hotel and other business located within the Project site, such as 
the spa, restaurants, etc. will: 
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• be willing to coordinate amongst themselves their vendor sources and schedules; 
 

• have the ability to dictate such a schedule to their vendors, despite whatever effects 
this would have on their delivery routes and their other customers; and 

 
• succeed in reducing the frequency of deliveries by a magnitude from what they currently 

handle at this location by using a parking lot that will no longer exist, and all this despite 
a greatly intensified use. 

 
Moreover, this mitigation proposal presumes City agencies have the resources to babysit dozens 
of vendors who will be serving the hotel complex on a constant basis. Currently, lack of 
enforcement is a big problem as trucks routinely double- park on Broadway and in the middle 
of Abbot Kinney Blvd. If the proponent's plans are adopted, the main difference will be these 
practices will expand right to a school crossing and make it blind. 

 
The ZA’s response is to add more unenforceable parking and loading conditions, while failing to 
address the basic problems that they’re intended to mitigate. 
 
 

===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Project Permit Compliance Review 

 
In order to grant a Project Permit Compliance under Section 11.5.7.C., the decision maker must find 
that the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, standards and 
provisions found in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VSP); and that the project incorporates 
mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the 
environmental review which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the 
extent physically feasible. 

 
In addition, Section 8. of the VSP requires that additional findings must be made, including that the 
Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with the existing 
neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development Project would not be materially detrimental to 
adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood; and that the Venice Coastal Development Project is in 
conformity with the certified Venice Local Costal Program, and that the Project is consistent with the 
special requirements in California Government Code Section 65590, the Mello Act. The requirements 
in VSP Sections 9. General Land Use and Development Regulations, 10. Land Use and Development 
Regulations for Subareas, 11. Commercial and Industrial Design Standards, and 13. Parking must also 
be met. 

 
More significantly, for all of the reasons discussed in previous sections of this letter (CU, CDP and 
Parking), the Project is  not compatible with the scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood and thus it is clear that the project is materially detrimental to adjoining lots and the 
immediate neighborhood; the project does not comply with the certified LUP portion of the LCP for 
development standards and policies I.E.1., I.E.2., I.E.3., I.B.6, I.B.7., and Policy Group II. Shoreline 
Access, as explained in detail in the CDP section of this letter; and the project is not consistent with the 
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Mello Act, as explained in the Mello Act section of this letter. Further, the project does not comply with 
the VSP development standards and parking requirements, as also previously fully discussed in this 
letter. 

 
For all of these reasons, the ZA erred in granting a Project Permit Compliance Review. 

 
Also, it should also be noted that the dimensions of the Project indicated on page 37 of the 
Determination do not agree with the dimensions indicated in the Determination on page 
2, including the restaurant’s square footage, the service floor area of the restaurant, the ground floor 
retail space, the service floor area of the market and the office use. This is an error and this 
discrepancy needs to be corrected and the Appellants given another opportunity to review the 
Project’s conformance with the applicable regulations. 

 
 
Mello Act Compliance Review 

 
In 1982, a statewide bill called the Mello Act was passed.  Its purpose is to preserve housing in the 
coastal zone, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents. In this time of a severe 
affordable housing shortage and the resulting Gentrification in Venice it is critical that the Mello Act be 
carefully followed. 

 
There are three basic aspects of projects that trigger the Mello Act and the City’s Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP): 1) the demolition of units in a 
residential structure that were occupied by persons with low or moderate income or that were affordable 
under certain standards; 2) the conversion or demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a non-
residential use; and 3) construction of new housing. 

 
In Findings No. 18 and 19, the ZA has abused his discretion and erred in finding that the applicant: 
1) is not required to replace any affordable units, 2) is allowed to demolish three residential 
structures for purposes of a non-residential use, and (3) is exempt from the inclusionary 
requirements for providing affordable housing in new housing developments.  The Mello Act 
Compliance Review and the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) Mello Act Determination are in error and the Mello Act and IAP are being violated, as 
follows: 

 
1. The HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units is not based on the last residential use. 
 
The Mello Act provides generally that the conversion or demolition of residential structures with 
existing residential dwelling units occupied by persons and families of low or moderate income shall 
not be authorized unless provision has been made for the replacement of those dwelling units with 
units for persons and families of low or moderate income. In enforcing this provision of the Mello 
Act, HCIDLA is required to make a determination of whether any persons or families of low or 
moderate income have been displaced. 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion by relying on a Los Angeles Housing Department (predecessor 
to HCIDLA) (LAHD) Mello Act Determination of affordable units dated July 6, 2010 that found that 
the property had been operated as a day care center since 2004 and that there were currently no units 
being used for residential purposes, determining that no replacement affordable units existed at 1047-
1051 Abbot Kinney Blvd. 
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However, the July 6, 2010 LAHD letter is not valid as the department checked for affordable units 
during the period after the buildings had been converted to the non-permitted day care center 
commercial use. Of course, no replacement affordable units could be found as there were no 
residents after the illegal conversion to commercial use. Given that the residential units were 
converted illegally, the statute must be tolled and HCIDLA must go back to the period before the 
illegal conversion to the day care center commercial use in 2004 in order to determine whether 
replacement affordable units existed in these three rent-stabilized structures; and then a new Mello 
Act Determination letter re. affordable replacement units must be issued. 

 
In Finding No. 18, the ZA acknowledges that the Project includes the demolition of three single-
family residential structures. The ZA also acknowledges that the existing non-residential use of 
these three structures is unpermitted as the legal use is for residential dwelling units. However, 
LAHD’s conclusion in its July 6, 2010 Mello Act Determination letter that the project is exempt 
from the requirement to provide affordable replacement units cannot be based on an illegal use. The 
July 6, 2010 LAHD Mello Act Determination letter on which the ZA relies in making this finding 
is invalid because it bases the exemption on facts related to the unpermitted use on the property 
since 2004.   
 
In order for the Mello Act Compliance Review to be effective, HCIDLA must issue a corrected 
HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units based on the income of or rents paid by the 
last known residential occupants for the three structures (relying on a tolling of the time due to the 
unauthorized use in the interim). If due to the passage of time those tenants cannot be found, the 
new HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units must presume the existence of 
affordable units, as based on the facts laid out in the July 6, 2010 letter the units were without a 
doubt affordable because they were very small studios and they were/are covered by the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). 
 
2. Conversion or demolition of the three residential structures for purposes of a non-coastal 

dependent, non-residential hotel use shall not be authorized. 

  The applicant proposes to demolish three existing residential structures for purposes of a non-
residential use, thereby triggering the Mello Act. Also, the lot on which these three residential 
structures sit is being converted to a commercial use. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion by approving the project as the Mello Act states that the 
conversion or demolition of any residential structure (this is not the same as maintaining a 
residential unit or use) for purposes of a non-residential use which is not “coastal dependent”….shall 
not be authorized unless the local government has first determined that a residential use is no longer 
feasible in that location. 
 
The proposed mixed-use hotel development is a non-residential/commercial use. The coastal 
regulations for Mixed-Use Developments in the certified Land Use Plan are in the Commercial 
Development and Land Use section, with very specific Commercial Development Standards. 
Mixed-use developments are not an allowed use in a residential zone even though residential units 
are incorporated into the development. Whereas a conversion of a 100% residential use to a mixed-
use or hotel use changes the nature and character of the use to commercial, which can only be 
located in a commercial zone, a conversion of a 100% commercial use to a mixed use remains a 
commercial use, even though it includes residential units.  Mixed use means that two different 
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elements or types of uses are being combined, and the resulting hybrid (definition: a thing made by 
combining two different elements; of mixed character; composed of mixed parts), a combined 
commercial and residential use, can only be a commercial use.  
 
The proposed Project is for the construction of a commercial project, in which four residential units 
are included. These residential units would not be constructed separately, as a separate use from the 
hotel and the other commercial uses. The four new residential units would be part of the overall 
commercial complex, would no longer be stand-alone residential structures/uses and would not 
maintain their identity. Also, in this case the four new dwelling units would not even qualify as a 
residential use for purposes of determining that the proposed project is a “mixed-use” project (for 
purposes of compliance with certified LUP Section I. B. 7.), as their use for residential purposes 
cannot be enforced. Throughout the project’s application it is stated that these apartment units are 
“available for long-term use.” They are incorporated into the overall hotel development and there is 
nothing to prevent them from being used as hotel rooms. Condition 6a does not protect from the 
units being used for short term stays as it is not feasible to enforce such a condition. Thus, the four 
dwelling units cannot be considered residential units but rather are non-residential, commercial hotel 
rooms, and demolition of the residential structures for the purpose of non-residential, commercial 
uses such as hotel rooms is prohibited. 
 
Demolishing residential structures in the Venice Coastal Zone for purposes of a commercial mixed-
use hotel project, even if the same number of units is included in the project, would cause a material 
adverse cumulative impact to housing in the Coastal Zone, especially housing for low- and 
moderate-income residents. When a residential unit is made a part of a hotel structure, its character 
changes from residential to commercial. Also, it is virtually impossible to enforce the residential use 
once the units are incorporated into an overall hotel project such as this. Experience has shown that 
what is supposed to be a residential unit/use blends into the overall commercial operation and is 
often used for storage or offices or other retail uses, which are more lucrative. 

 
In this case, there is no reason why the residential use would not be feasible nor has the City or 
applicant claimed that the residential use is not feasible. The question then becomes is the new use 
coastal dependent, which is a use that is dependent on the sea to be able to function. There is no 
evidence that the commercial use contemplated by the Project is coastal dependent. Therefore, the 
three residential structures cannot be demolished for the purpose of the proposed non-residential 
mixed-use hotel project and they must be returned to their legal use as residential units, protected 
under the RSO. 

 
3. Inclusionary affordable housing units have not been required. 

Finding No. 19 relates to the Mello Act and the IAP requirements that new housing developments 
constructed within the Coastal Zone include, where feasible, housing units for persons and families 
of low or moderate income. Under the Mello Act, if it is feasible to provide inclusionary housing 
for any project including any housing, the developer must do so. The IAP specifies that “it is 
generally feasible” for new housing developments consisting of ten or more residential units to 
provide affordable units, and it has become the practice in the Los Angeles Coastal Zone that it is 
generally infeasible for new housing developments consisting of fewer than ten residential units to 
provide affordable units. While infeasibility may be true when developments are on a limited 
number of lots and the entire project is a residential structure, this presumption is not valid for a 
commercial mixed-use hotel project covering 70,000+ square feet over nine lots. 
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While only four units are considered dwelling units, there is no basis for the assumption that 
might apply to other typical residential developments of less than 10 units that it is infeasible for 
these dwelling units to be affordable units. To not require inclusionary affordable units in this time 
of a housing crisis, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents, is unacceptable 
and a violation of the Mello Act in that it assumes without any evidence that it is infeasible for the 
applicant to provide inclusionary affordable units. 

 
Lastly, the City’s current draft Mello Ordinance states: “A change of use or Conversion of a 
Residential Unit or use to an Apartment Hotel will constitute a conversion to a non-residential use,” 
indicating that the City believes that the Apartment Hotel use proposed for the Project would not be 
allowed as it is a non-residential use. The Mello Act does not allow demolition of the three structures 
for purposes of a non-residential use, whether Hotel or Apartment Hotel. 
 
The project does not meet the requirements of the Mello Act and the IAP, the demolition of the 
residential structures is not allowed, and thus the ZA erred and abused his discretion in making 
Findings No. 18 and 19 in the affirmative. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
 
Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 

 
There is no substantial evidence in the record that support a Finding to allow reductions in the street 
dedications for Electric Ave and Westminster Ave. In fact, the evidence makes it clear that no 
dedications should be waive, as explained below. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 2 ½ feet of the Electric dedication, as the Finding states, Electric Ave is a 
designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot wide roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 40 feet and roadway width of 22.5 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (33% and 
38% respectively). Even though Electric Ave currently has two lanes and cars parking on both sides, in 
the face of the significant amount that the right-of-way and roadway are under the requirement, it is 
irresponsible to simply conclude that the current roadway width is safe or adequate and that no 
additional dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. One only has to go to the site to see that the 
lanes are already too narrow for the level of current use. 

 
Electric is a notoriously narrow street and it is also a very busy street because it runs parallel to Abbot 
Kinney, which has traffic jams every day, often even in non-peak hours. People, including officers of 
the undersigned appellant Citizens Preserving Venice, frequently stop to let oncoming cars ease by due 
to the narrow width of the lanes when there is parking on both sides. See photos attached. This is 
evidence that Electric Ave is currently unsafe and should be widened as much as possible via the full 
street dedication. 

 
In addition, with the hotel’s parking court on Electric Ave, it is likely that a queue will form during 
busy times for entering the parking court. That will block one lane during those times, which will 
cause a safety issue as people who are not waiting for parking will naturally try to pass the cars 
blocking the roadway. The added traffic from the proposed development will also necessitate safer 
passage with the full dedications provided. 
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It is a good idea to build a 5-foot-wide sidewalk along Electric, but as much as possible of the 
remaining dedication must be put towards widening the street. That additional dedication is sorely 
needed to provide for safer passage along Electric, especially given the added traffic and probable 
periodic queueing that will result in entering the hotel’s parking court. 

 
It is also not adequate to leave only 2 feet of the sidewalk for the street trees promised. Reduced width 
means smaller trees and less shade, which also means reduced mitigation of the urban “heat island” 
effect, which global and local warming require us to prioritize. 

 
Trees should play similar roles on Broadway, Westminster and Abbot Kinney.  They also make a more 
attractive and comfortable streetscape for pedestrian activity, which should be the lifeblood of this 
Project and of the Abbot Kinney district in general. 

 
It is erroneous of the ZA to say that "the reduced street dedications would maintain the roadway widths 
and existing parking while enhancing the pedestrian realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian 
access to and from the project site.”  It is the dedication that allows for the sidewalk and enhanced 
pedestrian access, not the reduced street dedication. 

 
Thus, the only reasonable conclusion is that the entire dedication of 7.5 feet must be taken on 
Electric Ave. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 3 feet of the Westminster dedication, as the Finding states, Westminster is 
a designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 50 feet and a roadway width of 28 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (17% and 22%, respectively). The additional three feet is needed in 
order to provide for a safer street and the additional traffic generated by the project. 

 
With both the 5-foot dedication and the three-foot dedication, the width of the Westminster sidewalk 
stays the same, at 12 feet. Thus, it is an error for the ZA to say that the reduced street dedication on 
Westminster enhances the pedestrian realm or increases and promotes safe pedestrian access to and from 
the project site. Two other properties on this block of Abbot Kinney, around which the subject property 
forms a sort of horseshoe, have both had 15 ft. dedications.  These dedications have been acted on and 
the land transferred.  They are at 1039 Abbot Kinney and 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Is there currently a 
dedication along the rest of this Abbot Kinney block? The existing buildings wouldn’t be expected to 
give up land, but over half the block on the Westminster end is being built from the ground up, and 
presumably those six lots must have dedications.  However, we’re unable to find any discussion in the 
ZA’s reports of waivers for them.  So, we are left with two questions:  are there dedications on these six 
lots, and how is their situation different from the two lots that have already deeded their dedications to 
the City? 

 
All that the waivers enhance is the size of the project site for purposes of additional bulk, which is not 
even considered by the ZA. 

 
Finally, we agree with the ZA’s statement that the required dedications and improvements are necessary 
to meet the City’s mobility needs for the next 20 years, but the only logical conclusion from this 
statement is that there must be no waiver of the dedications. 
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===================================================================== 
NEW 

Complete Streets 

The City’s attitude toward anticipating future traffic demands may have changed. It may no longer 
prioritize maintenance of traffic flow, even though this project will greatly increase the traffic burden on 
all four streets bounding the project site.  

However, the City is coming to terms with the importance of enhancing the pedestrian realm, as expressed 
in Mobility Plan 2035, an Element of the General Plan, by creating “Complete Streets” to improve the 
quality of public space for all. 

 

 

Mobility Plan 2035, page 14 

 

In order to implement Mobility Plan 2035, City Planners must apply its principles to today’s projects. The 
dedications stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering provide the means to do so here. These dedications 
belong to the City. They should be seen as opportunities to improve the public realm, rather than simply 
as minimal obligations to accommodate traffic. 

Electric Ave. is the border between the historically Black Oakwood neighborhood and the Abbot Kinney 
Commercial District. This project faces the Oakwood neighborhood with a block-long thirty-foot wall. 
None of the project amenities is oriented toward the neighborhood. They are all oriented away from it.  
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Only the parking service entrance faces Oakwood. 

The least the City can do in terms of environmental justice is exercise its discretion to retain the full 
dedications as stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering, on Electric, Westminster and Broadway, and use 
them to implement the following Mobility 2035, Key Policy Initiatives:  

• Embed equity and environmental justice into the transportation policy framework, project 
implementation, and action programs  

• Expand the role of the street as a public place  
• Increase the role of “green street” solutions to treat and infiltrate stormwater  

Maintaining the full dedications of 7.5 feet along Electric and 5 feet along Broadway and Westminster 
would make space to: 

• plant sizable trees for shade, beauty, and to counter heat island effects.  
• allow activity on the sidewalks commensurate with the size and vitality of the project.  

 
It would also show at least minimal respect for the historically Black neighborhood that the project 
borders and impacts. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
Thus, the ZA erred abused his discretion in Finding that the waivers should be approved. 
 
 
CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources 

 
The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in the LUP 
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This designation is relevant 
and important for three distinct reasons.  First, Section 17.31 of the Venice Community Plan, which is 
a part of the General Plan, states that policy and decision makers are directed to consult with the LUP 
regarding the specified historical 
coastal historical resources identified in the LUP and to base their decision on the policies it contains.  
Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP directs that the historical and cultural resources that are identified should be 
protected and restored where appropriate, in accordance with historical preservation guidelines.  Policy 
1.F.2 gives some guidelines, including: 

 
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 
historical 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. 
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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. 

 
In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., there are six 
buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice, as we know it today. 
The applicant proposes to retain two of those character defining buildings, but even then, the 
historical integrity of these two buildings will be compromised by the looming second story of the 
hotel on top of them. 

 
The ZA responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that they have been changed by new 
construction but are being retained and therefore there is no substantial adverse change to the degree 
that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state or local landmark programs. 

 
This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes not only 
resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially designated or “recognized as historically 
significant by local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.) As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical 
resource and the LUP has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan 
amendment to the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.  See Relationship to Other City Plans and Procedures, LUP, page I-8. 

 
Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the historical integrity 
of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the street that forms this historical 
resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan and LAMC. 

 
Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning Department, to 
issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the proposed development is in 
conformity with the LUP.  (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal Act.) The LUP requirements and 
guidelines for development affecting historical resources are specified above. They have been ignored 
by the applicant and must be considered by the Planning Department in approving a Coastal 
Development Permit in connection with the Project.  Here, the Project does not conform with the LUP, 
and the ZA has erred in his determination. 

 
While the ZA ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of the buildings comprising the 
Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did determine that three of the buildings at the 
Project site were historical resources. They are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
But the ZA’s Determination permits these structures to be demolished, stating that “Specific, economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.  
 

For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a real discussion of 
feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental impacts on the properties they 
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have found are historical resources. An analysis of alternatives to a proposed project is a critical 
component of an EIR. An alternative that included rehabilitation of structures should have been analyzed 
in more detail. The DEIR merely stated that the alternative of saving the three bungalow structures 
recognized as historic resources might not be “economically viable due to the reduced amount of square 
footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.” This does not constitute analysis as required by 
CEQA but is simply a dismissal based on speculation with no supporting evidence. 



Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>
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To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>
Cc: Amanda Seward <amandaseward@artvista.net>, Sue Kaplan <sueakaplan@gmail.com>, David Ewing
<moreseriousbus@gmail.com>, "Deidre Samuels >" <djsamuels@ca.rr.com>

James and Juliet,

These EXHIBITS immediately follow the Updated Appeal Justification in the Staff Recommendation Report.

Please confirm receipt, thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343
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The following submissions by the public are in compliance with the Commission Rules and 

Operating Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3a. Please note that “compliance” means that the 

submission complies with deadline, delivery method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the 

number of copies.  The Commission’s ROPs can be accessed at 

http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and selecting the 

specific Commission. 

The following submissions are not integrated or addressed in the Staff Report but have 

been distributed to the Commission. 

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 

Commission.  
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Citizens Preserving Venice--Updated Appeal Justification 1 of 2
3 messages

Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 3:49 PM
To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>
Cc: Amanda Seward <amandaseward@artvista.net>, Sue Kaplan <sueakaplan@gmail.com>, David Ewing
<moreseriousbus@gmail.com>, "Deidre Samuels >" <djsamuels@ca.rr.com>

James and Juliet,

Attached is the UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION. As noted at the beginning of the update document:

THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 2020 WITH ADDITIONAL
APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATION FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING THE
SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL APPEAL
FILING DATE.

THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION OF THE
STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE MARCH 26, 2020 INITIAL
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE CORRESPONDENCE SECTION, AS IT
CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS.

THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IN
THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT.

ALSO, PLEASE INCLUDE THE UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION AND EXHIBITS IN THE COMMISSIONER
PACKET IN COLOR IN ORDER TO BE EFFECTIVE. Thank you!

Thank you so very much, and please let us know if you have any questions. 

NOTE:  The EXHIBITS are being sent to you in the next email. 

Please confirm receipt, thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343
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<moreseriousbus@gmail.com>, "Deidre Samuels >" <djsamuels@ca.rr.com>

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ui=2&ik=9ee8edc75b&view=att&th=173265248f1704bc&attid=0.1.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - Citizens Preserving Venice--Updated Appeal Justification 1 of 2

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 2/3

My apologies, somehow the page numbers disappeared on the document I just sent you.

Here is the final Updated Appeal Justification document. Please delete the one I sent you 5 minutes ago. 

Thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343

On Jul 6, 2020, at 3:49 PM, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com> wrote:

James and Juliet,

Attached is the UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION. As noted at the beginning of the update document:

THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 2020 WITH
ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATION
FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.

SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING
THE SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL
APPEAL FILING DATE.

THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION
OF THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE
MARCH 26, 2020 INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE
CORRESPONDENCE SECTION, AS IT CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS.

THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL
JUSTIFICATION IN THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT.

ALSO, PLEASE INCLUDE THE UPDATED APPEAL JUSTIFICATION AND EXHIBITS IN THE
COMMISSIONER PACKET IN COLOR IN ORDER TO BE EFFECTIVE. Thank you!

Thank you so very much, and please let us know if you have any questions. 

NOTE:  The EXHIBITS are being sent to you in the next email. 

<CPV APPEAL UPDATE July6,2020.pdf>

Please confirm receipt, thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343

CPV APPEAL UPDATE July6,2020.pdf
4057K
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Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 4:20 PM
To: Planning APCWestLA <apcwestla@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>
Cc: Amanda Seward <amandaseward@artvista.net>, Sue Kaplan <sueakaplan@gmail.com>, David Ewing
<moreseriousbus@gmail.com>, "Deidre Samuels >" <djsamuels@ca.rr.com>

James and Juliet,

The case number is on the Updated Appeal Justification, but just in case you need it in this email, here you go:

APPEAL BY CITIZENS PRESERVING VENICE of the Venice Place hotel project 
ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI 
ENV-2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061-033) 

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
<CPV APPEAL UPDATE July6,2020.pdf>

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
<CPV APPEAL UPDATE July6,2020.pdf>

Please confirm receipt, thank you!

For the Love of Los Angeles 
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343
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UPDATED as of July 6, 2020 
 
JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL OF CITIZENS PRESERVING VENICE re the 
Venice Place Project Case No. ZA-2012-3354- (CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); Env-
2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061- 
033) (“the Project”) 
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 
2020 WITH ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.   
 
SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING THE 
SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
FILING DATE.  
 
THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION OF 
THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE MARCH 26, 
2020 INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE CORRESPONDENCE 
SECTION, AS IT CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS. 
 
THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION. 
 
THE ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS ARE BETWEEN THE RED MARKERS INDICATING 
“NEW” SECTIONS. 
 
IF THE INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATON HAS NOT ALREADY BEEN READ, WE ENCOURAGE 
COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF TO READ ONLY THIS DOCUMENT AND NOT THE 
DOCUMENT SUBMITTED ON MARCH 26, 2020. IF YOU HAVE ALREADY READ THE INITIAL 
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION DATED MARCH 26, 2020, YOU WILL ONLY NEED TO READ THE 
NEW SECTIONS HEREIN, AS NOTED BY THE RED MARKERS. 
 
ALSO, PLEASE NOTE THAT APPEAL POINTS INCLUDED WITHIN EACH ENTITLEMENT 
SECTION ARE INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE IN ALL OTHER ENTITLEMENT SECTIONS. 
 
THANK YOU! 
 
========================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Environmental Justice and Social Diversity  
(applies generally as well as to the CDP approval) 
 
On June 6th, City Planning issued a notice, asking the community to help it advance equitable Westside 
community plans. The flyer stated that “Planning is one of the many factors that play a key role in 
shaping access to housing, open space, jobs, and overall a healthy quality of life. As land use planners 
we have both an opportunity and shared responsibility to elevate the importance of inclusion and equity 
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in our practices.” and “…we have a lot of work to do in reevaluating how we approach our work in order 
to empower those who have been marginalized by planning practices of the past.” 
 
In addition, at the June Coastal Commission hearing, Commissioner Wilson stated: ” I do want to speak 
to the structural inequality of down-zonings that occurred in the 50s and 60s…those were done on 
purpose and in many places where working families and families of color were, and L.A. is notorious for 
it….this subject of structural inequality is obviously on the minds of many of us in this current context. 
Even we, a few items before, we were looking at a walled community and building a new wall around 
that, again, structural inequality often comes in the form of structures…” 

  
Venice was physically built by hundreds of African Americans who developed the Oakwood 
neighborhood at a time when it was one of the few neighborhoods in Los Angeles where they could 
live. Abbot Kinney encouraged the hiring of African American professionals to help him build his 
vision. He supported Oakwood’s development as an African American community. Over the decades 
Venice also became home to many Mexican American families, attracted by its affordable homes and 
proximity to local industries.   

  
Over the last two decades, however, city planners have systematically abetted the accelerating 
gentrification of the Oakwood community, ignoring - or not caring – about its history and its socio-
cultural heritage. For Oakwood it has become death by a thousand cuts.  

  
Underlying City Planning’s complicity in the erosion of Oakwood’s heritage has been the unstated 
assumption that more expensive homes – and consequently wealthier generally white homeowners – 
were better.  Time and again, bungalows and multi-family homes have been replaced by expensive 
single-family homes, aka McMansions. Affordable and RSO units have been demolished.  The 
cumulative impacts of these projects on the social make-up of the Oakwood neighborhood have been 
ignored. 

 
This hotel will not foster “inclusion and equity.” It will not help those “who have been marginalized by 
planning practices in the past.” It will perpetuate and worsen structural inequality. 

  
The proposal is for a high-end hotel complex in the heart of Venice on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  Socio-
economic and cultural diversity is what made Venice the world-famous destination it is today.  It is this 
historic cultural legacy the hotel wants to tap into by locating in the heart of Venice.  Yet this project has 
never acknowledged the socio-economic well-being of the neighborhood that it will inevitably disrupt 
nor the harm it will likely cause our neighbors in the Oakwood community over time. The hotel, if built, 
will continue the City’s pattern of disregard for this historic African American community and further 
exacerbate the displacement of Venice residents who have substantially shaped the character of this 
famous and unique coastal community. 

  
City Planning has expressed its solidarity to the principles that correct the concerns of the Black Lives 
Matter movement and to finding ways to steer away from its past patterns and practices that have 
reinforced racial and economic inequities. However well intentioned, the right words are empty without 
the right actions.   
 
As Coastal Commissioner Wilson indicated (quote above), it is wrong to wall off a community. In this 
case the Project would serve to wall off the Oakwood neighborhood with a block long 30-foot wall, with 
the parking entrance facing Oakwood. The Project essentially gives Oakwood the back of its hand. This 
would serve to perpetuate structural racism in Venice. 
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We are not just taking this opportunity of the Black Lives Matter movement to bring up these issues.   
We’ve been fighting against this Gentrification since this project began but we have never felt there was 
an ear open, or anyone receptive to addressing these concerns. In fact, in the past City Planners have 
indicated that the Environmental Justice Coastal Act sections and Commission Policy are not applicable 
to Venice, which is incorrect. They are State laws and policies that are directly applicable to the Venice 
Coastal Zone and the Project. 

 
This hotel Project is the embodiment of Gentrification. This hotel Project is in the wrong place. Its 
approval will bring social and economic harm to the very people with whom City Planning has declared 
solidarity. This hotel is not Oakwood.  It is not Venice. It violates the Coastal Act’s Environmental 
Justice provisions and Policy and it harms the Social Diversity of Venice that the certified Land Use 
Plan Section I.E.1. requires to be protected. 
 
See also comments noted below in Coastal Development Permit section with respect to the lack of any 
analysis of the Project’s conformance with Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
I. Reason for the Appeal. 

 
This appeal is being filed by Citizens Preserving Venice for the following reasons: 

 
1. The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
2.   The Project will 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. 
3.   The issuance of a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol will adversely affect the 

welfare of the community. 
4.   The proposed conversion of existing residential dwelling units to commercial use is in violation 

of the Mello Act (California Government Code Sections 65590 et al.) and the Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act. 

5.   The Project is not a  project under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and therefore is not 
eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would 
otherwise be required; and is not entitled to the requested lot consolidation. 

6.   The Project adversely affects the historical resources, including the block of the Project, along 
Abbot Kinney, identified in the certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) 
as a historical resource, and the six buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of 
the founding of Venice. 

7.   The parking plans do not comply with parking requirements. 
8.   The approved loading areas and conditions are unclear and could create unsafe and 

hazardous conditions. 
9.   The Zoning Administrator (ZA) determination does not adequately address the public 

comments submitted in this case. This appeal incorporates by reference all written and oral 
comments, in their entirety, submitted on the Project by any commenting party or agency. 
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II. How Appellant is aggrieved by the decision. 

 
Appellant is a non-profit organization organized under the laws of the state of California dedicated to 
preserving the quality of life in the Venice area of Los Angeles.  It will be adversely impacted by the 
Project and the ZA’s determination because it has a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s 
decisions are in conformity with the requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly 
executed and the public duties of City officials enforced as they relate to application of the California 
Coastal Act, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“the VSP”), the LUP, the Mello Act and other 
laws that protect the quality of life in the Venice community.  It also acts affirmatively to protect and 
enhance the life of the neighborhood as experienced by its residents, among others, the residents of 
Oakwood, a historically African American community that has been and continues to be vitiated by 
gentrification. 

 
III.  The points at issue/Why Appellant believes the ZA erred or abused his discretion. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit 

 
A conditional use permit is required for the Project because the Project is within 500 feet of a 
residential zone.  In addition, a conditional use permit is required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-
W.1 to allow the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages. 

 
A conditional use permit may only be granted if 1) the Project will enhance the built environment in the 
surrounding neighborhood; 2) the Project’s location, size, height, operations, and other significant 
features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety; 3) the Project substantially 
conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, 
and any specific plan; and regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages, 4) the proposed use will not 
adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community; 5) the granting of the application will not result 
in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable 
State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within 
a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes involving 
public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and 
disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in 
the area. 

 
The ZA found that the Project enhanced the built environment because it introduced the visitor serving 
use of a hotel and related complementary businesses and concluded without explanation or evidence 
that it was compatible with the design and massing of the area. What the Determination does not 
explain is how a Project that consolidates eight lots, consists of 58,638 square feet in new development 
over 11,672 square feet in existing development, that includes three new three-story massive buildings 
is compatible with the low slung, small lot neighborhood surrounding the Project. 

 
It especially ignores the entire adjacent residential neighborhood block on Electric and the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice which borders the Electric side of the Project. There is no consideration of the 
impact of the Project on Westminster Elementary School and playground which is directly across the 
street from the Project. The ZA erred and abused his discretion as he did not account for the built 
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environment in the largest and most sensitive portion of the surrounding neighborhood. The 
Determination also stated that the Project provided new parking.  Never mind that the Project removes 
an existing surface public parking lot with 60 parking spaces and replaces this parking only with the 
minimal amount of parking spots required for the new development, thereby resulting in a net loss of 
parking in an area that already has a severe parking problem. Further, there appears a total absence of 
self-parking, which will have a negative impact on the adjacent residential neighborhood, as many of 
the patrons of the hotel complex’s services will likely seek to avoid the valet service and automated 
parking and seek on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The ZA offers no solution, just an 
empty admonition that “Employees shall be prohibited from parking vehicles within the adjoining 
residential neighborhoods.” 

 
The normal method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking.  But this is difficult under the 
provisions of the LUP, as the establishment of residential preferential parking in the Coastal Zone is 
not permitted unless the displaced public parking spaces are replaced with new public parking at a 
minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While a smaller boutique hotel could provide a benefit to the community, the proposed hotel is much 
too massive for its current proposed location. The Project’s size is generally incompatible with the 
immediate residential area. The Project is comprised of nine lots tied together to form one parcel, 
providing a larger lot and greater square footage that any lot in the immediate area. 

 
The Project certainly does not substantially conform with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and the applicable specific plan. The Project as 
currently configured clearly is incompatible with many of the land use plans, policies and regulations 
governing the Project, and therefore, there is no basis for the finding of the ZA that the Project 
substantially conforms with the applicable land use policies. 

 
Significantly, the ZA grants several exemptions and benefits only applicable to  projects, when this 
Project does not meet the definition of a  project. The applicant sought this designation because a  
project  (i) is eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; (ii) is exempt from the Commercial 
Corner Development Standards of LAMC Sec. 12.22-A,23 and the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback 
requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would otherwise be required; and (iii) as 
argued by the applicant, meets the lot consolidation requirements of the VSP contained in Section 9.A 
of the VSP and is therefore entitled to consolidate eight lots comprising the Project. We believe the 
Project does not qualify as a  project and is not entitled to these exemptions and benefits. The 
Determination does not provide any reasoning for finding that this Project meets the requirements of a  
project. 

 
A careful review of the LAMC Section 13.09 B demonstrates that the Project is not a  Project under either 
the letter or spirit of the LAMC and thus is not entitled to any of the benefits sought.  Section 13.09.B.3 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides in pertinent part:  

Mixed-Use Project means a Project which combines one or more Commercial Uses and 
multiple dwelling units in a single building or in a Unified Development and which provides 
the following: [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
(1) a separate, Ground Floor entrance to the residential component, or a lobby that serves both 
the residential and Commercial Uses components; and 
(2) a pedestrian entrance to the Commercial Uses component that is directly accessible from a 
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public street, and that is open during the normal business hours posted by the business. 

A minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public 
commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, must be designed to 
accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 feet. 

 
LAMC Section 13.09 B.3 defines Commercial Uses for the purpose of a  
Project as follows: 

 
Commercial Uses means those uses as first permitted in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, or C5 
zones, including guest rooms and hotels as defined in Section 12.03 and Community Facilities 
as defined by this section. [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
While the ZA labels four hotel rooms “dwelling units,” presumably to fit within the definition of  
Project in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and in order to be eligible for the bonuses and exemptions granted 
to Mixed Use Projects, they are not “dwelling units” within the meaning of the LAMC.  Section 12.03 
of the LAMC, which provides definitions for the terms used in Section 13.09, defines “dwelling” as: 
“Any residential building, other than an Apartment House, Hotel or Apartment Hotel.” The Project is an 
Apartment Hotel and therefore under Section 13.09 does not contain a dwelling unit within the 
definition of the LAMC. 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1. The question here is - is the classification of a project as a mixed-use 
residential and commercial project supportable when only 3.68% of the total project, or 4.62% of the 
total habitation space, is dedicated to residential use. 

 
More importantly, it is bad precedent to allow a developer who has somehow wedged in a few very 
small residential units to combine up to eight lots in a community that generally disallows such 
combination. This is a gross and transparent distortion of the zoning codes, the VSP and the LUP, 
which express the Venice Community’s desire to restrict lot consolidation in order to protect the scale of 
the community.  If allowed to stand as currently contemplated, the Project will create a dangerous 
precedent for Venice.  It signals to developers who in order to achieve their development objectives to 
qualify for a  project or for lot consolidation –no problem, just slap a couple of tiny efficiency units with 
kitchens on your project and you will qualify for an infinite number of lot consolidations and achieve 
your development objectives. 

 
In this case, the applicant dedicates only about 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total 
habitation space to long term housing and by doing so they would achieve an unprecedented lot 
consolidation and waiver of important land use policies.  Further, if this precedent were established 
prior to the adoption of a certified Venice Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), it would prejudice the LCP, 
as it would set a precedent for something very significant that would need to be included in the LCP. 
While the LUP, the guiding policy document was certified by the Coastal Commission, the necessary 
implementation ordinances were not adopted. Therefore, a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) may 
only be issued if a finding can be made that the development will not prejudice the ability of the City to 
prepare a complete LCP, including the implementing ordinance. (See discussion regarding the Coastal 
Development Permit below.) 

 
This very issue was discussed in a West Area Planning Commission meeting for a proposed project at 
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601-611 South Ocean Front Walk in 2016. There, the Commission members expressed concern about 
the cumulative impact and potential prejudice to the adoption of the LCP if an expansive definition of 
mixed use was accepted in evaluating projects in Venice prior to the adoption of the LCP. On that basis 
the Commission rejected a CDP for a project at 601 Ocean Front Walk in Venice. 

 
Even if one accepted the applicant’s definition of the Project as , that would not entitle the proponent to 
unlimited lot consolidation.  9.A.e (4) of the VSP states that “Lot consolidation of more than two lots 
shall be permitted for  and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the 
project conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community.” Here, the ZA’s 
Determination ignores the second half of this statement. At over 60,000 square feet and extending over 
nine lots, the Project is profoundly out of scale with the surrounding community and other existing  and 
multi-family developments on Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Electric Ave. 

 
It should also be noted that the exemption in LAMC Sec. 12.22.A.23(d)(1) from the Commercial Corner 
Development Standards of Section 12.22.A.23 specifies that a project is exempt from the minimum 5-
foot landscaped setback requirement only if it is a  Project as defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 that 
“consists predominantly of residential uses.”  For all of the reasons discussed above, it is not a  Project as 
defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and certainly is not one consisting predominately of residential uses, 
as only four units in the hotel are dedicated to long term residency. Accordingly, the Commercial Corner 
regulations should apply to the Project, and the Project is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement.  
 
Here, the Project approval includes approval of the consolidation of eight lots. The relevant 
provisions of the VSP are as follows: 

 
A.  LOT CONSOLIDATION.  Lot Consolidation of contiguous lots may be permitted, provided 
the consolidation complies with conditions specified in Subsection 1 and 2 below.  Subterranean 
development that is entirely below street elevation is exempt from this subsection. 

 
1.  Number of Lots 

 
e.  Commercially and Industrially Zoned Lots: 

 
(2) Other Commercial Venice Coastal Development 
Projects: 

 
Two lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below: or 
three lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below and 
parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade. 

 
(4)  and Multi-Family Residential Venice 
Coastal Development Projects: 

 
Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use 
and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, 
provided the projects conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of 
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the surrounding community, the required parking is on-site and the 
project conforms with developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below. 

 
Similarly, the LUP provides that Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for  
projects that conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide 
adequate on-site parking. LUP Policy I.B.7. 

 
Under the VSP and the LUP, “Lot Consolidation occurs when:  (1) one or more structures are built over 
a lot line that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot line is adjusted, lots are 
merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of allowing a structure to be built extending 
over what were previously two or more separate lots.” (Section 5.Q. of the VSP and the Definition 
Section, page I-15 of the LUP.) 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1.  The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  
projects is to “increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near 
shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP.) As has been discussed above, clearly the Project does not 
qualify as a  Project pursuant to LAMC 13.09B.  Certainly, it does not qualify as a  Project under the 
LUP, as it does not meet the housing objectives of  projects under the LUP. 

 
It should be noted too that a hotel would not qualify as a residential use under the LUP. In Policy 1.B.6 
of the LUP, it is recognized that commercial, visitor-serving uses such as hotels are distinct from 
residential dwelling units.  It provides, in pertinent part: “The areas designated as Community 
Commercial…will accommodate the development of community serving commercial uses and 
services, with a mix of residential dwelling units and visitor-serving uses.”  It goes on to specify that 
visitor-serving commercial uses include “hotel” uses. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit Alcohol Sales--CUB 

 
In the March 12, 2020 Determination of the ZA in this case, the Zoning 
Administrator authorized the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site 
consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a new hotel restaurant, and the sale and 
dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a 
hotel market.  Before a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol may be issued, the following 
additional findings pursuant to L.A.M.C. Section 12.24.W.1 must be made: 

 
1.   That the proposed use will not “adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community;” 
2.   That the granting of the application will not result in “an undue concentration of premises for 

the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine, in 
the area of the City involved,” giving consideration to applicable State laws and to the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s (ABC) guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these 
establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area 
(especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, 
drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or 
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nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area; and 

 
3.   That the proposed use will not “detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned communities 

in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed use 
from residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar 
uses, and other establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine.”  In this case Westminster Elementary School is directly 
across the street from the Project. 

 

Here, the license would significantly expand both the geographic reach and sale/consumption of 
alcohol, to include sale/consumption in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge areas, business 
rooms, and new restaurants, as well as in-room service. 

 
The ZA acknowledges that according to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
(ABC) licensing criteria, only three on-site and two off-site consumption licenses are allocated to the 
subject census tract and that currently there are 17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site licenses in this census 
tract, establishing an over saturation at the current time.  Further, the ZA acknowledges that the crime 
statistics indicate that the crime rate in this census tract is higher than the city average.  He states that 
the subject area suffers from a total of 528 crimes compared with the citywide average of 185 offenses 
and the high crime reporting district of 222 crimes for the same reporting period in 2018. 

 
The ZA states that the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control has discretion to approve 
an application for a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare 
and will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents.  Normal operations would mean 
that no new license could be granted.  In order to approve an additional license, the ZA  is required to 
make a finding that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the quiet 
enjoyment of property by residents and school children in this case. The ZA does not make this finding 
but rather simply states that because he has imposed a condition requiring surveillance and that bar 
employees will be required to attend training, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption will benefit the public welfare and convenience because it would add another place to 
purchase alcoholic beverages.  (Page 25-26 of the Determination.) It is impossible to conclude that 
employee training and “other conditions” will effectively deter criminal activity, public drunkenness and 
loitering. There are numerous studies performed by Los Angeles County Health and other credible 
institutions that prove that such nuisances and impacts cannot be effectively mitigated in an adjacent 
residential neighborhood and they definitely should not be allowed to occur adjacent to an elementary 
school. (These studies will be provided subsequent to the filing of the appeal.) 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See discussion of the aforementioned studies below. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion with respect to the CUB Findings in two major ways: 
(1) He did not meet all of the six Findings required as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., and (2) 
He did not provide adequate or sometimes any evidence to making some of the Findings, 
rendering them conclusory. 
 
1. The ZA completely omitted and thus did not address all six Findings, or portions of 

Findings, required for approval of the CUB as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., as follows: 
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FINDING 1.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. The ZA neglects to address this Finding 
with respect to the alcohol use, mentioning only the hotel use. There is no evidence or 
conclusion provided related to whether the Project will perform a function or provide a 
service with respect to the additional on- and off-site alcohol sales that is essential or 
beneficial to the community, city or region. There is no evidence provided to support the 
conclusion that an increase in alcohol concentration would be a convenience to the 
surrounding community or is a necessity to the surrounding community. In fact, logic alone 
informs a reasonable mind that it is not a necessity or convenience as the area is already over 
concentrated with alcohol licenses and premises. The sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcohol throughout the hotel and off-site sales of alcohol will not benefit the community as 
the area is already saturated and there is no need for more. The immediate area has a high 
concentration of alcohol establishments and allowing another off-site license and a 
significant expansion of the on-site license for the entire hotel could adversely impact the 
surrounding neighborhood. Also, in addition to our above-mentioned studies by experts, 
testimony was supplied at the Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning that also 
highlighted the correlation between alcohol sales, crime, and other adverse impacts. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 2.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval that the Project will not adversely affect or 
further degrade the public health, welfare and safety of adjacent properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood. The ZA neglects to address this portion of the Finding. There is 
no evidence or conclusion provided that the Project will not harm the public health, welfare 
and safety of the adjacent properties, or that the quality of life and “right to quiet enjoyment” 
of the adjacent residential neighbors and the adjacent elementary school will be protected. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 3.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. However, this Finding only addresses 
conformance with the applicable Plans with respect to commercial areas and neglects to 
address the relevant goals, objectives and policies of the residential portions of the Plans, 
including the impact on the surrounding and adjacent neighborhood and the adjacent 
elementary school with respect to additional on-site and off-site alcohol sales. The required 
Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 5.  
The ZA does not address the portion of Finding 5. that states that consideration must be 
given to the number and proximity of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of 
alcoholic beverages within a 1,000-foot radius of the site; nor does the Finding indicate 
whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area. The 
required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 

2. The ZA did not provide accurate or adequate evidence in order to support the conclusions 
made in the six CUB Findings required in LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W, or the analysis is 
insufficient to support the Findings, as follows: 
 
“Abuse of discretion is established if…the findings are not supported by the evidence.” (See 
Cal. Code Civ. Proc. 1094.5(b)), or if the analysis is insufficient to “bridge the analytic gap 
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between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order.” (West Chandler Boulevard 
Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 1506.) 

 
FINDING 4.  
The ZA failed to adequately consider the impact of the CUB on the public welfare of the 
community. 

 
In order to approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school, church or an 
adjacent residential neighborhood, Business and Professions Code 23958 requires an 
investigation of all matters that may affect the public welfare, including morals. A key 
component of the analysis of the effects on the welfare of the pertinent community is 
consideration of the impact of the significant increased alcohol use on morals of the area. 
The proposed on-site and off-site sale of alcohol on the premises during the hours of 7 a.m. 
to 1 a.m. is contrary to the public welfare and morals, especially the elementary school 
students at Westminster Elementary School, across the street from the project.   

 
The sale of alcohol adjacent to a school not only advertises substance abuse but also glamorizes it. 
Per the California PTA resolution “REGULATION OF LIQUOR LICENSES NEAR SCHOOLS, 
adopted by Convention Delegates May 1997, Reviewed and deemed relevant November 2017, “A 
600-foot distance is inadequate for the protection of grade one through 12 schools from possible 
effects from such licenses.” 

 
There are many aspects of the sale of alcohol at this Project that will influence and negatively impact 
the students of Westminster School.  A hotel with alcohol service and an open site plan right in the 
path of young children walking to school directly across Abbot Kinney Blvd does not show an intent 
to comply with the goal of responsible liquor licensing or protecting children’s safety. 

 
The Project includes a roof deck, pool area and bar that face the school, in full view of the school 
children during lunch and recess.  This design affords the hotel guests a perch to view the activities 
of elementary school students which is not desirable to the parents of the students and disregards 
student privacy. 

 
The Project design includes rooms with balconies facing Broadway which is a main thoroughfare for 
parents walking their children to and from school.  Hotel guests will have access to alcohol 
beginning at 7 a.m. or, for that matter, 24/7 in the hotel room. This creates a dangerous risk that 
guests will be partying on balconies in the view of students walking to school at 7:30 a.m. or walking 
home between 2:20 p.m. and 6 p.m., when after school activities end. Children are easily influenced 
by the adults around them. Viewing adults engaged in the consumption of alcohol near their school, 
the place they need to feel safe in, is impactful to young minds.  At this age their prefrontal cortexes 
aren’t developed enough to allow them to access the rational part of their mind.  

 
As cited on The Science of Psychotherapy website by Matthew Dahlitz, Neuroscience Magazine: 
“The prefrontal cortex (PFC) is the cerebral cortex covering the front part of the frontal lobe. This 
brain region has been implicated in planning complex cognitive behavior, personality expression, 
decision making, and moderating social behavior. The basic activity of this brain region is 
considered to be orchestration of thoughts and actions in accordance with internal goals. The most 
typical psychological term for functions carried out by the prefrontal cortex area is executive 
function. Executive function relates to abilities to differentiate among conflicting thoughts, 
determine good and bad, better and best, same and different, future consequences of current 
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activities, working toward a defined goal, prediction of outcomes, expectation based on actions, and 
social “control” (the ability to suppress urges that, if not suppressed, could lead to socially 
unacceptable outcomes). The frontal cortex supports concrete rule learning, while more anterior 
regions along the rostro-caudal axis of the frontal cortex support rule learning at higher levels of 
abstraction.” (adapted from Wikipedia) As such, children under the age of 25 are very 
impressionable and don’t have the cognitive ability to differentiate from good and bad behavior. 

 
The school children will be walking past the hotel every day when going to/from school. There will 
be observations of public drunkenness and there will be alcohol consumption in the common areas, 
including the roof deck that oversees the elementary school. These observations will impact the 
morals of the children at a very young, impressionable age. The ZA erred and abused his discretion 
as he did not consider the impact of the hours of operation for on- and off-site alcohol use on the 
adjacent elementary school or the adjacent neighborhood. Nor did he consider the impact of the 
extensive alcohol use on the morals of the adjacent elementary school children. 
 
Lastly, with respect to the impact of the CUB, the ZA completely omitted an analysis of the impact 
on the adjacent neighborhood and elementary school of the noise from alcohol being served in the 
open areas. There is no discussion of possible reduction of hours of alcohol use/sales or any 
mitigation measures for the impact of sound. The ZA also omitted an analysis of the impact of the 
extensive loading zone activity and increased traffic and parking demands on the neighborhood and 
school children, both of which would be significant adverse impacts. 

 
FINDINGS 4. and 5.  
The ZA failed to consider readily available evidence from experts, as well as testimony from 
neighbors and parents at Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning, with respect to the 
adverse impacts of increased density of on- and off-site alcohol outlets (premises) when 
making his conclusions in Findings 4. and 5. 

  
A study prepared by Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (See attached 
EXHIBIT C) states:  “A high density of alcohol outlets increases alcohol consumption, 
motor vehicle crashes, alcohol-related hospital admissions, injury deaths, assaults and 
violent crime, suicides, drinking and driving, child maltreatment, and neighborhood 
disturbances.” The report found that a high density of alcohol outlets in a community 
increases rates of violent crime, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, and alcohol-related 
deaths. It concluded that limiting the density of alcohol outlets is effective in reducing 
alcohol-related harms. The study’s findings indicate that having a high density of either on-
premises or off-premises alcohol outlets was associated with significantly higher rates of 
alcohol-related harms. Additional findings are that communities with a high density of either 
on- or off-premises outlets were:  

1) 9 to 10 times more likely to have increased rates of violent crime,  
2) 4 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-involved crashes, and  
3) 5 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-related deaths.  

 
Finally, the study recommends that local governments highlight areas where on-premises or 
off-premises alcohol outlets are oversaturated and use their land use powers to limit the 
number of new alcohol outlets in those areas. 

 
Also, the Institute for Public Strategies prepared a briefing document entitled The Power of 
Local Municipalities to Control Alcohol Outlet Density (See attached EXHIBIT D).  The 
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briefing states that high alcohol-outlet density can threaten public health and safety and 
reduce the quality of life in surrounding neighborhoods. Their research shows that there is a 
direct correlation or a nexus between high alcohol availability and increases in drunken 
driving, sexual assault, crime and violence, underage drinking, health problems and 
economic decline, and the relationship to the problems created is statistically significant. In 
fact, for these reasons, the ABC has established guidelines for the acceptable level of alcohol 
outlet density in a given census tract. If the number of alcohol retailers exceeds the number 
recommended, that census tract is considered to be oversaturated, or an undue concentration 
of alcohol licenses.  

 
In addition, the Institute for Public Strategies briefing document references a guide for local 
government, funded by the California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs, that 
indicates that in areas of undue concentration of alcohol licenses [which go hand in hand 
with the related premises] that high crime and proximity to sensitive land uses, i.e. schools, 
churches and residences, can be used as a basis to reject a public convenience or necessity 
waiver and thus cause denial of a license. Here we have both high crime and proximity to 
sensitive land uses, which is a basis for denial. 

 
This guide also urges local governments to have policies and procedures in place to prevent 
oversaturation of alcohol.  

 
The above-mentioned documents and studies prepared by third party experts provide 
evidence that adding more alcohol, especially the significant amount of alcohol consumption 
that would be associated with a large hotel, to a census tract area that already has an “undue 
concentration of alcohol licenses” and “high crime” will escalate crime and other negative 
consequences to the surrounding area.  

 
In addition, a significant amount of evidence has been provided through testimony of 
neighbors, parents, and other community members in Public Hearings and letters to City 
Planning that the surrounding area is already saturated with alcohol establishments and that 
adding even more will have a detrimental impact on the surrounding neighborhood and the 
residents’ and the elementary school children’s quality of life and right to quiet enjoyment. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The first paragraph in Finding 5. has numerous errors of fact.  
 
The Finding states that there are 17 on-site licenses. In fact, there are 21 on-site licenses in 
the census tract as of the date of the determination. The Finding states that there are two 
active Type 47 ABC licenses for the two existing restaurants. In fact, there is only one, 
License No 569602, for the Felix restaurant. The Primitivo Wine Bistro License No. 514811 
was cancelled and transferred. The Finding states that the proposed hotel restaurant seeks a 
renewal and extension of existing Type 47 license No. 345545, for which the primary owner 
is West Indies Trading Co, Inc., and which active since October 7, 1998. That is incorrect. 
This license has been active since September 14, 2010 and expires on August 31, 2020. (See 
attached EXHIBIT B for the correct evidence.) The extent of the errors of fact by the ZA 
calls into question the evidence and the conclusions based on the evidence throughout the 
CUB Findings. 
 
FINDING 5. 
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The ZA failed to consider the extent of alcohol licenses in the census tract in excess of the 
ABC-established limits, and he does not make any conclusions relative to the significant 
expansion of the on-site alcohol license. 
 
As mentioned above, there are 21 (not 17) active on-site licenses in the census tract, 
compared to three on-site licenses allocated to the census tract by the ABC. There are 
SEVEN TIMES MORE LICENSES THAN ALLOWED, which is a serious over saturation 
of alcohol licenses in the area. The number of alcohol licenses in the area far exceeds the 
amount allocated by the ABC and the ZA fails to connect this substantial evidence to his 
conclusions.  
 
Also, the significant expansion of the existing Type 47 license No. 345545, to cover all of 
the new areas in the entire hotel—including the hotel lobby, the outdoor courtyard, the 
lounge areas, the business rooms, the new restaurants, as well as in-room service--is not a 
new license but it would materially increase the concentration of alcohol in the surrounding 
area and the census tract. 

 
Although the ZA admits that the crime rate in the census tract where the subject site is 
located is higher than the City average and that the number of alcohol licenses in the area far 
exceeds the number allocated by the ABC, he omits the relevant fact that this means that 
there is an undue concentration of alcohol licenses, as defined by the ABC, and therefore an 
undue concentration of premises in the area. Instead, he uses the phrase “an over-
concentration of licenses is suggested.” He is basing his finding--that the additional off-site 
license and significant expansion of the existing on-site license to cover the entire hotel will 
not result in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration 
of alcoholic beverages--on the fact that the ABC has discretion to approve an application for 
a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and 
will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents. However, there is no 
evidence provided to support that statement, nor can the ZA rely on actions that have not 
been taken by the ABC in making the conclusions in his Findings. The Finding requires that 
the ZA find that approval of the CUB will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or consideration of alcoholic beverages. Given that an undue concentration of 
alcohol licenses already exists, it simply follows that there is an undue concentration of 
premises, and adding one more, especially premises the size of the hotel, is only going to 
make the concentration and over saturation much worse. 
 
In addition, the ZA cannot speculate or assume that the ABC will take certain actions in 
support of the Project’s public convenience and necessity. The ZA has a separate 
responsibility under City law, regardless of what the ABC may do. Whether and for what 
reasons the ABC approves an alcohol license is not directly related to the responsibilities of 
the ZA in finding that an “undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for 
consideration of alcoholic beverages” will not result from the granting of the application.  
 
The ZA mentions some conditions that have been placed on the CUB. However, there is no 
proof or studies that indicate that the conditions cited are effective in mitigating the adverse 
effects of additional alcohol licenses or that the conditions will in any way but nominally 
have an impact on those nuisances and other adverse impacts; in fact, the undersigned 
Appellants have had many experiences with CUBs in Venice where the conditions imposed 
are ignored by the applicant and also not enforced by the City. This is a City-wide problem. 
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Also, given the extensive number of crimes in the Crime Reporting District reported in 2018, 
which is significantly higher than the City average, and the overconcentration of licenses and 
related premises in the area, the standard CUB conditions such as the ZA has imposed on 
this Project are not likely to be effective in protecting the welfare and safety of the 
surrounding community. There are no studies or proof or evidence provided that indicates 
that the conditions cited will in any way have an impact on the types of crimes and nuisances 
impacts in an area such as this. 
 
In addition, under CEQA the cumulative impacts of a Project must be considered, and the 
cumulative impact of adding an off-site alcohol license and significantly expanding an 
existing on-site alcohol license to the entire hotel operation would be significantly harmful 
to the welfare and safety of the adjacent and surrounding community and the adjacent 
elementary school. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The ZA failed to adequately consider the significant statistics regarding crime in the area.  
 
According to the LAPD, the Crime Reporting District had a total of 528 crimes in 2018, as 
compared to a City-wide average of 185 and the High Crime Reporting District’s 222 
crimes. The Crime Reporting District of the proposed project has almost THREE TIMES the 
number of crimes of the City average! And it has 2.4 times the number of crimes of the high 
crime reporting district! There is no analysis of this very significant evidence and the impact 
that would be caused by adding even more premises dispensing alcohol. The Finding goes 
on to provide detail of the 528 Part 1 and 2 crimes and states that conditions of approval are 
being imposed in order to prevent public drinking, public drunkenness, and driving under the 
influence. However, those conditions will only impact 4 out of the 528 crimes listed--the 3 
for public drunkenness and the 1 for a DUI! 

 
FINDING 6. 
The ZA does not meet the requirements of Finding 6 as there is no evidence or analysis of 
the impact of additional on-site and off-site alcohol consumption on the adjacent 
Westminster Elementary School, the nearby church or the adjacent residential neighborhood.  
 
State Business and Professions Code 23789 does not allow for the approval of an alcohol 
license for premises within 600 feet of a school (the Westminster Elementary School is 65 
feet from the Project site) or in the immediate vicinity of a church, and CCR 61.4 does not 
allow for the approval of an alcohol license for premises within 100 feet of a residential 
neighborhood (the adjacent neighborhood is 50 feet away from the Project site), unless 
public convenience or necessity is found. Here, there is no evidence that dispensing of 
additional alcohol on-site and off-site is a necessity or would be a convenience to the 
community. State law limits the issuance of new licenses in geographical areas defined as 
high crime and in areas of undue concentration of retail alcohol outlets. This can only be 
overridden by a determination that the license would serve public convenience or necessity, 
in other words, if it is proven that the outlet will provide a benefit to or satisfy an existing 
need of the surrounding community. The ZA errs in that, although he states that the 
residential neighborhood would be adjacent to the proposed Project, he does not state that 
the Westminster Elementary School would be adjacent to the proposed Project. There has 
been significant public testimony in several Public Hearings and a significant number of 
letters to City Planning regarding the serious concerns about alcohol consumption adjacent 
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to the residential neighborhood, church and elementary school. In addition, in order to 
approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school or church, Business and 
Professions Code 23958 requires an investigation of all matters that may affect the public 
welfare and morals, and special conditions are required related to the sensitivities of the 
school or church and the impact on morals. According to the ABC, licenses within 600 feet 
of, let alone adjacent to, schools are usually only approved in more dense areas such as a 
downtown area. The impacts on all of the sensitive uses, including the school, church and 
residential neighborhood, must be considered and analyzed, and specific conditions must be 
provided, such as limiting the hours of alcohol consumption and restricting the use of the 
loading zone when school children are present. However, there is no discussion and analysis 
by the ZA at all relative to the impacts on the school, including related to loading areas and 
traffic that will make arrival and departure from the school dangerous. The ZA states that the 
project “will contribute to a neighborhood” but provides no evidence re. how it will 
contribute. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Also, notably, the ZA does not include in the CUB Findings the advice of the Los Angeles Police 
Department, as is the practice when considering the crime rate in issuing a conditional use permit to 
allow the sale of alcoholic beverages. 

 
In this case, Westminster Elementary School is directly across the street on one side of the Project and a 
residential community is directly on the other side of the Project. Alcohol, hotel rooms, and strangers 
adjacent to a public elementary school do not mix well. Further, the application of off-site sales in an 
already over saturated neighborhood is especially tone deaf, given the problems associated with a 
longstanding and growing homeless population in this same neighborhood and a proliferation of street-
level, illicit drug sales.  
 
 
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 applicable 
findings include: 1) that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act 
of 1976; 2) that the permitted 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; 3) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of the 
individual project in making its determination; 4) that 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. 

 
The Coastal Act of 1976 was enacted by the State Legislature as a “a comprehensive scheme to govern 
land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California.”  Its passage was the result of the recognition 
that uncontrolled development of the California coastline could not continue.  One of its goals is to 
“protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 
environment and its natural and artificial resources.”  To achieve this goal the Coastal Act sets forth 
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specific policies governing public access, recreation, the marine environment, land resources, and 
development along the coast.  It provides specific protection for “sensitive coastal resource areas,” 
defined in the Coastal Act as those bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest 
and sensitivity, such as highly scenic areas and special communities or neighborhoods which are 
significant visitor destination areas. Under the Coastal Act, new development where appropriate is to 
protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 
The Coastal Act specifically provides that prior to certification of the LCP, a CDP shall only be issued 
if the issuing agency, or the California Commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development 
will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3. Further, the Coastal Act requires that new development not have a 
significant adverse impact, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30105.5 
provides: 

 
“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. 
 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 

 
The LUP recognizes Venice as a special coastal community.  Policy I.E.1 provides: “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.” The LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a historical resource. 
 
In making Finding No. 7 that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the 
Determination makes no mention of this and does not consider the impact of the Project on this 
historic resource, required to be protected under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion in Finding 7. as he only cites Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 
30253(e), but does not analyze conformance of the Project with this key Chapter 3 section. Coastal 
Act Section 30253(e) states that “Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods 
which, because of their unique characteristics are popular visitor destination points for recreational 
uses.” The Venice Coastal Zone is in fact a Special Coastal Community, as designated in the original 
Coastal Plan, which preceded and formed the basis for the Coastal Act, and as designated by the 
Coastal Commission in the certified LUP. Thus, additional protections are necessary to protect the 
scale and character of Venice’s unique neighborhoods, as per the certified LUP guidance in Policies 
I.E.1., I.E.2. and I.E.3. This project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the Venice 
Coastal Zone and, if approved, would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts to Venice, being a 
precedent for other projects of this size. The Special Coastal Community of Venice, a Coastal 
Resource according to the Coastal Commission, must be preserved and protected from projects like 
this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. 
 
The ZA also errs in Finding 7. As he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the project on 
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coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a Local Coastal Program. Cumulative 
impacts is one of the most important issues here, as the Project is the largest project to ever be 
proposed for Venice and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale and 
character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State Coastal 
Commission as a “Special Coastal Community” (as defined in the certified LUP) and must be 
preserved and protected from projects like this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative 
impact on the relatively small scale and unique community character of the Venice Coastal Zone 
community. 
 
In addition, the ZA errs and abused his discretion in Finding 7. as he completely omits any discussion 
of conformance of the Project with Chapter 3 Coastal Act Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities; encouragement and provision; overnight room rentals, which states: “Lower 
cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.” 
The Coastal Commission noted in its Staff Report for the 2 Breeze project (5-14-1932 Lambert) that 
“…many hotels are exclusive because of their high room rates…the expectation of the Commission, 
based upon several recent decisions, is that developers of sites suitable for overnight accommodations 
will provide facilities which serve the public with a range of incomes. If the development does not 
propose a range of affordability on site, the Commission has required off-site mitigation, such as 
payment of an in-lieu fee to fund construction of lower cost overnight accommodations such as youth 
hostels and campgrounds. Lodging opportunities for budget-conscious visitors to the coast are 
increasingly limited….most newly constructed hotels are designed and marketed as high cost products 
[and so rooms for] persons of low and moderate incomes will make up fewer of the guests staying 
overnight in the Coastal Zone. Without low-cost lodging facilities, a large segment of the population 
will be excluded from overnight stays at the coast. Access to coastal recreational facilities, such as 
beaches, harbors, piers, and special coastal communities, is enhanced when lower cost overnight 
lodging facilities exist to serve a broad segment of the population.” 

 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Further, the Determination recognizes that the immediate area is surrounded by one and two-story 
structures.  On page 27, the last sentence of the third full paragraph states: “The project site and 
properties proximate to the site are developed with one- and two-story structures in an urban area.” 
(This is also stated on page 28, the last sentence in the first full paragraph.) Yet the ZA goes on to 
justify the three-story mass and scale of the Project by comparing it with a couple of out of place three-
story structures (that should not have been approved) and does not consider the majority of the 
surrounding structures (all one- and two-story structures) that are acknowledged to reflect the character 
of the neighborhood. 

 
Thus, the ZA errs and abuses his discretion in concluding that the proposed 30-foot tall portions of the 
project are consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, adjacent to the multi-
family residential neighborhood as he is only comparing to a very small portion of the surrounding 
structures and not considering what is by far the largest and most sensitive portion. 
 
The Appellant will supply additional information that shows that 74% of the surrounding structures are 
0- or 1-story, 8% are 2-story and 18% are 3-story. Only 18% of the surrounding structures are 3 stories, 
which in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure facing a 1-story residential area. 
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===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See attached EXHIBIT E for Appellant’s Streetscape, which contains evidence regarding mass, scale 
and character of the site and surrounding area. Corner buildings demand special attention because they 
are more visible than other buildings on the block. This Streetscape was prepared using the common 
industry practice for projects that are on corners of blocks: the immediate neighborhood, or cornerscape, 
or viewshed is four lots from the corner on both sides of the street that the building fronts, and two lots 
from the corner on both sides of the other street running at right angles to the fronting primary street. 
The area included in the Streetscape is shaded in light green in the map below. 
 
STREETSCAPE AREAS 

 
 
The Streetscape shows that 64% of the structures are 1 story, 31% are 2-story and 5% are 3-story. Just 
5% of the surrounding structures being 3 stories in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure 
facing a 1-story residential area. In addition, there are seven existing structures on the block of the 
proposed hotel. Two of them (29%) are 2 story and the remaining five are 1 story (71%). None are 3 
stories. 

 
The total square footage of the buildings in the Viewshed is 118,868. The usable building space is 52% 
of the block’s total land area (i.e. its Floor Area Ratio, or FAR), a FAR of .52. The same area with the 
proposed hotel increases the square footage by 49% to 176,638, and the FAR increases to .79, a 52% 
increase.  
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The block on which the hotel will be located has an existing FAR of .29 and a total building square 
footage of 16,920.  With the hotel completed, the new FAR for that block would be 1.28, or 3.4 times 
larger, and new total building square footage would be 74,690, also 3.4 times larger. 

  
The residential properties in the Oakwood neighborhood on the east side of the proposed hotel together 
have a FAR of 0.54 and a total building square footage of 59,087, and they comprise 76 living units. The 
three-story hotel with roof deck, with square footage of 70,310 and a FAR of 1.5 that is 1.8 times or 
almost two times larger than the FAR of the east side Oakwood properties, will loom over the 
surrounding residential neighborhood. 

 
The proposed Project is grossly incompatible with the surrounding area and thus violates Coastal Act 
Section 30251 and 30253 as well as certified LUP policies I.E.1, I.E.2. and I.E.3. In fact, the Project, the 
largest ever proposed in the Venice Coastal Zone and spanning the vast majority of a city block, would 
stick up from the surrounding primarily residential community like a giant island rising out of the ocean, 
to be seen for miles and to tower over the surrounding community. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
For all of the above reasons, the Project does not comply with the applicable LUP Policies.  
Accordingly, the ZA erred in its Finding No. 8 that 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. 

 
The Determination also found that the Project was consistent with the various planning ordinances 
and plans, as it was a Project. 

 
The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission’s decision on 601 Ocean Front Walk (ZA-2015-
102-CDP-SPP-1A), at the hearing on September 7, 2016 is instructive. The issue there was also 
whether the immaterial number of residential units qualified the project as mixed use, with the 
associated benefits related to FAR and lot consolidation. The WLAAPC concluded that due to that 
project’s immaterial amount of residential use it did not qualify as “mixed use,” and therefore denied 
the project as proposed. 

 
Below are some excerpts from the audio transcript for that hearing, from the 
Commissioner discussion: President Donovan:  
“Mixed Use isn’t defined here [in the certified Land Use Plan] and thus I must use judgment and 
I know mixed use when I see it and I don’t see it here today.” 
He said that if this project was approved as proposed, it would prejudice the LCP. He goes on to say 
that “This is not for us to decide at this point as our decision would prejudice the LCP.” He reiterated 
that there were insufficient mitigation measures and not enough attention on the cumulative impacts, 
and thus a project of this size was out of scale with the surrounding area and that it would have a 
substantial adverse impact. 

 
Commissioner Halper: 
The ZA erred in his Finding re. prejudicing of the LCP with respect to classification of the proposed 
project as a mixed use. The current proposal, which assumes that the smallest possible sized unit 
allows, 800 sq. ft, is adequate to support an increase of 50% from the FAR of 1:0 for office and retail, 
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to a FAR of 1.5:1 that is based on an unspecified mix of commercial (retail and/or office) and 
residential uses. One cannot justify that 2.7% of a project can get a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project. 

 
In this case, the total square footage of the “apartments” is 2,588 square feet. The apartments as a 
percentage of the total habitation space is 4.62% (As per the Project Description, the total square 
footage of hotel space is 53,384 sq. ft and the total square footage of the apartments is 2,588 square 
footage. Total habitation space is 53,384 + 2,588 = 55,972 sq. ft. 2,588 divided by 55,972 = 4.62%). 

 
In this case, the percentage of the square footage of the apartments is 3.68% of the total square footage 
of the project, of 70,310 square feet as per the Project Description. (Total square footage of the 
apartments of 2,588 divided by total square footage of the project of 70,310 = 3.68%). 

 
By either measure, 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total habitation space, one cannot justify 
that this minor percentage of a project can result in a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project (the minor 
amount of residential use is being used to qualify the project as mixed use, thus resulting in a FAR of 
1.5:1 as opposed to 1:0). The precedent set by the WLAAPC on September 7, 2016 in denying the 
project as proposed (with an immaterial amount of residential use supporting a  classification) must be 
followed; and the LCP must not be prejudiced. This is not a  project and must not be treated as one. 

 
For the reasons stated above, the Appellant points out that the Project is not a  project, none of which 
arguments is addressed by the ZA in the Determination.  If the Project is not a  project, then even 
under the ZA’s rationale it does not comply with the VSP and LUP. 

 
Also, in making Finding No. 7, there seem to be contradictory or unclear statements about the loading 
areas around the perimeter of the Project. Finding No. 7 states that the proposed project includes a 
condition prohibiting the use of the public right-of-way for loading purposes, and as such, “the 
proposed development along Electric Avenue is visually compatible with the surrounding area and 
consistent with the character and scale of the neighborhood.”  Whether the on-street loading zone on 
Broadway that is in the plans is approved, or whether its use is conditioned by Condition 17, which 
states “Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway” is also a source of confusion. As the 
specifics of what is being approved for a loading zone for the Project are not clear, it is not possible to 
comment on that for the purposes of Finding No. 7. 

 
Parking 

 

 
 
Adequate parking has not been required as per LUP Policy II.A.3. and Coastal Act Sections 30210, 
30211, 30212, 30214, and 30252. Coastal Act Section 30252 states "The location and amount of new 
development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by providing adequate parking 
facilities,” detailed as follows: 

 
1. It is not clear from the determination whether the 60 parking spaces in the surface parking lot that is 
being demolished are being appropriately replaced. As part of the determination the ZA must verify 
whether any of these spaces are for Public Parking, which are required by the Coastal Act to be 
replaced. We have evidence that this lot was used for public valet parking, mostly for beach parking 
during the day. In addition, the ZA needs to determine whether there are parking covenants or 
agreements for other parties with any of the existing properties for the overall project, in order to 
assure that these obligations are being covered in the parking requirement for the new project. 
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2. It is not clear whether the service floor area for the existing restaurants has been correctly 
calculated and where those existing parking spaces are currently located. 

 
3. The parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction with the 
overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of ADA aisle width in order to 
reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed. 

 
4. The ZA must assure that the parking requirement for the existing Felix restaurant at 
1023 Abbot Kinney is recalculated as it is common knowledge and apparent on the Plans that the 
service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process (DIR-2016-262-CEX), even 
though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a CEX (Coastal Exemption). The service 
floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of the overall project parking 
requirement calculation. 

 
5. The parking calculation must include the service floor area for all areas of the hotel where 
alcoholic beverages will be served, including the hotel roof decks, pool areas, lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, lounge area and business center. 

 
6. The parking calculation must include a requirement for the existing retail nursery, the 
Sculpture Garden as it will be on the Project Site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 
2,963 square feet. 

 
7. The displaced parking spaces for public access due to the proposed on-street loading area must be 
replaced. 

 
8. The wrong parking requirement was used for the service floor area of the restaurant. The parking 
requirement table on page 4 - 5 states that the parking standard for the hotel restaurant is 1 space per 
100 sq. ft of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, whereas the Parking Requirement 
Table in LUP Policy II.A.3. (as well as the comparable table in the VSP) states " 1 space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 
space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed 
seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” It is not clear whether the requirement has been 
correctly calculated as per the LUP and VSP requirements. 

 
9. The front patio service floor area of the retail store has not been included in the parking requirement 
calculation.	
	
===================================================================== 
NEW 
	
10. Major parking problems are glossed over in the ZA’s Determination. 

The ZA’s Determination errs by describing the project’s parking plan in a manner that differs materially 
from the plan specified in the EIR, because it omits one of the plan’s main components, the 80-space 
offsite parking area at Westminster School, and it also omits the Secondary Valet Station on Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. that was intended to relieve congestion at the Valet court on Electric Ave. by moving cars 
from there to the offsite area.  
 
The ZA’s Determination further errs by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, which specifies 
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that its analysis is of a project that not only has onsite parking, but also includes both a secondary valet 
station and an offsite parking lot, and applying these conclusions to a version of the project which has 
neither, because he has determined they should not be permitted.  
 
There’s nothing about offsite parking in the Determination’s introduction to its FINDINGS OF FACT 
(CEQA), section. It simply notes: 
 

175 parking spaces in a three-level underground garage and 56 bicycle spaces. (ZA Determination 
– page 42)   

The section’s Project Description more explicitly rejects the possibility of offsite parking, in that all 175 
spaces are accounted for onsite: 

 “The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three subterranean 
levels.”  (ZA Determination – page 45)  

However, the Secondary Valet Area makes its appearance when called on to justify inclusion of 
Transportation/Circulation under the heading of: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH 
MITIGATION 

TRANS-PDF-6 Valet Operations 

Staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet Area at all times, to divert vehicles 
as needed to the Secondary Valet Area at the south side of the site. The Secondary Valet Area will 
be staff at 5 PM every day. Staff at both locations will be able to communicate instantaneously via 
wireless communication, to enable quick re-routing of inbound vehicles. (underlining added) (ZA 
Determination – page 52)  

So, the valet operation’s CEQA impacts are only mitigated by the Secondary Valet Area, which in turn 
feeds cars to the offsite lot. But this is not the project he has described, which has a total of 175 spaces, all 
onsite and served by a single valet station.  

A false conclusion is reached by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, based on a project with 
two valet stations and an offsite parking lot, and applying them to the project as he describes it in the 
CEQA introduction and project description, i.e. with only 175 parking spaces, all within the subterranean 
garage, with just a single valet station, and with no offsite parking lot. 

The conundrum arises from parking and valet conditions that the ZA Determination places on the project -
- without admitting that these very things he’s prohibiting are not only in the plan but materially 
contribute to the EIR’s conclusion that the project would not have substantial impacts due to parking and 
queuing.  

The resulting discrepancies from the EIR materially contradict information in the project’s KOA Traffic 
Study and the analysis in the FEIR regarding parking capacity, vehicle queuing capacity, and resultant 
impacts on traffic and neighborhood, on-street parking.  

If the conditions of the ZA Determination are accepted, then the sections of the FEIR involving traffic, 
valets, vehicle queuing and parking have to be re-analyzed. If the ZA’s conditions are rejected, then the 
impacts they attempted to mitigate must be re-addressed.  
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The problems involve the 80-space off-site parking at Westminster School and the Secondary Valet 
Station on Abbot Kinney Blvd. As reflected in numerous parts of the EIR, these both play major roles in 
mitigating problematic impacts.  However, they both create problems of their own, as we’ve detailed in 
previous communications, and both are correctly and explicitly denied by the ZA Determination.  

Nevertheless, the ZA adopts the EIR’s findings that the project’s impacts on traffic and parking do not 
rise to the level of significance if mitigated – even though the mitigations are the offsite parking and 
second valet station, both of which the ZA himself has removed from the project. 

The discrepancies are not minor. There is a reduction of parking capacity by 80 spaces. And in terms of 
the ability to timely park arriving vehicles and avoid on-street queuing, the impact is even more 
pronounced. The KOA Traffic Impact Study has a full 50% of arrivals and departures being routed to and 
from the offsite lot.  

An additional project trip distribution of 5O percent of the inbound trip totals was applied to a 
route from the Main Valet Area to the Secondary Valet Area (for vehicle drop-off) then to the 
proposed off-site parking area at the Westminster Avenue School, which is currently leased by the 
project owner. For outbound vehicles, 50 percent of the overall trips were added to a route from 
the off-site parking area to the Secondary Valet Area. (Traffic Impact Study for Proposed Venice 
Place Hotel - Page ES-1) 

So that extra capacity is crucial to the orderly operation of the entire parking system, as well as drop-offs 
and pick-ups (which are both prohibited by the ZA’s Determination on both Electric and Abbot Kinney). 

The importance of the offsite parking and second valet station are called out in several places in the EIR; 
among them: 

Vehicles would be directed away from the Electric Avenue driveway by valet employees to the 
Abbott Kinney Boulevard valet area, as needed to avoid queuing on Electric Avenue by inbound 
vehicles. This would apply for peak site activity times in the evening and during special events 
that would occur in the evening. This dual approach, with the parking system and traditional valet 
operations, will help to manage inbound vehicle flows, and queuing onto adjacent roadways will 
be avoided through this approach. (underline added) (Venice Place Project City of Los Angeles - 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2019 - Page II-27) 

Nevertheless, the ZA acted correctly in rejecting the offsite parking arrangement. There were good 
reasons for doing so, as the applicant’s proposed plan involved a great deal of valet traffic across Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as well as a valet station on Abbot Kinney that was likely to impede westbound traffic on 
that street. The offsite parking also relied on a lease (of unidentified duration), which is not permitted, 
since offsite parking spaces must be dedicated by covenant in order to fulfill parking requirements.  

Furthermore, apparently in response to our comments in a previous communication, the applicants 
offered, and the FEIR includes, a set of voluntary parking regulations for special events. These specify 
amounts of offsite parking required for various event sizes, as well as the number of valets required.   

Unfortunately, even if the ZA’s conditions were rejected by the WLAAPC, the table below would be 
meaningless unless its terms were explicitly incorporated into enforceable project conditions. 

Additionally, this entire mixed-use project relies on consolidation of more than two lots, which is only permitted 
under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan under the following conditions, set out in Section 9.A.2: 

Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for 
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mixed use and multi-family residential Venice Coastal 
Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community, 
the required parking is on-site and the project conforms with 
developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below.  (underline added) 
 

If the offsite parking were approved, the project would no longer conform to this requirement that “the required 
parking is on-site.” 

Conclusion 

The parking plan as conditioned by the ZA no longer has anywhere near the capacity, nor the rate of 
service, that was in the parking plan analyzed in the EIR. Consequently, the EIR traffic study is no longer 
relevant if the ZA’s recommended conditions are adopted, as it would no longer reflect the sufficiency of 
project’s conditioned parking plan.  

Therefore, as stated above, the ZA erred by making an unsubstantiated finding that the project would have 
no substantial impact, since his own determination eliminates the necessary, substantiating mitigations. 
Nor does he offer any possible mitigations to replace them. 

One final point: under-parked projects greatly increase traffic congestion: in his 2011 treatise, The High 
Cost of Free Parking, UCLA professor Donald Shoup cites decades’ worth of studies showing that “…on 
average, 30% of the cars in congested traffic were cruising for parking.” Therefore, the ZA erred in 
understating the project’s impacts not only on parking, but on traffic, as well.  

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 

Sea Level Rise 
 
The Determination does recognize that the Project is located within an area that may be affected by 
Sea Level Rise, but finds that the potential for such flooding in severe storm events is likely to 
increase towards the end of the project’s life, based on a typical development life of 75 years and 
brushes off that the three subterranean levels might be adversely impacted in the interim, stating that 
they are subject to further review and compliance with zoning and building code requirements and 
found therefore that the Project is consistent with the Coastal Act.  A thorough consideration of the 
Sea Level Rise and its impact on the Project is required under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
missing here. 

 
Approval of the CDP will Prejudice the Ability to Prepare a Local Coastal Program 
 

There simply is no basis for Finding No. 8 that the Project 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.  
Indeed, the Project sets a precedent for  projects, lot consolidation, three-stories of mostly commercial 
space in a neighborhood of low-slung residential buildings and rehabilitation of historic resources in an 
important special 
coastal community. 

 
Similarly, the ZA also errs on Finding No. 9, as he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the 
project on coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a local coastal program. The 
issue of cumulative impacts is a big concern for this Project, as the proposed project is the largest project 
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to ever be proposed for Venice, and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale 
and character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State as a 
“Special Coastal Community” (as defined) and must be preserved and protected from projects like this 
that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. Omitting an analysis of the impact of the 
project on the Special Coastal Community of Venice, a designated Coastal Resource, which is a key part 
of the applicable Chapter 3 Coastal Act sections that must be considered in the CDP Findings, is a major 
error and abuse of discretion by the ZA. 

 
Prior Decisions of the California Coastal Commission Cited by the Zoning 
Administrator 

 
The ZA recognizes that his decision must be guided by any applicable decision of the California 
Coastal Commission.  Nevertheless, the decisions cited by the ZA in reaching his Determination in this 
case are inapplicable as they do not involve projects of this magnitude. Each of these is discussed 
below: 

 

 
 
1697 Pacific Ave, February 12, 2016 
This is the Hotel Erwin.  The addition of a roof deck service floor area is in no way a “similar 
application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” The issue with this permit was simply assuring there was 
adequate parking for the expansion of the service areas. 

 
1697 Pacific Ave, August 7, 2003 
This too is the Hotel Erwin. The addition of a floor of an existing hotel is in no way a 
“similar application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” 

 
1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Blvd, December 11, 2003 
This project is a  project of a reasonable size (only 3 lot consolidation, and significantly smaller in 
size), and with a substantial number of dwelling units vs. commercial uses. In addition, this project 
was required to take the street dedications. 

 
Comparing the proposed Venice Place Project to this project highlights the fact that the Venice Place 
Project is way too large for the area in overall scale, has excessive lot consolidations, is not a  project 
as the number of dwelling units is immaterial in comparison to the total project, and should not be 
allowed to waive the street dedications.  The 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney decision actually supports a 
denial of the Venice Place Project. 

 
4750-4761 Lincoln Blvd, November 4, 1998 
This project is not at all similar to the subject project. This project is for an apartment building and 
not a  project. Also, according to the Coastal Commission’s archives, the Staff's recommendation 
was for a Substantial Issue, not a No Substantial Issue determination, as alleged in the 
Determination. 

 
Significantly, this the Venice Place Project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the 
Venice Coastal Zone, and if approved would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts and set 
precedent for other projects of this size.  The Coastal Act protects Venice’s existing scale and character 
and does not allow for projects of this sheer size, especially in such a sensitive area. The Project’s sheer 
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size, impact on a historic resource, unprecedented lot consolidation, treatment as a  project when only 
3.6% of the entire Project (or 4.6% of the hotel space) contemplates the provision of housing, make the 
finding that it 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, as set forth in Finding No. 8, 
ludicrous. The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  projects is to “increase 
opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the 
LUP.) Four extended stay units in a luxury hotel will not increase opportunities for employees to live 
near jobs and residents to live near shopping.  Yet, this is being used to justify all sorts of exceptions to 
compliance with rules that would otherwise be applied to the Project. 

 
 
Site Plan Review 

 
The purpose of a site plan review is to promote orderly development, evaluate and mitigate significant 
environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general welfare by ensuring that 
development projects are properly related to their sites, surrounding properties, traffic circulation, and 
other infrastructure and environmental settling.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, the decision maker 
must find that the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, applicable community plan and any applicable specific plan and that the project consists 
of an arrangement of buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, and other 
pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties and neighboring properties. 

 
For the reasons stated above, this Project does not comply with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, the applicable community plan and the specific land use plans governing the 
project.  Further, the parking is not adequately addressed. 

 
First, as stated above, the total absence of self-parking will have a negative impact on the adjacent 
residential neighborhood, as patrons of the hotel complex’s services will be incentivized to avoid the 
cost of valet service and automated parking (this is not an inexpensive combination). The normal 
method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking. However, The Venice Coastal Zone Local 
Coastal Program’s Certified Land Use Plan makes that completely infeasible: 

 
Policy II. A. 6. Preferential Parking. Establishment of residential preferential parking  districts  
shall  be  contingent  upon  replacing  displaced  public  parking spaces with new public parking 
at a minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While the ZA notes that restricted parking was requested by a neighborhood resident at the hearing, he 
does not address the issue other than to put the proprietors  of  the  businesses  occupying  the  project  
on  best  behavior  to  tell  their employees not to park in the adjacent residential area. This is not a 
condition; it is a fantasy. Further, the Service Floor Areas are understated in the Parking 
Requirement findings, causing the Project to be significantly under-parked.   Several service floor 
areas have been left out of the calculations. 

 
The relevant parking requirements for a Coastal Development Permit, as stated in “the applicable 
policies of the certified LUP,” are found in “Policy 11.A.3 Parking Requirements” and are cited on p. 
31 of the ZA’s Determination. In addition to other requirements, they include: “ 
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“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
The ZA Determination characterizes the LUP policies as “advisory” “guidelines.” However, the VSP 
has the same requirements for hotels, and they are binding, not advisory: 

Section 13 D.  PARKING REQUIREMENT TABLE (p. 25) “One space 

for each 100 square feet of floor area used for 
consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; 
plus 
One space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square 
feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of 
assembly” 

 
The following excerpts from various findings in the ZA letter lay out the areas in this hotel that are 
allowed to be used for “consumption of food or beverages:” 

 
p. 2. Approvals “(e) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center.” 

 
p. 19. MANDATED FINDINGS Conditional 
Use Permits 
“(f) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge 
areas, and hotel business center…” 

 
p. 21. Conditional Use Permit Findings #3 
“The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the new 
hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel 
guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, 
outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 

 
p.  24.  Alcoholic Beverage Findings #4 “…project proposes the sale and consumption of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and 
pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms {liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, 
and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 
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Yet none of these areas besides the restaurants’ and the market’s service floor areas are being counted, 
as they should be in calculating those parking requirements already mentioned: 

 
“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
This is a major oversight. Those measurements and calculations need to be done and reflected in the 
parking requirements.  The architect’s plans even show three tables on the project property facing 
Abbot Kinney that are obviously to be “used for consumption of food or beverages,” This use does 
not appear to be covered by the 170 sq. ft the ZA assigned to the Market, as there is seating inside, as 
well. 

 
Additionally, the parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction 
with the overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of the ADA aisle width 
in order to reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed.   Further, it is unclear 
whether the ZA properly considered  the  parking  requirement  for  the  existing  Felix  restaurant  at  
1023 Abbot Kinney as the service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process 
(DIR-2016-262-CEX), even though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a Coastal 
Exemption (“CEX”).  The service floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of 
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the overall project parking requirement calculation. Also, it is unclear whether the parking 
calculation included parking for the existing retail nursery, the Sculpture Garden as it will be on the 
Project site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 2,963 square feet. 
 
Automated Parking System 

 
Because this project depends entirely on automated parking not only to satisfy code requirements but 
also to successfully serve the needs of the businesses and their clientele, it is extremely important to be 
sure the automated parking is capable of delivering the required  number  of  spaces  and  sufficient,  
reliable  service  before  proceeding  with planning permits. Unlike a conventional garage, there are 
many aspects of automated parking that vary with the particular system, and they are still somewhat 
exotic to most planning practitioners. 

 
We strongly urge that you have LADBS do a preliminary inspection of this installation’s plans in order 
to have confidence that the system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and 
will be able to provide the rate of service claimed in the EIR. 

 
One major reason to take this extra step is that the representations offered in the EIR are, quite frankly, 
deceptive in two crucial areas. First is the layout and capacity. Second is the claimed service rate. 

 
The Subgrade Parking Plan shows a “typical” parking level with cars on closely packed rows of pallets 
alongside a narrow shuttle aisle via which they can be transported to and from the three elevators. The 
problem is that the depiction does not include any room for structural supports, and the spans required 
are 43ft for most of the garage, and 90 ft for the wider end. 

 
Absence of structural supports renders the plan unrealistic, as there is no room between pallets, which 
are spaced less than 4” apart, to place them. The clearance along the central, shuttle aisle to the 
elevators is no greater. 

 



July 6, 2020 31 
Structural supports always present major obstacles to automated parking systems, depending on their 
number, size, and placement, causing inefficiencies in the use of space. In this case, that space is 
saved in the drawings by simply pretending no obstacles exist. 

 
If long horizontal supports were to be used to solve this problem, the approximately 8- inch floor 
thickness depicted in the plans would no longer be sufficient. An increase in floor thickness or support 
depth would cause the depth of excavation to increase, taking it farther below the water level and 
further increasing the water pressure for incursion at the base, where the parking elevator motors lie in 
depression below floor level. It would also increase the amount of soil that would need to be removed 
and increase the attendant CEQA construction impacts. 

 
Since the ability of this project to satisfy its parking requirements depends entirely on automated 
parking, the ability to certify compliance depends greatly on the layout of any structural supports. The 
“Typ. Subgrade Parking Plan” in Appendix A is therefore insufficient as a basis for approval of the 
parking plan, since it does not realistically depict the actual system capacity. Would this 
department sign off on a conventional garage with a required number of spaces if you had no floor 
plan or indication of where it would be possible to put spaces because of support pillars? Another 
difference between conventional and automated parking is that automated parking systems experience 
failures that can cripple an entire garage or a segment of it for hours or days. Has anyone analyzed the 
failure record of the proposed system and the impacts that failures of different types would have on 
capacity, speed and throughput of this project’s system? The system manufacturer should be able to 
provide this information. 

 
The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate. 
On page 53 of the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated: 

 
TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 
80 vehicles per hour (combined input and output) _ (approximately 27 per hour per lift). 

 
Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, employing an 
entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s made by the same company, 
which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service rates for this system?  Below are brochure 
photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, “Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service rate figures of 
80 vehicles per hour, as set forth on page 53 of the ZA’s Determination, are for the Pace system. The 
hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the “Slide” system. This issue was raised in a letter 
from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving dated Aug. 30, 
2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination. 

 
The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been verified before 
accepting it as factual in the EIR.  That mistake should not be perpetuated by continued reliance on it 
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going forward.  
 
Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable of, but in this 
case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create the likelihood of bottlenecks 
and congestion extending into the public right-of-way. 

 
The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles waiting to enter 
the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a verified gate service rate 
specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for vehicle exits. A combined rate always 
greatly overstates the system’s ability to park vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars queuing to 
park. You cannot simply divide the combined rate in half.  The one-way rate of service is much lower, 
because the time required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate.  The elevator can 
carry cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets coming up to street 
level does not speed up an entering car ride down.  In other words, it does not increase the time 
efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service rate, which is often used as 
selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales point by manufacturers, is actually 
deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can be parked or delivered in a given period. 

 
Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car (Car X) 
needs to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle the cars in the row to 
reach the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X out, they block the aisle all the way 
past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire system until they can return to their spots. 

 
This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, and whether a 
pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the outermost pallet reach the transit 
aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may fill up the valet court, blocking the exit from 
the third elevator, where Car X is finally emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into the street. That 
would violate Parking Condition 16, which says: 

 
“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall be prohibited 
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in the public right of way.” 

 
And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.: 

 
“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any time.” 

 
This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since: 

 
“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment.” 

 
As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not be due to an 
intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA and Planning Commission 
to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first place, thereby guaranteeing subsequent 
situations that made violations unavoidable. A condition, after all, is not a magic wand. 

 
 
 
The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of an entirely 
different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very different and more 
efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage). Also, the EIR should have addressed the 
reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the impacts various types of failures would have 
on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are not 
passive systems. They require maintenance, or they fail. 

 
This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 

 
 
The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things added are the 
red labels for clarity.  The cars are as depicted in the plan.  Notice that all it takes is two cars, #8 and 
#9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third elevator just when it’s most needed.  
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Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to venture into 
this mess? Of course not. She’s going to drop her passenger on Electric, double parking to do so if 
necessary, but in any case, violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining right-of-way for 
loading purposes.” (Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is reduced from 7.5 ft to 5 
ft, which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.) 

 
Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR and was to 
serve the 2nd  Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That removes a mitigation 
and makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into Electric Ave., much more likely. 
This makes it even more crucial that the automated parking be capable of performing as represented. 

 
In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated parking 
system and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can accommodate the parking 
demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the layout of the site plan for the Project, 
there should have been, but there is not, a detailed study of how this particular automated parking 
system and valet court layout will operate. 

 
 
========================================================================= 

NEW 

The viability of this entire project depends entirely on the ability and reliably of the automated parking 
garage to park and retrieve vehicles at a rate sufficient to handle the demand placed on it by the hotel, 
two restaurants, a market, events, and beach parking (BIZ). 

While the parking system depicted in the project plans is not specified, it is easily identifiable as the U-
Tron “Slide” system by its unique combination of layout and designation of some but not all spaces as 
capable of orthogonal movement of pallets.  

The Slide is a novel and relatively untried system. From U-Tron’s website, it appears they have only 
completed two Slide installations to date, one in New York and one in Israel.   

The fact that U-Tron, the automated parking division of Unitronics, is the presumed provider means the 
evaluation of system performance is being provided by a highly interested party.  

The reason that is worth noting is because U-Tron did not provide supporting performance data from a 
working example of the Slide system, but instead substituted performance data from an entirely different 
system (Pace) that it also owns, suggests that either the performance of the Slide system could not 
provide as high a service rate as Pace or, alternatively, that the performance data was not yet available 
for this new and novel system with only two completed installations.  In any case, if U-Tron had to 
substitute apples-for-oranges as substantiation, they should have disclosed this issue and provided their 
best argument for why the substitution was legitimate.  Without real verification of the Slide system’s 
rate of service, it should not be accepted as the basis for approval of the entire project.  

Importantly, reliability and maintenance are the Achilles heel of the automated parking business, and no 
supporting reliability nor maintenance data is offered for this project.  New systems often take 
considerable time to work out bugs and efficiencies, so data is not optimized for some period after 
installation. 

The point is that this is a relatively unproven system, so every precaution should be taken to assure that 
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it will operate properly and the project owner will not come back, hat in hand, after approval to ask for 
offsite parking, which is forbidden  to this project under VCZSP 9.A.2.  

Conceptual Plans 

There are no detailed plans of the automated garage. In the approved project plans it is only shown 
conceptually, in a “TYP. SUBGRADE PARKING PLAN (FIRST OF THREE-STORIES (Sheet 1013).  
The other two stories are omitted. For a novel system, with an unusual layout tied to elevator placement 
in the valet court, the need for real plans is much greater and of a different character than for a 
conventional garage, the characteristics and requirements of which are well known and understood 
among planners and design and building professionals.  

Unfortunately, if taken literally, the parking system as shown leaves no space between the pallets that 
carry automobiles to allow for vertical supports. The pallets are four inches or less apart, and they are in 
motion, requiring additional tolerances. This is a problem in a structure six floors tall (including 3 
subterranean) and with spans of over 70 feet. Yet the floor thickness in the section included on this page 
appears to be only about 8 inches.   

If greater floor depth is needed to support a 70 ft. span, that will require significantly deeper excavation, 
which in turn would have a cascade effect on other project data in the City’s Final EIR.  

In other building sections, elsewhere in the plans (Sheet 1020), Section 1 shows the first level of parking 
with a vertical clearance of 7’2.” The clearances of the other two levels are unlabeled, but they are 
considerably less, as illustrated below by blue lines, all of the same length. 

 

 

 

  

The pallets that carry vehicles in the parking system stand well above floor level, reducing the vertical 
clearances for vehicles.  

Note in Section A-A, (shown below) from Sheet 1013, the vehicle clearances are omitted, as are floor-to-
ceiling clearances. Only floor-to-floor heights are noted, and even then, the only exact height is for the 
first parking level.  Even the total depth of the garage is omitted.   
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This does not provide an adequate basis on which to grant permission for a garage on which the operation 
of the entire mixed-use project must depend. 

 

   

From the depiction in Section A-A, the clearance for the first level of vehicles is under six and a half 
feet, and for lower levels it’s substantially less. What vehicles can be accommodated by these clearances, 
and what vehicles will end up parking on neighborhood streets?  

END NEW 

========================================================================== 

These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the project design. 
Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a preliminary inspection of 
this installation’s plans by LADBS before the ZA rules on the planning application, to assure that the 
system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and will be capable of providing 
the rate of service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way to be sure the site plan as presented is 
tenable. 
 

Loading Zone 
Loading issues are unclear in the Determination where loading and unloading are permitted. On page 6, 
in the section on conditions: “17. loading. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading 
areas shall be provided onsite. Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger 
loading shall be prohibited along Abbot Kinney Boulevard.” Does this mean that all loading is done on-
site? 

 
On page 28, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “The proposed project is 
conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way [along Electric Ave.] for the loading 
purposes.”  Yet this was not mentioned in the conditions on loading. 

 
On page 32, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “A valet service is provided 
onsite for the automated parking, and all drop-off and pick- up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As 
conditioned, the loading of passengers or goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As 
such, all proposed valet operations are consistent with Policy I1.A.10.”  (emphasis supplied).  Yet 
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we’ve seen that the Project’s conditioned to allow both commercial and passenger loading in the public 
right of way. 

 
And on page 36: “Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The  development will provide a total 
of 175 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, accessed by an automated parking system and 
operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot loading area is provided onsite, along Broadway. The onsite 
loading space satisfies the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street 
loading area displaces parking for public access, public recreation and public institutions; 
hence, the project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way for loading 
purposes.” (emphasis supplied.) 

 
Given the reasons cited, this presumably means both passenger and commercial loading are on site only. 

 
However, the off-street commercial loading area is insufficient for both size and quantity of delivery 
vehicles. While the ZA’s recommendation cites the loading area’s compliance with code, the 
circumstance here is unusual and creates dangers for schoolchildren, because trucks using this loading 
area will have to back across a sidewalk that is the schoolchildren’s major route to Westminster 
Elementary School. For anything larger than a small bobtail, when the lift gate is extended for 
loading, the truck will extend across the sidewalk and into the curb cut. 

 
The proposed curb cut is too narrow for two trucks to occupy the loading area without jumping the 
curb.   For any longer trucks, like the small tractor trailer rigs that supply small stores and 
restaurants throughout the city, they would block the sidewalk entirely.  Their most likely option, 
whether or not it complies with the project’s conditions, is to park in the middle lane of Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as they do now up and down that street. 
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Photo by Margaret Molloy 
 
But in this location, that creates a large blind spot for children crossing Abbot Kinney Blvd. to the school 
and for drivers on Abbot Kinney who won’t see those children until the last second. 

 
Photo by Margaret Molloy
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Photo by Margaret Molloy 
 
Deliveries from the commercial loading area on Broadway are impractical for the market on 
Westminster. This will be worse if the dedication on Electric is reduced as approved by the ZA, as 
pedestrians will have to share the space with deliveries on dollies traversing the full block on 
Electric, or the delivery traffic will travers the block on Abbot Kinney. (It is unlikely to be routed 
through the hotel.) The more likely possibility is that deliveries to the market will be off-loaded in 
the center lane of Abbot Kinney Blvd., especially as beer trucks are usually if not always tractor 
trailers. 

 
Given the limited facilities and hours for loading, how can scheduling deliveries for hotel, hotel 
restaurant, independent restaurant, independent market/liquor store, and spa all be coordinated to 
comply with conditions and not interfere with each other? Even if they do their best to comply, they 
have limited control of vendors’ routes and schedules. The City’s record of enforcement, be it of 
code or conditions, has been abysmal along Abbot Kinney. Relying on an involved set of conditions 
seems like an invitation to honor them in the breach. 

 
All of this was addressed in public comments submitted by Venice Supports the Specific Plan in its 
letter of Feb. 25, 2019, titled: Re: Comments of Venice Supports the Specific Plan to Draft EIR for the 
Venice Place Project Case No. Env-2016-4321-EIR ("the Project"), as follows: 

 
The operation of the loading zone on Broadway as contemplated creates hazardous conditions 
for pedestrians and drivers trying to navigate their way around trash and delivery trucks. It is 
unclear whether the loading zone that is contemplated will actually remove all trucks from the 
flow of traffic. Given the Project's close proximity to Westminster Elementary and the number 
of school children who use the road where the loading zone is contemplated, this hazard is 
particularly substantial. 

 
The applicant has argued that loading and delivery will only take place during certain specified 
hours when children will not normally be going to and from school, but these stipulations are 
unworkable. The idea that the frequency of deliveries will be significantly reduced by 
consolidation presumes that the hotel and other business located within the Project site, such as 
the spa, restaurants, etc. will: 
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• be willing to coordinate amongst themselves their vendor sources and schedules; 
 

• have the ability to dictate such a schedule to their vendors, despite whatever effects 
this would have on their delivery routes and their other customers; and 

 
• succeed in reducing the frequency of deliveries by a magnitude from what they currently 

handle at this location by using a parking lot that will no longer exist, and all this despite 
a greatly intensified use. 

 
Moreover, this mitigation proposal presumes City agencies have the resources to babysit dozens 
of vendors who will be serving the hotel complex on a constant basis. Currently, lack of 
enforcement is a big problem as trucks routinely double- park on Broadway and in the middle 
of Abbot Kinney Blvd. If the proponent's plans are adopted, the main difference will be these 
practices will expand right to a school crossing and make it blind. 

 
The ZA’s response is to add more unenforceable parking and loading conditions, while failing to 
address the basic problems that they’re intended to mitigate. 
 
 

===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Project Permit Compliance Review 

 
In order to grant a Project Permit Compliance under Section 11.5.7.C., the decision maker must find 
that the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, standards and 
provisions found in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VSP); and that the project incorporates 
mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the 
environmental review which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the 
extent physically feasible. 

 
In addition, Section 8. of the VSP requires that additional findings must be made, including that the 
Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with the existing 
neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development Project would not be materially detrimental to 
adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood; and that the Venice Coastal Development Project is in 
conformity with the certified Venice Local Costal Program, and that the Project is consistent with the 
special requirements in California Government Code Section 65590, the Mello Act. The requirements 
in VSP Sections 9. General Land Use and Development Regulations, 10. Land Use and Development 
Regulations for Subareas, 11. Commercial and Industrial Design Standards, and 13. Parking must also 
be met. 

 
More significantly, for all of the reasons discussed in previous sections of this letter (CU, CDP and 
Parking), the Project is  not compatible with the scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood and thus it is clear that the project is materially detrimental to adjoining lots and the 
immediate neighborhood; the project does not comply with the certified LUP portion of the LCP for 
development standards and policies I.E.1., I.E.2., I.E.3., I.B.6, I.B.7., and Policy Group II. Shoreline 
Access, as explained in detail in the CDP section of this letter; and the project is not consistent with the 
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Mello Act, as explained in the Mello Act section of this letter. Further, the project does not comply with 
the VSP development standards and parking requirements, as also previously fully discussed in this 
letter. 

 
For all of these reasons, the ZA erred in granting a Project Permit Compliance Review. 

 
Also, it should also be noted that the dimensions of the Project indicated on page 37 of the 
Determination do not agree with the dimensions indicated in the Determination on page 
2, including the restaurant’s square footage, the service floor area of the restaurant, the ground floor 
retail space, the service floor area of the market and the office use. This is an error and this 
discrepancy needs to be corrected and the Appellants given another opportunity to review the 
Project’s conformance with the applicable regulations. 

 
 
Mello Act Compliance Review 

 
In 1982, a statewide bill called the Mello Act was passed.  Its purpose is to preserve housing in the 
coastal zone, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents. In this time of a severe 
affordable housing shortage and the resulting Gentrification in Venice it is critical that the Mello Act be 
carefully followed. 

 
There are three basic aspects of projects that trigger the Mello Act and the City’s Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP): 1) the demolition of units in a 
residential structure that were occupied by persons with low or moderate income or that were affordable 
under certain standards; 2) the conversion or demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a non-
residential use; and 3) construction of new housing. 

 
In Findings No. 18 and 19, the ZA has abused his discretion and erred in finding that the applicant: 
1) is not required to replace any affordable units, 2) is allowed to demolish three residential 
structures for purposes of a non-residential use, and (3) is exempt from the inclusionary 
requirements for providing affordable housing in new housing developments.  The Mello Act 
Compliance Review and the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) Mello Act Determination are in error and the Mello Act and IAP are being violated, as 
follows: 

 
1. The HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units is not based on the last residential use. 
 
The Mello Act provides generally that the conversion or demolition of residential structures with 
existing residential dwelling units occupied by persons and families of low or moderate income shall 
not be authorized unless provision has been made for the replacement of those dwelling units with 
units for persons and families of low or moderate income. In enforcing this provision of the Mello 
Act, HCIDLA is required to make a determination of whether any persons or families of low or 
moderate income have been displaced. 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion by relying on a Los Angeles Housing Department (predecessor 
to HCIDLA) (LAHD) Mello Act Determination of affordable units dated July 6, 2010 that found that 
the property had been operated as a day care center since 2004 and that there were currently no units 
being used for residential purposes, determining that no replacement affordable units existed at 1047-
1051 Abbot Kinney Blvd. 
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However, the July 6, 2010 LAHD letter is not valid as the department checked for affordable units 
during the period after the buildings had been converted to the non-permitted day care center 
commercial use. Of course, no replacement affordable units could be found as there were no 
residents after the illegal conversion to commercial use. Given that the residential units were 
converted illegally, the statute must be tolled and HCIDLA must go back to the period before the 
illegal conversion to the day care center commercial use in 2004 in order to determine whether 
replacement affordable units existed in these three rent-stabilized structures; and then a new Mello 
Act Determination letter re. affordable replacement units must be issued. 

 
In Finding No. 18, the ZA acknowledges that the Project includes the demolition of three single-
family residential structures. The ZA also acknowledges that the existing non-residential use of 
these three structures is unpermitted as the legal use is for residential dwelling units. However, 
LAHD’s conclusion in its July 6, 2010 Mello Act Determination letter that the project is exempt 
from the requirement to provide affordable replacement units cannot be based on an illegal use. The 
July 6, 2010 LAHD Mello Act Determination letter on which the ZA relies in making this finding 
is invalid because it bases the exemption on facts related to the unpermitted use on the property 
since 2004.   
 
In order for the Mello Act Compliance Review to be effective, HCIDLA must issue a corrected 
HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units based on the income of or rents paid by the 
last known residential occupants for the three structures (relying on a tolling of the time due to the 
unauthorized use in the interim). If due to the passage of time those tenants cannot be found, the 
new HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units must presume the existence of 
affordable units, as based on the facts laid out in the July 6, 2010 letter the units were without a 
doubt affordable because they were very small studios and they were/are covered by the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). 
 
2. Conversion or demolition of the three residential structures for purposes of a non-coastal 

dependent, non-residential hotel use shall not be authorized. 

  The applicant proposes to demolish three existing residential structures for purposes of a non-
residential use, thereby triggering the Mello Act. Also, the lot on which these three residential 
structures sit is being converted to a commercial use. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion by approving the project as the Mello Act states that the 
conversion or demolition of any residential structure (this is not the same as maintaining a 
residential unit or use) for purposes of a non-residential use which is not “coastal dependent”….shall 
not be authorized unless the local government has first determined that a residential use is no longer 
feasible in that location. 
 
The proposed mixed-use hotel development is a non-residential/commercial use. The coastal 
regulations for Mixed-Use Developments in the certified Land Use Plan are in the Commercial 
Development and Land Use section, with very specific Commercial Development Standards. 
Mixed-use developments are not an allowed use in a residential zone even though residential units 
are incorporated into the development. Whereas a conversion of a 100% residential use to a mixed-
use or hotel use changes the nature and character of the use to commercial, which can only be 
located in a commercial zone, a conversion of a 100% commercial use to a mixed use remains a 
commercial use, even though it includes residential units.  Mixed use means that two different 
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elements or types of uses are being combined, and the resulting hybrid (definition: a thing made by 
combining two different elements; of mixed character; composed of mixed parts), a combined 
commercial and residential use, can only be a commercial use.  
 
The proposed Project is for the construction of a commercial project, in which four residential units 
are included. These residential units would not be constructed separately, as a separate use from the 
hotel and the other commercial uses. The four new residential units would be part of the overall 
commercial complex, would no longer be stand-alone residential structures/uses and would not 
maintain their identity. Also, in this case the four new dwelling units would not even qualify as a 
residential use for purposes of determining that the proposed project is a “mixed-use” project (for 
purposes of compliance with certified LUP Section I. B. 7.), as their use for residential purposes 
cannot be enforced. Throughout the project’s application it is stated that these apartment units are 
“available for long-term use.” They are incorporated into the overall hotel development and there is 
nothing to prevent them from being used as hotel rooms. Condition 6a does not protect from the 
units being used for short term stays as it is not feasible to enforce such a condition. Thus, the four 
dwelling units cannot be considered residential units but rather are non-residential, commercial hotel 
rooms, and demolition of the residential structures for the purpose of non-residential, commercial 
uses such as hotel rooms is prohibited. 
 
Demolishing residential structures in the Venice Coastal Zone for purposes of a commercial mixed-
use hotel project, even if the same number of units is included in the project, would cause a material 
adverse cumulative impact to housing in the Coastal Zone, especially housing for low- and 
moderate-income residents. When a residential unit is made a part of a hotel structure, its character 
changes from residential to commercial. Also, it is virtually impossible to enforce the residential use 
once the units are incorporated into an overall hotel project such as this. Experience has shown that 
what is supposed to be a residential unit/use blends into the overall commercial operation and is 
often used for storage or offices or other retail uses, which are more lucrative. 

 
In this case, there is no reason why the residential use would not be feasible nor has the City or 
applicant claimed that the residential use is not feasible. The question then becomes is the new use 
coastal dependent, which is a use that is dependent on the sea to be able to function. There is no 
evidence that the commercial use contemplated by the Project is coastal dependent. Therefore, the 
three residential structures cannot be demolished for the purpose of the proposed non-residential 
mixed-use hotel project and they must be returned to their legal use as residential units, protected 
under the RSO. 

 
3. Inclusionary affordable housing units have not been required. 

Finding No. 19 relates to the Mello Act and the IAP requirements that new housing developments 
constructed within the Coastal Zone include, where feasible, housing units for persons and families 
of low or moderate income. Under the Mello Act, if it is feasible to provide inclusionary housing 
for any project including any housing, the developer must do so. The IAP specifies that “it is 
generally feasible” for new housing developments consisting of ten or more residential units to 
provide affordable units, and it has become the practice in the Los Angeles Coastal Zone that it is 
generally infeasible for new housing developments consisting of fewer than ten residential units to 
provide affordable units. While infeasibility may be true when developments are on a limited 
number of lots and the entire project is a residential structure, this presumption is not valid for a 
commercial mixed-use hotel project covering 70,000+ square feet over nine lots. 
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While only four units are considered dwelling units, there is no basis for the assumption that 
might apply to other typical residential developments of less than 10 units that it is infeasible for 
these dwelling units to be affordable units. To not require inclusionary affordable units in this time 
of a housing crisis, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents, is unacceptable 
and a violation of the Mello Act in that it assumes without any evidence that it is infeasible for the 
applicant to provide inclusionary affordable units. 

 
Lastly, the City’s current draft Mello Ordinance states: “A change of use or Conversion of a 
Residential Unit or use to an Apartment Hotel will constitute a conversion to a non-residential use,” 
indicating that the City believes that the Apartment Hotel use proposed for the Project would not be 
allowed as it is a non-residential use. The Mello Act does not allow demolition of the three structures 
for purposes of a non-residential use, whether Hotel or Apartment Hotel. 
 
The project does not meet the requirements of the Mello Act and the IAP, the demolition of the 
residential structures is not allowed, and thus the ZA erred and abused his discretion in making 
Findings No. 18 and 19 in the affirmative. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
 
Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 

 
There is no substantial evidence in the record that support a Finding to allow reductions in the street 
dedications for Electric Ave and Westminster Ave. In fact, the evidence makes it clear that no 
dedications should be waive, as explained below. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 2 ½ feet of the Electric dedication, as the Finding states, Electric Ave is a 
designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot wide roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 40 feet and roadway width of 22.5 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (33% and 
38% respectively). Even though Electric Ave currently has two lanes and cars parking on both sides, in 
the face of the significant amount that the right-of-way and roadway are under the requirement, it is 
irresponsible to simply conclude that the current roadway width is safe or adequate and that no 
additional dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. One only has to go to the site to see that the 
lanes are already too narrow for the level of current use. 

 
Electric is a notoriously narrow street and it is also a very busy street because it runs parallel to Abbot 
Kinney, which has traffic jams every day, often even in non-peak hours. People, including officers of 
the undersigned appellant Citizens Preserving Venice, frequently stop to let oncoming cars ease by due 
to the narrow width of the lanes when there is parking on both sides. See photos attached. This is 
evidence that Electric Ave is currently unsafe and should be widened as much as possible via the full 
street dedication. 

 
In addition, with the hotel’s parking court on Electric Ave, it is likely that a queue will form during 
busy times for entering the parking court. That will block one lane during those times, which will 
cause a safety issue as people who are not waiting for parking will naturally try to pass the cars 
blocking the roadway. The added traffic from the proposed development will also necessitate safer 
passage with the full dedications provided. 
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It is a good idea to build a 5-foot-wide sidewalk along Electric, but as much as possible of the 
remaining dedication must be put towards widening the street. That additional dedication is sorely 
needed to provide for safer passage along Electric, especially given the added traffic and probable 
periodic queueing that will result in entering the hotel’s parking court. 

 
It is also not adequate to leave only 2 feet of the sidewalk for the street trees promised. Reduced width 
means smaller trees and less shade, which also means reduced mitigation of the urban “heat island” 
effect, which global and local warming require us to prioritize. 

 
Trees should play similar roles on Broadway, Westminster and Abbot Kinney.  They also make a more 
attractive and comfortable streetscape for pedestrian activity, which should be the lifeblood of this 
Project and of the Abbot Kinney district in general. 

 
It is erroneous of the ZA to say that "the reduced street dedications would maintain the roadway widths 
and existing parking while enhancing the pedestrian realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian 
access to and from the project site.”  It is the dedication that allows for the sidewalk and enhanced 
pedestrian access, not the reduced street dedication. 

 
Thus, the only reasonable conclusion is that the entire dedication of 7.5 feet must be taken on 
Electric Ave. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 3 feet of the Westminster dedication, as the Finding states, Westminster is 
a designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 50 feet and a roadway width of 28 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (17% and 22%, respectively). The additional three feet is needed in 
order to provide for a safer street and the additional traffic generated by the project. 

 
With both the 5-foot dedication and the three-foot dedication, the width of the Westminster sidewalk 
stays the same, at 12 feet. Thus, it is an error for the ZA to say that the reduced street dedication on 
Westminster enhances the pedestrian realm or increases and promotes safe pedestrian access to and from 
the project site. Two other properties on this block of Abbot Kinney, around which the subject property 
forms a sort of horseshoe, have both had 15 ft. dedications.  These dedications have been acted on and 
the land transferred.  They are at 1039 Abbot Kinney and 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Is there currently a 
dedication along the rest of this Abbot Kinney block? The existing buildings wouldn’t be expected to 
give up land, but over half the block on the Westminster end is being built from the ground up, and 
presumably those six lots must have dedications.  However, we’re unable to find any discussion in the 
ZA’s reports of waivers for them.  So, we are left with two questions:  are there dedications on these six 
lots, and how is their situation different from the two lots that have already deeded their dedications to 
the City? 

 
All that the waivers enhance is the size of the project site for purposes of additional bulk, which is not 
even considered by the ZA. 

 
Finally, we agree with the ZA’s statement that the required dedications and improvements are necessary 
to meet the City’s mobility needs for the next 20 years, but the only logical conclusion from this 
statement is that there must be no waiver of the dedications. 
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===================================================================== 
NEW 

Complete Streets 

The City’s attitude toward anticipating future traffic demands may have changed. It may no longer 
prioritize maintenance of traffic flow, even though this project will greatly increase the traffic burden on 
all four streets bounding the project site.  

However, the City is coming to terms with the importance of enhancing the pedestrian realm, as expressed 
in Mobility Plan 2035, an Element of the General Plan, by creating “Complete Streets” to improve the 
quality of public space for all. 

 

 

Mobility Plan 2035, page 14 

 

In order to implement Mobility Plan 2035, City Planners must apply its principles to today’s projects. The 
dedications stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering provide the means to do so here. These dedications 
belong to the City. They should be seen as opportunities to improve the public realm, rather than simply 
as minimal obligations to accommodate traffic. 

Electric Ave. is the border between the historically Black Oakwood neighborhood and the Abbot Kinney 
Commercial District. This project faces the Oakwood neighborhood with a block-long thirty-foot wall. 
None of the project amenities is oriented toward the neighborhood. They are all oriented away from it.  
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Only the parking service entrance faces Oakwood. 

The least the City can do in terms of environmental justice is exercise its discretion to retain the full 
dedications as stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering, on Electric, Westminster and Broadway, and use 
them to implement the following Mobility 2035, Key Policy Initiatives:  

• Embed equity and environmental justice into the transportation policy framework, project 
implementation, and action programs  

• Expand the role of the street as a public place  
• Increase the role of “green street” solutions to treat and infiltrate stormwater  

Maintaining the full dedications of 7.5 feet along Electric and 5 feet along Broadway and Westminster 
would make space to: 

• plant sizable trees for shade, beauty, and to counter heat island effects.  
• allow activity on the sidewalks commensurate with the size and vitality of the project.  

 
It would also show at least minimal respect for the historically Black neighborhood that the project 
borders and impacts. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
Thus, the ZA erred abused his discretion in Finding that the waivers should be approved. 
 
 
CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources 

 
The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in the LUP 
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This designation is relevant 
and important for three distinct reasons.  First, Section 17.31 of the Venice Community Plan, which is 
a part of the General Plan, states that policy and decision makers are directed to consult with the LUP 
regarding the specified historical 
coastal historical resources identified in the LUP and to base their decision on the policies it contains.  
Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP directs that the historical and cultural resources that are identified should be 
protected and restored where appropriate, in accordance with historical preservation guidelines.  Policy 
1.F.2 gives some guidelines, including: 

 
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 
historical 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. 
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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. 

 
In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., there are six 
buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice, as we know it today. 
The applicant proposes to retain two of those character defining buildings, but even then, the 
historical integrity of these two buildings will be compromised by the looming second story of the 
hotel on top of them. 

 
The ZA responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that they have been changed by new 
construction but are being retained and therefore there is no substantial adverse change to the degree 
that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state or local landmark programs. 

 
This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes not only 
resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially designated or “recognized as historically 
significant by local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.) As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical 
resource and the LUP has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan 
amendment to the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.  See Relationship to Other City Plans and Procedures, LUP, page I-8. 

 
Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the historical integrity 
of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the street that forms this historical 
resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan and LAMC. 

 
Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning Department, to 
issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the proposed development is in 
conformity with the LUP.  (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal Act.) The LUP requirements and 
guidelines for development affecting historical resources are specified above. They have been ignored 
by the applicant and must be considered by the Planning Department in approving a Coastal 
Development Permit in connection with the Project.  Here, the Project does not conform with the LUP, 
and the ZA has erred in his determination. 

 
While the ZA ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of the buildings comprising the 
Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did determine that three of the buildings at the 
Project site were historical resources. They are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
But the ZA’s Determination permits these structures to be demolished, stating that “Specific, economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.  
 

For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a real discussion of 
feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental impacts on the properties they 



July 6, 2020 49 
have found are historical resources. An analysis of alternatives to a proposed project is a critical 
component of an EIR. An alternative that included rehabilitation of structures should have been analyzed 
in more detail. The DEIR merely stated that the alternative of saving the three bungalow structures 
recognized as historic resources might not be “economically viable due to the reduced amount of square 
footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.” This does not constitute analysis as required by 
CEQA but is simply a dismissal based on speculation with no supporting evidence. 
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UPDATED as of July 6, 2020 
 
JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL OF CITIZENS PRESERVING VENICE re the 
Venice Place Project Case No. ZA-2012-3354- (CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); Env-
2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061- 
033) (“the Project”) 
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT THIS APPEAL JUSTIFICATION IS BEING RE-SUBMITTED ON JULY 6, 
2020 WITH ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS AS AN UPDATE TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION FILED ON MARCH 26, 2020.   
 
SEE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A FOR EMAILS FROM CITY PLANNING AUTHORIZING THE 
SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS SUBSEQUENT TO THE INITIAL APPEAL 
FILING DATE.  
 
THIS SUBMISSION MUST BE PLACED IN THE APPEAL JUSTIFICATON SECTION OF 
THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PREFERABLY BEFORE THE MARCH 26, 
2020 INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATION, AND NOT IN THE CORRESPONDENCE 
SECTION, AS IT CONTAINS NEW APPEAL POINTS. 
 
THE EXHIBITS MUST IMMEDIATELY FOLLOW THE UPDATED APPEAL 
JUSTIFICATION. 
 
THE ADDITIONAL APPEAL POINTS ARE BETWEEN THE RED MARKERS INDICATING 
“NEW” SECTIONS. 
 
IF THE INITIAL APPEAL JUSTIFICATON HAS NOT ALREADY BEEN READ, WE ENCOURAGE 
COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF TO READ ONLY THIS DOCUMENT AND NOT THE 
DOCUMENT SUBMITTED ON MARCH 26, 2020. IF YOU HAVE ALREADY READ THE INITIAL 
APPEAL JUSTIFICATION DATED MARCH 26, 2020, YOU WILL ONLY NEED TO READ THE 
NEW SECTIONS HEREIN, AS NOTED BY THE RED MARKERS. 
 
ALSO, PLEASE NOTE THAT APPEAL POINTS INCLUDED WITHIN EACH ENTITLEMENT 
SECTION ARE INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE IN ALL OTHER ENTITLEMENT SECTIONS. 
 
THANK YOU! 
 
========================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Environmental Justice and Social Diversity  
(applies generally as well as to the CDP approval) 
 
On June 6th, City Planning issued a notice, asking the community to help it advance equitable Westside 
community plans. The flyer stated that “Planning is one of the many factors that play a key role in 
shaping access to housing, open space, jobs, and overall a healthy quality of life. As land use planners 
we have both an opportunity and shared responsibility to elevate the importance of inclusion and equity 
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in our practices.” and “…we have a lot of work to do in reevaluating how we approach our work in order 
to empower those who have been marginalized by planning practices of the past.” 
 
In addition, at the June Coastal Commission hearing, Commissioner Wilson stated: ” I do want to speak 
to the structural inequality of down-zonings that occurred in the 50s and 60s…those were done on 
purpose and in many places where working families and families of color were, and L.A. is notorious for 
it….this subject of structural inequality is obviously on the minds of many of us in this current context. 
Even we, a few items before, we were looking at a walled community and building a new wall around 
that, again, structural inequality often comes in the form of structures…” 

  
Venice was physically built by hundreds of African Americans who developed the Oakwood 
neighborhood at a time when it was one of the few neighborhoods in Los Angeles where they could 
live. Abbot Kinney encouraged the hiring of African American professionals to help him build his 
vision. He supported Oakwood’s development as an African American community. Over the decades 
Venice also became home to many Mexican American families, attracted by its affordable homes and 
proximity to local industries.   

  
Over the last two decades, however, city planners have systematically abetted the accelerating 
gentrification of the Oakwood community, ignoring - or not caring – about its history and its socio-
cultural heritage. For Oakwood it has become death by a thousand cuts.  

  
Underlying City Planning’s complicity in the erosion of Oakwood’s heritage has been the unstated 
assumption that more expensive homes – and consequently wealthier generally white homeowners – 
were better.  Time and again, bungalows and multi-family homes have been replaced by expensive 
single-family homes, aka McMansions. Affordable and RSO units have been demolished.  The 
cumulative impacts of these projects on the social make-up of the Oakwood neighborhood have been 
ignored. 

 
This hotel will not foster “inclusion and equity.” It will not help those “who have been marginalized by 
planning practices in the past.” It will perpetuate and worsen structural inequality. 

  
The proposal is for a high-end hotel complex in the heart of Venice on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  Socio-
economic and cultural diversity is what made Venice the world-famous destination it is today.  It is this 
historic cultural legacy the hotel wants to tap into by locating in the heart of Venice.  Yet this project has 
never acknowledged the socio-economic well-being of the neighborhood that it will inevitably disrupt 
nor the harm it will likely cause our neighbors in the Oakwood community over time. The hotel, if built, 
will continue the City’s pattern of disregard for this historic African American community and further 
exacerbate the displacement of Venice residents who have substantially shaped the character of this 
famous and unique coastal community. 

  
City Planning has expressed its solidarity to the principles that correct the concerns of the Black Lives 
Matter movement and to finding ways to steer away from its past patterns and practices that have 
reinforced racial and economic inequities. However well intentioned, the right words are empty without 
the right actions.   
 
As Coastal Commissioner Wilson indicated (quote above), it is wrong to wall off a community. In this 
case the Project would serve to wall off the Oakwood neighborhood with a block long 30-foot wall, with 
the parking entrance facing Oakwood. The Project essentially gives Oakwood the back of its hand. This 
would serve to perpetuate structural racism in Venice. 
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We are not just taking this opportunity of the Black Lives Matter movement to bring up these issues.   
We’ve been fighting against this Gentrification since this project began but we have never felt there was 
an ear open, or anyone receptive to addressing these concerns. In fact, in the past City Planners have 
indicated that the Environmental Justice Coastal Act sections and Commission Policy are not applicable 
to Venice, which is incorrect. They are State laws and policies that are directly applicable to the Venice 
Coastal Zone and the Project. 

 
This hotel Project is the embodiment of Gentrification. This hotel Project is in the wrong place. Its 
approval will bring social and economic harm to the very people with whom City Planning has declared 
solidarity. This hotel is not Oakwood.  It is not Venice. It violates the Coastal Act’s Environmental 
Justice provisions and Policy and it harms the Social Diversity of Venice that the certified Land Use 
Plan Section I.E.1. requires to be protected. 
 
See also comments noted below in Coastal Development Permit section with respect to the lack of any 
analysis of the Project’s conformance with Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
I. Reason for the Appeal. 

 
This appeal is being filed by Citizens Preserving Venice for the following reasons: 

 
1. The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 

1976. 
2.   The Project will 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. 
3.   The issuance of a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol will adversely affect the 

welfare of the community. 
4.   The proposed conversion of existing residential dwelling units to commercial use is in violation 

of the Mello Act (California Government Code Sections 65590 et al.) and the Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act. 

5.   The Project is not a  project under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and therefore is not 
eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would 
otherwise be required; and is not entitled to the requested lot consolidation. 

6.   The Project adversely affects the historical resources, including the block of the Project, along 
Abbot Kinney, identified in the certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) 
as a historical resource, and the six buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of 
the founding of Venice. 

7.   The parking plans do not comply with parking requirements. 
8.   The approved loading areas and conditions are unclear and could create unsafe and 

hazardous conditions. 
9.   The Zoning Administrator (ZA) determination does not adequately address the public 

comments submitted in this case. This appeal incorporates by reference all written and oral 
comments, in their entirety, submitted on the Project by any commenting party or agency. 
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II. How Appellant is aggrieved by the decision. 

 
Appellant is a non-profit organization organized under the laws of the state of California dedicated to 
preserving the quality of life in the Venice area of Los Angeles.  It will be adversely impacted by the 
Project and the ZA’s determination because it has a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s 
decisions are in conformity with the requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly 
executed and the public duties of City officials enforced as they relate to application of the California 
Coastal Act, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“the VSP”), the LUP, the Mello Act and other 
laws that protect the quality of life in the Venice community.  It also acts affirmatively to protect and 
enhance the life of the neighborhood as experienced by its residents, among others, the residents of 
Oakwood, a historically African American community that has been and continues to be vitiated by 
gentrification. 

 
III.  The points at issue/Why Appellant believes the ZA erred or abused his discretion. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit 

 
A conditional use permit is required for the Project because the Project is within 500 feet of a 
residential zone.  In addition, a conditional use permit is required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-
W.1 to allow the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages. 

 
A conditional use permit may only be granted if 1) the Project will enhance the built environment in the 
surrounding neighborhood; 2) the Project’s location, size, height, operations, and other significant 
features will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety; 3) the Project substantially 
conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, 
and any specific plan; and regarding the sale of alcoholic beverages, 4) the proposed use will not 
adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community; 5) the granting of the application will not result 
in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable 
State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within 
a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those crimes involving 
public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and 
disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in 
the area. 

 
The ZA found that the Project enhanced the built environment because it introduced the visitor serving 
use of a hotel and related complementary businesses and concluded without explanation or evidence 
that it was compatible with the design and massing of the area. What the Determination does not 
explain is how a Project that consolidates eight lots, consists of 58,638 square feet in new development 
over 11,672 square feet in existing development, that includes three new three-story massive buildings 
is compatible with the low slung, small lot neighborhood surrounding the Project. 

 
It especially ignores the entire adjacent residential neighborhood block on Electric and the Oakwood 
neighborhood of Venice which borders the Electric side of the Project. There is no consideration of the 
impact of the Project on Westminster Elementary School and playground which is directly across the 
street from the Project. The ZA erred and abused his discretion as he did not account for the built 
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environment in the largest and most sensitive portion of the surrounding neighborhood. The 
Determination also stated that the Project provided new parking.  Never mind that the Project removes 
an existing surface public parking lot with 60 parking spaces and replaces this parking only with the 
minimal amount of parking spots required for the new development, thereby resulting in a net loss of 
parking in an area that already has a severe parking problem. Further, there appears a total absence of 
self-parking, which will have a negative impact on the adjacent residential neighborhood, as many of 
the patrons of the hotel complex’s services will likely seek to avoid the valet service and automated 
parking and seek on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The ZA offers no solution, just an 
empty admonition that “Employees shall be prohibited from parking vehicles within the adjoining 
residential neighborhoods.” 

 
The normal method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking.  But this is difficult under the 
provisions of the LUP, as the establishment of residential preferential parking in the Coastal Zone is 
not permitted unless the displaced public parking spaces are replaced with new public parking at a 
minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While a smaller boutique hotel could provide a benefit to the community, the proposed hotel is much 
too massive for its current proposed location. The Project’s size is generally incompatible with the 
immediate residential area. The Project is comprised of nine lots tied together to form one parcel, 
providing a larger lot and greater square footage that any lot in the immediate area. 

 
The Project certainly does not substantially conform with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and the applicable specific plan. The Project as 
currently configured clearly is incompatible with many of the land use plans, policies and regulations 
governing the Project, and therefore, there is no basis for the finding of the ZA that the Project 
substantially conforms with the applicable land use policies. 

 
Significantly, the ZA grants several exemptions and benefits only applicable to  projects, when this 
Project does not meet the definition of a  project. The applicant sought this designation because a  
project  (i) is eligible for a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 to 1; (ii) is exempt from the Commercial 
Corner Development Standards of LAMC Sec. 12.22-A,23 and the minimum 5-foot landscaped setback 
requirement along the perimeter of the site of the Project that would otherwise be required; and (iii) as 
argued by the applicant, meets the lot consolidation requirements of the VSP contained in Section 9.A 
of the VSP and is therefore entitled to consolidate eight lots comprising the Project. We believe the 
Project does not qualify as a  project and is not entitled to these exemptions and benefits. The 
Determination does not provide any reasoning for finding that this Project meets the requirements of a  
project. 

 
A careful review of the LAMC Section 13.09 B demonstrates that the Project is not a  Project under either 
the letter or spirit of the LAMC and thus is not entitled to any of the benefits sought.  Section 13.09.B.3 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides in pertinent part:  

Mixed-Use Project means a Project which combines one or more Commercial Uses and 
multiple dwelling units in a single building or in a Unified Development and which provides 
the following: [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
(1) a separate, Ground Floor entrance to the residential component, or a lobby that serves both 
the residential and Commercial Uses components; and 
(2) a pedestrian entrance to the Commercial Uses component that is directly accessible from a 
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public street, and that is open during the normal business hours posted by the business. 

A minimum of 35 percent of the Ground Floor Building Frontage abutting a public 
commercially zoned street, excluding driveways or pedestrian entrances, must be designed to 
accommodate Commercial Uses to a minimum depth of 25 feet. 

 
LAMC Section 13.09 B.3 defines Commercial Uses for the purpose of a  
Project as follows: 

 
Commercial Uses means those uses as first permitted in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, or C5 
zones, including guest rooms and hotels as defined in Section 12.03 and Community Facilities 
as defined by this section. [Emphasis supplied in bold font] 

 
While the ZA labels four hotel rooms “dwelling units,” presumably to fit within the definition of  
Project in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and in order to be eligible for the bonuses and exemptions granted 
to Mixed Use Projects, they are not “dwelling units” within the meaning of the LAMC.  Section 12.03 
of the LAMC, which provides definitions for the terms used in Section 13.09, defines “dwelling” as: 
“Any residential building, other than an Apartment House, Hotel or Apartment Hotel.” The Project is an 
Apartment Hotel and therefore under Section 13.09 does not contain a dwelling unit within the 
definition of the LAMC. 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1. The question here is - is the classification of a project as a mixed-use 
residential and commercial project supportable when only 3.68% of the total project, or 4.62% of the 
total habitation space, is dedicated to residential use. 

 
More importantly, it is bad precedent to allow a developer who has somehow wedged in a few very 
small residential units to combine up to eight lots in a community that generally disallows such 
combination. This is a gross and transparent distortion of the zoning codes, the VSP and the LUP, 
which express the Venice Community’s desire to restrict lot consolidation in order to protect the scale of 
the community.  If allowed to stand as currently contemplated, the Project will create a dangerous 
precedent for Venice.  It signals to developers who in order to achieve their development objectives to 
qualify for a  project or for lot consolidation –no problem, just slap a couple of tiny efficiency units with 
kitchens on your project and you will qualify for an infinite number of lot consolidations and achieve 
your development objectives. 

 
In this case, the applicant dedicates only about 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total 
habitation space to long term housing and by doing so they would achieve an unprecedented lot 
consolidation and waiver of important land use policies.  Further, if this precedent were established 
prior to the adoption of a certified Venice Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), it would prejudice the LCP, 
as it would set a precedent for something very significant that would need to be included in the LCP. 
While the LUP, the guiding policy document was certified by the Coastal Commission, the necessary 
implementation ordinances were not adopted. Therefore, a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) may 
only be issued if a finding can be made that the development will not prejudice the ability of the City to 
prepare a complete LCP, including the implementing ordinance. (See discussion regarding the Coastal 
Development Permit below.) 

 
This very issue was discussed in a West Area Planning Commission meeting for a proposed project at 
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601-611 South Ocean Front Walk in 2016. There, the Commission members expressed concern about 
the cumulative impact and potential prejudice to the adoption of the LCP if an expansive definition of 
mixed use was accepted in evaluating projects in Venice prior to the adoption of the LCP. On that basis 
the Commission rejected a CDP for a project at 601 Ocean Front Walk in Venice. 

 
Even if one accepted the applicant’s definition of the Project as , that would not entitle the proponent to 
unlimited lot consolidation.  9.A.e (4) of the VSP states that “Lot consolidation of more than two lots 
shall be permitted for  and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, provided the 
project conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community.” Here, the ZA’s 
Determination ignores the second half of this statement. At over 60,000 square feet and extending over 
nine lots, the Project is profoundly out of scale with the surrounding community and other existing  and 
multi-family developments on Abbot Kinney Blvd. and Electric Ave. 

 
It should also be noted that the exemption in LAMC Sec. 12.22.A.23(d)(1) from the Commercial Corner 
Development Standards of Section 12.22.A.23 specifies that a project is exempt from the minimum 5-
foot landscaped setback requirement only if it is a  Project as defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 that 
“consists predominantly of residential uses.”  For all of the reasons discussed above, it is not a  Project as 
defined in LAMC Section 13.09.B.3 and certainly is not one consisting predominately of residential uses, 
as only four units in the hotel are dedicated to long term residency. Accordingly, the Commercial Corner 
regulations should apply to the Project, and the Project is not exempt from the minimum 5-foot 
landscaped setback requirement.  
 
Here, the Project approval includes approval of the consolidation of eight lots. The relevant 
provisions of the VSP are as follows: 

 
A.  LOT CONSOLIDATION.  Lot Consolidation of contiguous lots may be permitted, provided 
the consolidation complies with conditions specified in Subsection 1 and 2 below.  Subterranean 
development that is entirely below street elevation is exempt from this subsection. 

 
1.  Number of Lots 

 
e.  Commercially and Industrially Zoned Lots: 

 
(2) Other Commercial Venice Coastal Development 
Projects: 

 
Two lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below: or 
three lots may be consolidated, provided the Venice Coastal Development 
Project conforms with development standards in Section 9 A 2 below and 
parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade. 

 
(4)  and Multi-Family Residential Venice 
Coastal Development Projects: 

 
Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for mixed-use 
and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects, 
provided the projects conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of 
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the surrounding community, the required parking is on-site and the 
project conforms with developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below. 

 
Similarly, the LUP provides that Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for  
projects that conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide 
adequate on-site parking. LUP Policy I.B.7. 

 
Under the VSP and the LUP, “Lot Consolidation occurs when:  (1) one or more structures are built over 
a lot line that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot line is adjusted, lots are 
merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of allowing a structure to be built extending 
over what were previously two or more separate lots.” (Section 5.Q. of the VSP and the Definition 
Section, page I-15 of the LUP.) 

 
The VSP has no definition of the term . The LUP provides that “ development provides an on-site 
mix of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of the Venice 
commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal Act Policy Section 
30252.” LUP Policy I.B.1.  The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  
projects is to “increase opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near 
shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the LUP.) As has been discussed above, clearly the Project does not 
qualify as a  Project pursuant to LAMC 13.09B.  Certainly, it does not qualify as a  Project under the 
LUP, as it does not meet the housing objectives of  projects under the LUP. 

 
It should be noted too that a hotel would not qualify as a residential use under the LUP. In Policy 1.B.6 
of the LUP, it is recognized that commercial, visitor-serving uses such as hotels are distinct from 
residential dwelling units.  It provides, in pertinent part: “The areas designated as Community 
Commercial…will accommodate the development of community serving commercial uses and 
services, with a mix of residential dwelling units and visitor-serving uses.”  It goes on to specify that 
visitor-serving commercial uses include “hotel” uses. 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit Alcohol Sales--CUB 

 
In the March 12, 2020 Determination of the ZA in this case, the Zoning 
Administrator authorized the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site 
consumption, in conjunction with a new apartment hotel and a new hotel restaurant, and the sale and 
dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverage for on-site and off-site consumption in conjunction with a 
hotel market.  Before a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol may be issued, the following 
additional findings pursuant to L.A.M.C. Section 12.24.W.1 must be made: 

 
1.   That the proposed use will not “adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community;” 
2.   That the granting of the application will not result in “an undue concentration of premises for 

the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine, in 
the area of the City involved,” giving consideration to applicable State laws and to the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s (ABC) guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these 
establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area 
(especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, 
drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and whether revocation or 
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nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area; and 

 
3.   That the proposed use will not “detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned communities 

in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed use 
from residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar 
uses, and other establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine.”  In this case Westminster Elementary School is directly 
across the street from the Project. 

 

Here, the license would significantly expand both the geographic reach and sale/consumption of 
alcohol, to include sale/consumption in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge areas, business 
rooms, and new restaurants, as well as in-room service. 

 
The ZA acknowledges that according to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
(ABC) licensing criteria, only three on-site and two off-site consumption licenses are allocated to the 
subject census tract and that currently there are 17 on-site licenses and 3 off-site licenses in this census 
tract, establishing an over saturation at the current time.  Further, the ZA acknowledges that the crime 
statistics indicate that the crime rate in this census tract is higher than the city average.  He states that 
the subject area suffers from a total of 528 crimes compared with the citywide average of 185 offenses 
and the high crime reporting district of 222 crimes for the same reporting period in 2018. 

 
The ZA states that the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control has discretion to approve 
an application for a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare 
and will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents.  Normal operations would mean 
that no new license could be granted.  In order to approve an additional license, the ZA  is required to 
make a finding that normal operations are contrary to public welfare and will interfere with the quiet 
enjoyment of property by residents and school children in this case. The ZA does not make this finding 
but rather simply states that because he has imposed a condition requiring surveillance and that bar 
employees will be required to attend training, the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption will benefit the public welfare and convenience because it would add another place to 
purchase alcoholic beverages.  (Page 25-26 of the Determination.) It is impossible to conclude that 
employee training and “other conditions” will effectively deter criminal activity, public drunkenness and 
loitering. There are numerous studies performed by Los Angeles County Health and other credible 
institutions that prove that such nuisances and impacts cannot be effectively mitigated in an adjacent 
residential neighborhood and they definitely should not be allowed to occur adjacent to an elementary 
school. (These studies will be provided subsequent to the filing of the appeal.) 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See discussion of the aforementioned studies below. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion with respect to the CUB Findings in two major ways: 
(1) He did not meet all of the six Findings required as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., and (2) 
He did not provide adequate or sometimes any evidence to making some of the Findings, 
rendering them conclusory. 
 
1. The ZA completely omitted and thus did not address all six Findings, or portions of 

Findings, required for approval of the CUB as per LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W., as follows: 
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FINDING 1.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. The ZA neglects to address this Finding 
with respect to the alcohol use, mentioning only the hotel use. There is no evidence or 
conclusion provided related to whether the Project will perform a function or provide a 
service with respect to the additional on- and off-site alcohol sales that is essential or 
beneficial to the community, city or region. There is no evidence provided to support the 
conclusion that an increase in alcohol concentration would be a convenience to the 
surrounding community or is a necessity to the surrounding community. In fact, logic alone 
informs a reasonable mind that it is not a necessity or convenience as the area is already over 
concentrated with alcohol licenses and premises. The sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcohol throughout the hotel and off-site sales of alcohol will not benefit the community as 
the area is already saturated and there is no need for more. The immediate area has a high 
concentration of alcohol establishments and allowing another off-site license and a 
significant expansion of the on-site license for the entire hotel could adversely impact the 
surrounding neighborhood. Also, in addition to our above-mentioned studies by experts, 
testimony was supplied at the Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning that also 
highlighted the correlation between alcohol sales, crime, and other adverse impacts. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 2.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval that the Project will not adversely affect or 
further degrade the public health, welfare and safety of adjacent properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood. The ZA neglects to address this portion of the Finding. There is 
no evidence or conclusion provided that the Project will not harm the public health, welfare 
and safety of the adjacent properties, or that the quality of life and “right to quiet enjoyment” 
of the adjacent residential neighbors and the adjacent elementary school will be protected. 
The required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 3.  
This is a required Finding for the CUB approval. However, this Finding only addresses 
conformance with the applicable Plans with respect to commercial areas and neglects to 
address the relevant goals, objectives and policies of the residential portions of the Plans, 
including the impact on the surrounding and adjacent neighborhood and the adjacent 
elementary school with respect to additional on-site and off-site alcohol sales. The required 
Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 
FINDING 5.  
The ZA does not address the portion of Finding 5. that states that consideration must be 
given to the number and proximity of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of 
alcoholic beverages within a 1,000-foot radius of the site; nor does the Finding indicate 
whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area. The 
required Finding has not been met and the CUB cannot be approved. 
 

2. The ZA did not provide accurate or adequate evidence in order to support the conclusions 
made in the six CUB Findings required in LAMC 12.24.E. and 12.24.W, or the analysis is 
insufficient to support the Findings, as follows: 
 
“Abuse of discretion is established if…the findings are not supported by the evidence.” (See 
Cal. Code Civ. Proc. 1094.5(b)), or if the analysis is insufficient to “bridge the analytic gap 
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between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order.” (West Chandler Boulevard 
Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 1506.) 

 
FINDING 4.  
The ZA failed to adequately consider the impact of the CUB on the public welfare of the 
community. 

 
In order to approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school, church or an 
adjacent residential neighborhood, Business and Professions Code 23958 requires an 
investigation of all matters that may affect the public welfare, including morals. A key 
component of the analysis of the effects on the welfare of the pertinent community is 
consideration of the impact of the significant increased alcohol use on morals of the area. 
The proposed on-site and off-site sale of alcohol on the premises during the hours of 7 a.m. 
to 1 a.m. is contrary to the public welfare and morals, especially the elementary school 
students at Westminster Elementary School, across the street from the project.   

 
The sale of alcohol adjacent to a school not only advertises substance abuse but also glamorizes it. 
Per the California PTA resolution “REGULATION OF LIQUOR LICENSES NEAR SCHOOLS, 
adopted by Convention Delegates May 1997, Reviewed and deemed relevant November 2017, “A 
600-foot distance is inadequate for the protection of grade one through 12 schools from possible 
effects from such licenses.” 

 
There are many aspects of the sale of alcohol at this Project that will influence and negatively impact 
the students of Westminster School.  A hotel with alcohol service and an open site plan right in the 
path of young children walking to school directly across Abbot Kinney Blvd does not show an intent 
to comply with the goal of responsible liquor licensing or protecting children’s safety. 

 
The Project includes a roof deck, pool area and bar that face the school, in full view of the school 
children during lunch and recess.  This design affords the hotel guests a perch to view the activities 
of elementary school students which is not desirable to the parents of the students and disregards 
student privacy. 

 
The Project design includes rooms with balconies facing Broadway which is a main thoroughfare for 
parents walking their children to and from school.  Hotel guests will have access to alcohol 
beginning at 7 a.m. or, for that matter, 24/7 in the hotel room. This creates a dangerous risk that 
guests will be partying on balconies in the view of students walking to school at 7:30 a.m. or walking 
home between 2:20 p.m. and 6 p.m., when after school activities end. Children are easily influenced 
by the adults around them. Viewing adults engaged in the consumption of alcohol near their school, 
the place they need to feel safe in, is impactful to young minds.  At this age their prefrontal cortexes 
aren’t developed enough to allow them to access the rational part of their mind.  

 
As cited on The Science of Psychotherapy website by Matthew Dahlitz, Neuroscience Magazine: 
“The prefrontal cortex (PFC) is the cerebral cortex covering the front part of the frontal lobe. This 
brain region has been implicated in planning complex cognitive behavior, personality expression, 
decision making, and moderating social behavior. The basic activity of this brain region is 
considered to be orchestration of thoughts and actions in accordance with internal goals. The most 
typical psychological term for functions carried out by the prefrontal cortex area is executive 
function. Executive function relates to abilities to differentiate among conflicting thoughts, 
determine good and bad, better and best, same and different, future consequences of current 
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activities, working toward a defined goal, prediction of outcomes, expectation based on actions, and 
social “control” (the ability to suppress urges that, if not suppressed, could lead to socially 
unacceptable outcomes). The frontal cortex supports concrete rule learning, while more anterior 
regions along the rostro-caudal axis of the frontal cortex support rule learning at higher levels of 
abstraction.” (adapted from Wikipedia) As such, children under the age of 25 are very 
impressionable and don’t have the cognitive ability to differentiate from good and bad behavior. 

 
The school children will be walking past the hotel every day when going to/from school. There will 
be observations of public drunkenness and there will be alcohol consumption in the common areas, 
including the roof deck that oversees the elementary school. These observations will impact the 
morals of the children at a very young, impressionable age. The ZA erred and abused his discretion 
as he did not consider the impact of the hours of operation for on- and off-site alcohol use on the 
adjacent elementary school or the adjacent neighborhood. Nor did he consider the impact of the 
extensive alcohol use on the morals of the adjacent elementary school children. 
 
Lastly, with respect to the impact of the CUB, the ZA completely omitted an analysis of the impact 
on the adjacent neighborhood and elementary school of the noise from alcohol being served in the 
open areas. There is no discussion of possible reduction of hours of alcohol use/sales or any 
mitigation measures for the impact of sound. The ZA also omitted an analysis of the impact of the 
extensive loading zone activity and increased traffic and parking demands on the neighborhood and 
school children, both of which would be significant adverse impacts. 

 
FINDINGS 4. and 5.  
The ZA failed to consider readily available evidence from experts, as well as testimony from 
neighbors and parents at Public Hearings and in letters to City Planning, with respect to the 
adverse impacts of increased density of on- and off-site alcohol outlets (premises) when 
making his conclusions in Findings 4. and 5. 

  
A study prepared by Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (See attached 
EXHIBIT C) states:  “A high density of alcohol outlets increases alcohol consumption, 
motor vehicle crashes, alcohol-related hospital admissions, injury deaths, assaults and 
violent crime, suicides, drinking and driving, child maltreatment, and neighborhood 
disturbances.” The report found that a high density of alcohol outlets in a community 
increases rates of violent crime, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, and alcohol-related 
deaths. It concluded that limiting the density of alcohol outlets is effective in reducing 
alcohol-related harms. The study’s findings indicate that having a high density of either on-
premises or off-premises alcohol outlets was associated with significantly higher rates of 
alcohol-related harms. Additional findings are that communities with a high density of either 
on- or off-premises outlets were:  

1) 9 to 10 times more likely to have increased rates of violent crime,  
2) 4 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-involved crashes, and  
3) 5 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-related deaths.  

 
Finally, the study recommends that local governments highlight areas where on-premises or 
off-premises alcohol outlets are oversaturated and use their land use powers to limit the 
number of new alcohol outlets in those areas. 

 
Also, the Institute for Public Strategies prepared a briefing document entitled The Power of 
Local Municipalities to Control Alcohol Outlet Density (See attached EXHIBIT D).  The 
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briefing states that high alcohol-outlet density can threaten public health and safety and 
reduce the quality of life in surrounding neighborhoods. Their research shows that there is a 
direct correlation or a nexus between high alcohol availability and increases in drunken 
driving, sexual assault, crime and violence, underage drinking, health problems and 
economic decline, and the relationship to the problems created is statistically significant. In 
fact, for these reasons, the ABC has established guidelines for the acceptable level of alcohol 
outlet density in a given census tract. If the number of alcohol retailers exceeds the number 
recommended, that census tract is considered to be oversaturated, or an undue concentration 
of alcohol licenses.  

 
In addition, the Institute for Public Strategies briefing document references a guide for local 
government, funded by the California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs, that 
indicates that in areas of undue concentration of alcohol licenses [which go hand in hand 
with the related premises] that high crime and proximity to sensitive land uses, i.e. schools, 
churches and residences, can be used as a basis to reject a public convenience or necessity 
waiver and thus cause denial of a license. Here we have both high crime and proximity to 
sensitive land uses, which is a basis for denial. 

 
This guide also urges local governments to have policies and procedures in place to prevent 
oversaturation of alcohol.  

 
The above-mentioned documents and studies prepared by third party experts provide 
evidence that adding more alcohol, especially the significant amount of alcohol consumption 
that would be associated with a large hotel, to a census tract area that already has an “undue 
concentration of alcohol licenses” and “high crime” will escalate crime and other negative 
consequences to the surrounding area.  

 
In addition, a significant amount of evidence has been provided through testimony of 
neighbors, parents, and other community members in Public Hearings and letters to City 
Planning that the surrounding area is already saturated with alcohol establishments and that 
adding even more will have a detrimental impact on the surrounding neighborhood and the 
residents’ and the elementary school children’s quality of life and right to quiet enjoyment. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The first paragraph in Finding 5. has numerous errors of fact.  
 
The Finding states that there are 17 on-site licenses. In fact, there are 21 on-site licenses in 
the census tract as of the date of the determination. The Finding states that there are two 
active Type 47 ABC licenses for the two existing restaurants. In fact, there is only one, 
License No 569602, for the Felix restaurant. The Primitivo Wine Bistro License No. 514811 
was cancelled and transferred. The Finding states that the proposed hotel restaurant seeks a 
renewal and extension of existing Type 47 license No. 345545, for which the primary owner 
is West Indies Trading Co, Inc., and which active since October 7, 1998. That is incorrect. 
This license has been active since September 14, 2010 and expires on August 31, 2020. (See 
attached EXHIBIT B for the correct evidence.) The extent of the errors of fact by the ZA 
calls into question the evidence and the conclusions based on the evidence throughout the 
CUB Findings. 
 
FINDING 5. 
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The ZA failed to consider the extent of alcohol licenses in the census tract in excess of the 
ABC-established limits, and he does not make any conclusions relative to the significant 
expansion of the on-site alcohol license. 
 
As mentioned above, there are 21 (not 17) active on-site licenses in the census tract, 
compared to three on-site licenses allocated to the census tract by the ABC. There are 
SEVEN TIMES MORE LICENSES THAN ALLOWED, which is a serious over saturation 
of alcohol licenses in the area. The number of alcohol licenses in the area far exceeds the 
amount allocated by the ABC and the ZA fails to connect this substantial evidence to his 
conclusions.  
 
Also, the significant expansion of the existing Type 47 license No. 345545, to cover all of 
the new areas in the entire hotel—including the hotel lobby, the outdoor courtyard, the 
lounge areas, the business rooms, the new restaurants, as well as in-room service--is not a 
new license but it would materially increase the concentration of alcohol in the surrounding 
area and the census tract. 

 
Although the ZA admits that the crime rate in the census tract where the subject site is 
located is higher than the City average and that the number of alcohol licenses in the area far 
exceeds the number allocated by the ABC, he omits the relevant fact that this means that 
there is an undue concentration of alcohol licenses, as defined by the ABC, and therefore an 
undue concentration of premises in the area. Instead, he uses the phrase “an over-
concentration of licenses is suggested.” He is basing his finding--that the additional off-site 
license and significant expansion of the existing on-site license to cover the entire hotel will 
not result in an undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration 
of alcoholic beverages--on the fact that the ABC has discretion to approve an application for 
a license if there is evidence that normal operations will be contrary to public welfare and 
will interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents. However, there is no 
evidence provided to support that statement, nor can the ZA rely on actions that have not 
been taken by the ABC in making the conclusions in his Findings. The Finding requires that 
the ZA find that approval of the CUB will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or consideration of alcoholic beverages. Given that an undue concentration of 
alcohol licenses already exists, it simply follows that there is an undue concentration of 
premises, and adding one more, especially premises the size of the hotel, is only going to 
make the concentration and over saturation much worse. 
 
In addition, the ZA cannot speculate or assume that the ABC will take certain actions in 
support of the Project’s public convenience and necessity. The ZA has a separate 
responsibility under City law, regardless of what the ABC may do. Whether and for what 
reasons the ABC approves an alcohol license is not directly related to the responsibilities of 
the ZA in finding that an “undue concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing for 
consideration of alcoholic beverages” will not result from the granting of the application.  
 
The ZA mentions some conditions that have been placed on the CUB. However, there is no 
proof or studies that indicate that the conditions cited are effective in mitigating the adverse 
effects of additional alcohol licenses or that the conditions will in any way but nominally 
have an impact on those nuisances and other adverse impacts; in fact, the undersigned 
Appellants have had many experiences with CUBs in Venice where the conditions imposed 
are ignored by the applicant and also not enforced by the City. This is a City-wide problem. 
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Also, given the extensive number of crimes in the Crime Reporting District reported in 2018, 
which is significantly higher than the City average, and the overconcentration of licenses and 
related premises in the area, the standard CUB conditions such as the ZA has imposed on 
this Project are not likely to be effective in protecting the welfare and safety of the 
surrounding community. There are no studies or proof or evidence provided that indicates 
that the conditions cited will in any way have an impact on the types of crimes and nuisances 
impacts in an area such as this. 
 
In addition, under CEQA the cumulative impacts of a Project must be considered, and the 
cumulative impact of adding an off-site alcohol license and significantly expanding an 
existing on-site alcohol license to the entire hotel operation would be significantly harmful 
to the welfare and safety of the adjacent and surrounding community and the adjacent 
elementary school. 

 
FINDING 5. 
The ZA failed to adequately consider the significant statistics regarding crime in the area.  
 
According to the LAPD, the Crime Reporting District had a total of 528 crimes in 2018, as 
compared to a City-wide average of 185 and the High Crime Reporting District’s 222 
crimes. The Crime Reporting District of the proposed project has almost THREE TIMES the 
number of crimes of the City average! And it has 2.4 times the number of crimes of the high 
crime reporting district! There is no analysis of this very significant evidence and the impact 
that would be caused by adding even more premises dispensing alcohol. The Finding goes 
on to provide detail of the 528 Part 1 and 2 crimes and states that conditions of approval are 
being imposed in order to prevent public drinking, public drunkenness, and driving under the 
influence. However, those conditions will only impact 4 out of the 528 crimes listed--the 3 
for public drunkenness and the 1 for a DUI! 

 
FINDING 6. 
The ZA does not meet the requirements of Finding 6 as there is no evidence or analysis of 
the impact of additional on-site and off-site alcohol consumption on the adjacent 
Westminster Elementary School, the nearby church or the adjacent residential neighborhood.  
 
State Business and Professions Code 23789 does not allow for the approval of an alcohol 
license for premises within 600 feet of a school (the Westminster Elementary School is 65 
feet from the Project site) or in the immediate vicinity of a church, and CCR 61.4 does not 
allow for the approval of an alcohol license for premises within 100 feet of a residential 
neighborhood (the adjacent neighborhood is 50 feet away from the Project site), unless 
public convenience or necessity is found. Here, there is no evidence that dispensing of 
additional alcohol on-site and off-site is a necessity or would be a convenience to the 
community. State law limits the issuance of new licenses in geographical areas defined as 
high crime and in areas of undue concentration of retail alcohol outlets. This can only be 
overridden by a determination that the license would serve public convenience or necessity, 
in other words, if it is proven that the outlet will provide a benefit to or satisfy an existing 
need of the surrounding community. The ZA errs in that, although he states that the 
residential neighborhood would be adjacent to the proposed Project, he does not state that 
the Westminster Elementary School would be adjacent to the proposed Project. There has 
been significant public testimony in several Public Hearings and a significant number of 
letters to City Planning regarding the serious concerns about alcohol consumption adjacent 
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to the residential neighborhood, church and elementary school. In addition, in order to 
approve a license adjacent to a sensitive use such as a school or church, Business and 
Professions Code 23958 requires an investigation of all matters that may affect the public 
welfare and morals, and special conditions are required related to the sensitivities of the 
school or church and the impact on morals. According to the ABC, licenses within 600 feet 
of, let alone adjacent to, schools are usually only approved in more dense areas such as a 
downtown area. The impacts on all of the sensitive uses, including the school, church and 
residential neighborhood, must be considered and analyzed, and specific conditions must be 
provided, such as limiting the hours of alcohol consumption and restricting the use of the 
loading zone when school children are present. However, there is no discussion and analysis 
by the ZA at all relative to the impacts on the school, including related to loading areas and 
traffic that will make arrival and departure from the school dangerous. The ZA states that the 
project “will contribute to a neighborhood” but provides no evidence re. how it will 
contribute. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Also, notably, the ZA does not include in the CUB Findings the advice of the Los Angeles Police 
Department, as is the practice when considering the crime rate in issuing a conditional use permit to 
allow the sale of alcoholic beverages. 

 
In this case, Westminster Elementary School is directly across the street on one side of the Project and a 
residential community is directly on the other side of the Project. Alcohol, hotel rooms, and strangers 
adjacent to a public elementary school do not mix well. Further, the application of off-site sales in an 
already over saturated neighborhood is especially tone deaf, given the problems associated with a 
longstanding and growing homeless population in this same neighborhood and a proliferation of street-
level, illicit drug sales.  
 
 
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 applicable 
findings include: 1) that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act 
of 1976; 2) that the permitted 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; 3) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by the 
California Coastal Commission have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of the 
individual project in making its determination; 4) that 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. 

 
The Coastal Act of 1976 was enacted by the State Legislature as a “a comprehensive scheme to govern 
land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California.”  Its passage was the result of the recognition 
that uncontrolled development of the California coastline could not continue.  One of its goals is to 
“protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 
environment and its natural and artificial resources.”  To achieve this goal the Coastal Act sets forth 
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specific policies governing public access, recreation, the marine environment, land resources, and 
development along the coast.  It provides specific protection for “sensitive coastal resource areas,” 
defined in the Coastal Act as those bounded land and water areas within the coastal zone of vital interest 
and sensitivity, such as highly scenic areas and special communities or neighborhoods which are 
significant visitor destination areas. Under the Coastal Act, new development where appropriate is to 
protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 
The Coastal Act specifically provides that prior to certification of the LCP, a CDP shall only be issued 
if the issuing agency, or the California Commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development 
will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is in 
conformity with Chapter 3. Further, the Coastal Act requires that new development not have a 
significant adverse impact, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30105.5 
provides: 

 
“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. 
 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 

 
The LUP recognizes Venice as a special coastal community.  Policy I.E.1 provides: “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.” The LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
as a historical resource. 
 
In making Finding No. 7 that the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the 
Determination makes no mention of this and does not consider the impact of the Project on this 
historic resource, required to be protected under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion in Finding 7. as he only cites Coastal Act Chapter 3 Section 
30253(e), but does not analyze conformance of the Project with this key Chapter 3 section. Coastal 
Act Section 30253(e) states that “Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods 
which, because of their unique characteristics are popular visitor destination points for recreational 
uses.” The Venice Coastal Zone is in fact a Special Coastal Community, as designated in the original 
Coastal Plan, which preceded and formed the basis for the Coastal Act, and as designated by the 
Coastal Commission in the certified LUP. Thus, additional protections are necessary to protect the 
scale and character of Venice’s unique neighborhoods, as per the certified LUP guidance in Policies 
I.E.1., I.E.2. and I.E.3. This project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the Venice 
Coastal Zone and, if approved, would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts to Venice, being a 
precedent for other projects of this size. The Special Coastal Community of Venice, a Coastal 
Resource according to the Coastal Commission, must be preserved and protected from projects like 
this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. 
 
The ZA also errs in Finding 7. As he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the project on 
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coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a Local Coastal Program. Cumulative 
impacts is one of the most important issues here, as the Project is the largest project to ever be 
proposed for Venice and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale and 
character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State Coastal 
Commission as a “Special Coastal Community” (as defined in the certified LUP) and must be 
preserved and protected from projects like this that would cause a significant adverse cumulative 
impact on the relatively small scale and unique community character of the Venice Coastal Zone 
community. 
 
In addition, the ZA errs and abused his discretion in Finding 7. as he completely omits any discussion 
of conformance of the Project with Chapter 3 Coastal Act Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities; encouragement and provision; overnight room rentals, which states: “Lower 
cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.” 
The Coastal Commission noted in its Staff Report for the 2 Breeze project (5-14-1932 Lambert) that 
“…many hotels are exclusive because of their high room rates…the expectation of the Commission, 
based upon several recent decisions, is that developers of sites suitable for overnight accommodations 
will provide facilities which serve the public with a range of incomes. If the development does not 
propose a range of affordability on site, the Commission has required off-site mitigation, such as 
payment of an in-lieu fee to fund construction of lower cost overnight accommodations such as youth 
hostels and campgrounds. Lodging opportunities for budget-conscious visitors to the coast are 
increasingly limited….most newly constructed hotels are designed and marketed as high cost products 
[and so rooms for] persons of low and moderate incomes will make up fewer of the guests staying 
overnight in the Coastal Zone. Without low-cost lodging facilities, a large segment of the population 
will be excluded from overnight stays at the coast. Access to coastal recreational facilities, such as 
beaches, harbors, piers, and special coastal communities, is enhanced when lower cost overnight 
lodging facilities exist to serve a broad segment of the population.” 

 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
Further, the Determination recognizes that the immediate area is surrounded by one and two-story 
structures.  On page 27, the last sentence of the third full paragraph states: “The project site and 
properties proximate to the site are developed with one- and two-story structures in an urban area.” 
(This is also stated on page 28, the last sentence in the first full paragraph.) Yet the ZA goes on to 
justify the three-story mass and scale of the Project by comparing it with a couple of out of place three-
story structures (that should not have been approved) and does not consider the majority of the 
surrounding structures (all one- and two-story structures) that are acknowledged to reflect the character 
of the neighborhood. 

 
Thus, the ZA errs and abuses his discretion in concluding that the proposed 30-foot tall portions of the 
project are consistent with the massing and scale of the existing development, adjacent to the multi-
family residential neighborhood as he is only comparing to a very small portion of the surrounding 
structures and not considering what is by far the largest and most sensitive portion. 
 
The Appellant will supply additional information that shows that 74% of the surrounding structures are 
0- or 1-story, 8% are 2-story and 18% are 3-story. Only 18% of the surrounding structures are 3 stories, 
which in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure facing a 1-story residential area. 
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===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
See attached EXHIBIT E for Appellant’s Streetscape, which contains evidence regarding mass, scale 
and character of the site and surrounding area. Corner buildings demand special attention because they 
are more visible than other buildings on the block. This Streetscape was prepared using the common 
industry practice for projects that are on corners of blocks: the immediate neighborhood, or cornerscape, 
or viewshed is four lots from the corner on both sides of the street that the building fronts, and two lots 
from the corner on both sides of the other street running at right angles to the fronting primary street. 
The area included in the Streetscape is shaded in light green in the map below. 
 
STREETSCAPE AREAS 

 
 
The Streetscape shows that 64% of the structures are 1 story, 31% are 2-story and 5% are 3-story. Just 
5% of the surrounding structures being 3 stories in no way justifies a block long 3-story structure 
facing a 1-story residential area. In addition, there are seven existing structures on the block of the 
proposed hotel. Two of them (29%) are 2 story and the remaining five are 1 story (71%). None are 3 
stories. 

 
The total square footage of the buildings in the Viewshed is 118,868. The usable building space is 52% 
of the block’s total land area (i.e. its Floor Area Ratio, or FAR), a FAR of .52. The same area with the 
proposed hotel increases the square footage by 49% to 176,638, and the FAR increases to .79, a 52% 
increase.  



July 6, 2020 
  
The block on which the hotel will be located has an existing FAR of .29 and a total building square 
footage of 16,920.  With the hotel completed, the new FAR for that block would be 1.28, or 3.4 times 
larger, and new total building square footage would be 74,690, also 3.4 times larger. 

  
The residential properties in the Oakwood neighborhood on the east side of the proposed hotel together 
have a FAR of 0.54 and a total building square footage of 59,087, and they comprise 76 living units. The 
three-story hotel with roof deck, with square footage of 70,310 and a FAR of 1.5 that is 1.8 times or 
almost two times larger than the FAR of the east side Oakwood properties, will loom over the 
surrounding residential neighborhood. 

 
The proposed Project is grossly incompatible with the surrounding area and thus violates Coastal Act 
Section 30251 and 30253 as well as certified LUP policies I.E.1, I.E.2. and I.E.3. In fact, the Project, the 
largest ever proposed in the Venice Coastal Zone and spanning the vast majority of a city block, would 
stick up from the surrounding primarily residential community like a giant island rising out of the ocean, 
to be seen for miles and to tower over the surrounding community. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 

 
For all of the above reasons, the Project does not comply with the applicable LUP Policies.  
Accordingly, the ZA erred in its Finding No. 8 that 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. 

 
The Determination also found that the Project was consistent with the various planning ordinances 
and plans, as it was a Project. 

 
The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission’s decision on 601 Ocean Front Walk (ZA-2015-
102-CDP-SPP-1A), at the hearing on September 7, 2016 is instructive. The issue there was also 
whether the immaterial number of residential units qualified the project as mixed use, with the 
associated benefits related to FAR and lot consolidation. The WLAAPC concluded that due to that 
project’s immaterial amount of residential use it did not qualify as “mixed use,” and therefore denied 
the project as proposed. 

 
Below are some excerpts from the audio transcript for that hearing, from the 
Commissioner discussion: President Donovan:  
“Mixed Use isn’t defined here [in the certified Land Use Plan] and thus I must use judgment and 
I know mixed use when I see it and I don’t see it here today.” 
He said that if this project was approved as proposed, it would prejudice the LCP. He goes on to say 
that “This is not for us to decide at this point as our decision would prejudice the LCP.” He reiterated 
that there were insufficient mitigation measures and not enough attention on the cumulative impacts, 
and thus a project of this size was out of scale with the surrounding area and that it would have a 
substantial adverse impact. 

 
Commissioner Halper: 
The ZA erred in his Finding re. prejudicing of the LCP with respect to classification of the proposed 
project as a mixed use. The current proposal, which assumes that the smallest possible sized unit 
allows, 800 sq. ft, is adequate to support an increase of 50% from the FAR of 1:0 for office and retail, 
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to a FAR of 1.5:1 that is based on an unspecified mix of commercial (retail and/or office) and 
residential uses. One cannot justify that 2.7% of a project can get a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project. 

 
In this case, the total square footage of the “apartments” is 2,588 square feet. The apartments as a 
percentage of the total habitation space is 4.62% (As per the Project Description, the total square 
footage of hotel space is 53,384 sq. ft and the total square footage of the apartments is 2,588 square 
footage. Total habitation space is 53,384 + 2,588 = 55,972 sq. ft. 2,588 divided by 55,972 = 4.62%). 

 
In this case, the percentage of the square footage of the apartments is 3.68% of the total square footage 
of the project, of 70,310 square feet as per the Project Description. (Total square footage of the 
apartments of 2,588 divided by total square footage of the project of 70,310 = 3.68%). 

 
By either measure, 3.68% of the total project or 4.62% of the total habitation space, one cannot justify 
that this minor percentage of a project can result in a 50% FAR “bonus" for the project (the minor 
amount of residential use is being used to qualify the project as mixed use, thus resulting in a FAR of 
1.5:1 as opposed to 1:0). The precedent set by the WLAAPC on September 7, 2016 in denying the 
project as proposed (with an immaterial amount of residential use supporting a  classification) must be 
followed; and the LCP must not be prejudiced. This is not a  project and must not be treated as one. 

 
For the reasons stated above, the Appellant points out that the Project is not a  project, none of which 
arguments is addressed by the ZA in the Determination.  If the Project is not a  project, then even 
under the ZA’s rationale it does not comply with the VSP and LUP. 

 
Also, in making Finding No. 7, there seem to be contradictory or unclear statements about the loading 
areas around the perimeter of the Project. Finding No. 7 states that the proposed project includes a 
condition prohibiting the use of the public right-of-way for loading purposes, and as such, “the 
proposed development along Electric Avenue is visually compatible with the surrounding area and 
consistent with the character and scale of the neighborhood.”  Whether the on-street loading zone on 
Broadway that is in the plans is approved, or whether its use is conditioned by Condition 17, which 
states “Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway” is also a source of confusion. As the 
specifics of what is being approved for a loading zone for the Project are not clear, it is not possible to 
comment on that for the purposes of Finding No. 7. 

 
Parking 

 

 
 
Adequate parking has not been required as per LUP Policy II.A.3. and Coastal Act Sections 30210, 
30211, 30212, 30214, and 30252. Coastal Act Section 30252 states "The location and amount of new 
development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by providing adequate parking 
facilities,” detailed as follows: 

 
1. It is not clear from the determination whether the 60 parking spaces in the surface parking lot that is 
being demolished are being appropriately replaced. As part of the determination the ZA must verify 
whether any of these spaces are for Public Parking, which are required by the Coastal Act to be 
replaced. We have evidence that this lot was used for public valet parking, mostly for beach parking 
during the day. In addition, the ZA needs to determine whether there are parking covenants or 
agreements for other parties with any of the existing properties for the overall project, in order to 
assure that these obligations are being covered in the parking requirement for the new project. 
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2. It is not clear whether the service floor area for the existing restaurants has been correctly 
calculated and where those existing parking spaces are currently located. 

 
3. The parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction with the 
overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of ADA aisle width in order to 
reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed. 

 
4. The ZA must assure that the parking requirement for the existing Felix restaurant at 
1023 Abbot Kinney is recalculated as it is common knowledge and apparent on the Plans that the 
service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process (DIR-2016-262-CEX), even 
though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a CEX (Coastal Exemption). The service 
floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of the overall project parking 
requirement calculation. 

 
5. The parking calculation must include the service floor area for all areas of the hotel where 
alcoholic beverages will be served, including the hotel roof decks, pool areas, lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, lounge area and business center. 

 
6. The parking calculation must include a requirement for the existing retail nursery, the 
Sculpture Garden as it will be on the Project Site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 
2,963 square feet. 

 
7. The displaced parking spaces for public access due to the proposed on-street loading area must be 
replaced. 

 
8. The wrong parking requirement was used for the service floor area of the restaurant. The parking 
requirement table on page 4 - 5 states that the parking standard for the hotel restaurant is 1 space per 
100 sq. ft of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, whereas the Parking Requirement 
Table in LUP Policy II.A.3. (as well as the comparable table in the VSP) states " 1 space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; plus 1 
space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of seating area where there are no fixed 
seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” It is not clear whether the requirement has been 
correctly calculated as per the LUP and VSP requirements. 

 
9. The front patio service floor area of the retail store has not been included in the parking requirement 
calculation.	
	
===================================================================== 
NEW 
	
10. Major parking problems are glossed over in the ZA’s Determination. 

The ZA’s Determination errs by describing the project’s parking plan in a manner that differs materially 
from the plan specified in the EIR, because it omits one of the plan’s main components, the 80-space 
offsite parking area at Westminster School, and it also omits the Secondary Valet Station on Abbot 
Kinney Blvd. that was intended to relieve congestion at the Valet court on Electric Ave. by moving cars 
from there to the offsite area.  
 
The ZA’s Determination further errs by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, which specifies 
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that its analysis is of a project that not only has onsite parking, but also includes both a secondary valet 
station and an offsite parking lot, and applying these conclusions to a version of the project which has 
neither, because he has determined they should not be permitted.  
 
There’s nothing about offsite parking in the Determination’s introduction to its FINDINGS OF FACT 
(CEQA), section. It simply notes: 
 

175 parking spaces in a three-level underground garage and 56 bicycle spaces. (ZA Determination 
– page 42)   

The section’s Project Description more explicitly rejects the possibility of offsite parking, in that all 175 
spaces are accounted for onsite: 

 “The project provides a total of 175 parking spaces, at grade and within three subterranean 
levels.”  (ZA Determination – page 45)  

However, the Secondary Valet Area makes its appearance when called on to justify inclusion of 
Transportation/Circulation under the heading of: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH 
MITIGATION 

TRANS-PDF-6 Valet Operations 

Staff will be present at the inbound driveway to the Main Valet Area at all times, to divert vehicles 
as needed to the Secondary Valet Area at the south side of the site. The Secondary Valet Area will 
be staff at 5 PM every day. Staff at both locations will be able to communicate instantaneously via 
wireless communication, to enable quick re-routing of inbound vehicles. (underlining added) (ZA 
Determination – page 52)  

So, the valet operation’s CEQA impacts are only mitigated by the Secondary Valet Area, which in turn 
feeds cars to the offsite lot. But this is not the project he has described, which has a total of 175 spaces, all 
onsite and served by a single valet station.  

A false conclusion is reached by taking the conclusions of the EIR’s traffic study, based on a project with 
two valet stations and an offsite parking lot, and applying them to the project as he describes it in the 
CEQA introduction and project description, i.e. with only 175 parking spaces, all within the subterranean 
garage, with just a single valet station, and with no offsite parking lot. 

The conundrum arises from parking and valet conditions that the ZA Determination places on the project -
- without admitting that these very things he’s prohibiting are not only in the plan but materially 
contribute to the EIR’s conclusion that the project would not have substantial impacts due to parking and 
queuing.  

The resulting discrepancies from the EIR materially contradict information in the project’s KOA Traffic 
Study and the analysis in the FEIR regarding parking capacity, vehicle queuing capacity, and resultant 
impacts on traffic and neighborhood, on-street parking.  

If the conditions of the ZA Determination are accepted, then the sections of the FEIR involving traffic, 
valets, vehicle queuing and parking have to be re-analyzed. If the ZA’s conditions are rejected, then the 
impacts they attempted to mitigate must be re-addressed.  
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The problems involve the 80-space off-site parking at Westminster School and the Secondary Valet 
Station on Abbot Kinney Blvd. As reflected in numerous parts of the EIR, these both play major roles in 
mitigating problematic impacts.  However, they both create problems of their own, as we’ve detailed in 
previous communications, and both are correctly and explicitly denied by the ZA Determination.  

Nevertheless, the ZA adopts the EIR’s findings that the project’s impacts on traffic and parking do not 
rise to the level of significance if mitigated – even though the mitigations are the offsite parking and 
second valet station, both of which the ZA himself has removed from the project. 

The discrepancies are not minor. There is a reduction of parking capacity by 80 spaces. And in terms of 
the ability to timely park arriving vehicles and avoid on-street queuing, the impact is even more 
pronounced. The KOA Traffic Impact Study has a full 50% of arrivals and departures being routed to and 
from the offsite lot.  

An additional project trip distribution of 5O percent of the inbound trip totals was applied to a 
route from the Main Valet Area to the Secondary Valet Area (for vehicle drop-off) then to the 
proposed off-site parking area at the Westminster Avenue School, which is currently leased by the 
project owner. For outbound vehicles, 50 percent of the overall trips were added to a route from 
the off-site parking area to the Secondary Valet Area. (Traffic Impact Study for Proposed Venice 
Place Hotel - Page ES-1) 

So that extra capacity is crucial to the orderly operation of the entire parking system, as well as drop-offs 
and pick-ups (which are both prohibited by the ZA’s Determination on both Electric and Abbot Kinney). 

The importance of the offsite parking and second valet station are called out in several places in the EIR; 
among them: 

Vehicles would be directed away from the Electric Avenue driveway by valet employees to the 
Abbott Kinney Boulevard valet area, as needed to avoid queuing on Electric Avenue by inbound 
vehicles. This would apply for peak site activity times in the evening and during special events 
that would occur in the evening. This dual approach, with the parking system and traditional valet 
operations, will help to manage inbound vehicle flows, and queuing onto adjacent roadways will 
be avoided through this approach. (underline added) (Venice Place Project City of Los Angeles - 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2019 - Page II-27) 

Nevertheless, the ZA acted correctly in rejecting the offsite parking arrangement. There were good 
reasons for doing so, as the applicant’s proposed plan involved a great deal of valet traffic across Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as well as a valet station on Abbot Kinney that was likely to impede westbound traffic on 
that street. The offsite parking also relied on a lease (of unidentified duration), which is not permitted, 
since offsite parking spaces must be dedicated by covenant in order to fulfill parking requirements.  

Furthermore, apparently in response to our comments in a previous communication, the applicants 
offered, and the FEIR includes, a set of voluntary parking regulations for special events. These specify 
amounts of offsite parking required for various event sizes, as well as the number of valets required.   

Unfortunately, even if the ZA’s conditions were rejected by the WLAAPC, the table below would be 
meaningless unless its terms were explicitly incorporated into enforceable project conditions. 

Additionally, this entire mixed-use project relies on consolidation of more than two lots, which is only permitted 
under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan under the following conditions, set out in Section 9.A.2: 

Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for 
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mixed use and multi-family residential Venice Coastal 
Development Projects, provided the project conforms to the 
existing scale and characteristic of the surrounding community, 
the required parking is on-site and the project conforms with 
developments standards in Section 9 A 2 below.  (underline added) 
 

If the offsite parking were approved, the project would no longer conform to this requirement that “the required 
parking is on-site.” 

Conclusion 

The parking plan as conditioned by the ZA no longer has anywhere near the capacity, nor the rate of 
service, that was in the parking plan analyzed in the EIR. Consequently, the EIR traffic study is no longer 
relevant if the ZA’s recommended conditions are adopted, as it would no longer reflect the sufficiency of 
project’s conditioned parking plan.  

Therefore, as stated above, the ZA erred by making an unsubstantiated finding that the project would have 
no substantial impact, since his own determination eliminates the necessary, substantiating mitigations. 
Nor does he offer any possible mitigations to replace them. 

One final point: under-parked projects greatly increase traffic congestion: in his 2011 treatise, The High 
Cost of Free Parking, UCLA professor Donald Shoup cites decades’ worth of studies showing that “…on 
average, 30% of the cars in congested traffic were cruising for parking.” Therefore, the ZA erred in 
understating the project’s impacts not only on parking, but on traffic, as well.  

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 

Sea Level Rise 
 
The Determination does recognize that the Project is located within an area that may be affected by 
Sea Level Rise, but finds that the potential for such flooding in severe storm events is likely to 
increase towards the end of the project’s life, based on a typical development life of 75 years and 
brushes off that the three subterranean levels might be adversely impacted in the interim, stating that 
they are subject to further review and compliance with zoning and building code requirements and 
found therefore that the Project is consistent with the Coastal Act.  A thorough consideration of the 
Sea Level Rise and its impact on the Project is required under Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 
missing here. 

 
Approval of the CDP will Prejudice the Ability to Prepare a Local Coastal Program 
 

There simply is no basis for Finding No. 8 that the Project 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.  
Indeed, the Project sets a precedent for  projects, lot consolidation, three-stories of mostly commercial 
space in a neighborhood of low-slung residential buildings and rehabilitation of historic resources in an 
important special 
coastal community. 

 
Similarly, the ZA also errs on Finding No. 9, as he does not consider the cumulative impacts of the 
project on coastal resources, which is required prior to the certification of a local coastal program. The 
issue of cumulative impacts is a big concern for this Project, as the proposed project is the largest project 
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to ever be proposed for Venice, and the Coastal Act and certified LUP protect Venice’s existing scale 
and character and does not allow for projects of this sheer size. The ZA also errs in that this Finding does 
not recognize that the Venice Coastal Zone has been designated by both the City and the State as a 
“Special Coastal Community” (as defined) and must be preserved and protected from projects like this 
that would cause a significant adverse cumulative impact on the relatively small scale and unique 
community character of the Venice Coastal Zone community. Omitting an analysis of the impact of the 
project on the Special Coastal Community of Venice, a designated Coastal Resource, which is a key part 
of the applicable Chapter 3 Coastal Act sections that must be considered in the CDP Findings, is a major 
error and abuse of discretion by the ZA. 

 
Prior Decisions of the California Coastal Commission Cited by the Zoning 
Administrator 

 
The ZA recognizes that his decision must be guided by any applicable decision of the California 
Coastal Commission.  Nevertheless, the decisions cited by the ZA in reaching his Determination in this 
case are inapplicable as they do not involve projects of this magnitude. Each of these is discussed 
below: 

 

 
 
1697 Pacific Ave, February 12, 2016 
This is the Hotel Erwin.  The addition of a roof deck service floor area is in no way a “similar 
application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” The issue with this permit was simply assuring there was 
adequate parking for the expansion of the service areas. 

 
1697 Pacific Ave, August 7, 2003 
This too is the Hotel Erwin. The addition of a floor of an existing hotel is in no way a 
“similar application in the Venice Coastal Zone.” 

 
1119-1123 Abbot Kinney Blvd, December 11, 2003 
This project is a  project of a reasonable size (only 3 lot consolidation, and significantly smaller in 
size), and with a substantial number of dwelling units vs. commercial uses. In addition, this project 
was required to take the street dedications. 

 
Comparing the proposed Venice Place Project to this project highlights the fact that the Venice Place 
Project is way too large for the area in overall scale, has excessive lot consolidations, is not a  project 
as the number of dwelling units is immaterial in comparison to the total project, and should not be 
allowed to waive the street dedications.  The 1119-1123 Abbot Kinney decision actually supports a 
denial of the Venice Place Project. 

 
4750-4761 Lincoln Blvd, November 4, 1998 
This project is not at all similar to the subject project. This project is for an apartment building and 
not a  project. Also, according to the Coastal Commission’s archives, the Staff's recommendation 
was for a Substantial Issue, not a No Substantial Issue determination, as alleged in the 
Determination. 

 
Significantly, this the Venice Place Project would be the largest project to ever be proposed in the 
Venice Coastal Zone, and if approved would cause significant adverse cumulative impacts and set 
precedent for other projects of this size.  The Coastal Act protects Venice’s existing scale and character 
and does not allow for projects of this sheer size, especially in such a sensitive area. The Project’s sheer 
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size, impact on a historic resource, unprecedented lot consolidation, treatment as a  project when only 
3.6% of the entire Project (or 4.6% of the hotel space) contemplates the provision of housing, make the 
finding that it 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, as set forth in Finding No. 8, 
ludicrous. The whole idea of encouraging and conferring certain benefits on  projects is to “increase 
opportunities for employees to live near jobs and residents to live near shopping.” (Policy 1.B.6 of the 
LUP.) Four extended stay units in a luxury hotel will not increase opportunities for employees to live 
near jobs and residents to live near shopping.  Yet, this is being used to justify all sorts of exceptions to 
compliance with rules that would otherwise be applied to the Project. 

 
 
Site Plan Review 

 
The purpose of a site plan review is to promote orderly development, evaluate and mitigate significant 
environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general welfare by ensuring that 
development projects are properly related to their sites, surrounding properties, traffic circulation, and 
other infrastructure and environmental settling.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, the decision maker 
must find that the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, applicable community plan and any applicable specific plan and that the project consists 
of an arrangement of buildings and structures, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, and other 
pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent 
properties and neighboring properties. 

 
For the reasons stated above, this Project does not comply with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, the applicable community plan and the specific land use plans governing the 
project.  Further, the parking is not adequately addressed. 

 
First, as stated above, the total absence of self-parking will have a negative impact on the adjacent 
residential neighborhood, as patrons of the hotel complex’s services will be incentivized to avoid the 
cost of valet service and automated parking (this is not an inexpensive combination). The normal 
method for mitigating this impact would be permit parking. However, The Venice Coastal Zone Local 
Coastal Program’s Certified Land Use Plan makes that completely infeasible: 

 
Policy II. A. 6. Preferential Parking. Establishment of residential preferential parking  districts  
shall  be  contingent  upon  replacing  displaced  public  parking spaces with new public parking 
at a minimum one-to-one ratio. 

 
While the ZA notes that restricted parking was requested by a neighborhood resident at the hearing, he 
does not address the issue other than to put the proprietors  of  the  businesses  occupying  the  project  
on  best  behavior  to  tell  their employees not to park in the adjacent residential area. This is not a 
condition; it is a fantasy. Further, the Service Floor Areas are understated in the Parking 
Requirement findings, causing the Project to be significantly under-parked.   Several service floor 
areas have been left out of the calculations. 

 
The relevant parking requirements for a Coastal Development Permit, as stated in “the applicable 
policies of the certified LUP,” are found in “Policy 11.A.3 Parking Requirements” and are cited on p. 
31 of the ZA’s Determination. In addition to other requirements, they include: “ 
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“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
The ZA Determination characterizes the LUP policies as “advisory” “guidelines.” However, the VSP 
has the same requirements for hotels, and they are binding, not advisory: 

Section 13 D.  PARKING REQUIREMENT TABLE (p. 25) “One space 

for each 100 square feet of floor area used for 
consumption of food or beverages, or public recreation areas; 
plus 
One space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square 
feet of seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of 
assembly” 

 
The following excerpts from various findings in the ZA letter lay out the areas in this hotel that are 
allowed to be used for “consumption of food or beverages:” 

 
p. 2. Approvals “(e) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor 
courtyard, hotel lounge areas, and hotel business center.” 

 
p. 19. MANDATED FINDINGS Conditional 
Use Permits 
“(f) and the on-site consumption of alcohol in the hotel lobby, outdoor courtyard, hotel lounge 
areas, and hotel business center…” 

 
p. 21. Conditional Use Permit Findings #3 
“The project proposes the sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages in the new 
hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel 
guest rooms (liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, 
outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 

 
p.  24.  Alcoholic Beverage Findings #4 “…project proposes the sale and consumption of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in the new hotel restaurant and bar area (and hotel roof decks and 
pool area for hotel guests), in the hotel guest rooms {liquor cabinets), hotel guest room services, 
and in all areas of the hotel (lobby, outdoor courtyard, lounge area, and business center)…” 

 



July 6, 2020 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Yet none of these areas besides the restaurants’ and the market’s service floor areas are being counted, 
as they should be in calculating those parking requirements already mentioned: 

 
“…1 space for each 100 square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages, or 
public recreation areas; plus 1 space for each five fixed seats and for every 35 square feet of 
seating area where there are no fixed seats in meeting rooms or other places of assembly.” 

 
This is a major oversight. Those measurements and calculations need to be done and reflected in the 
parking requirements.  The architect’s plans even show three tables on the project property facing 
Abbot Kinney that are obviously to be “used for consumption of food or beverages,” This use does 
not appear to be covered by the 170 sq. ft the ZA assigned to the Market, as there is seating inside, as 
well. 

 
Additionally, the parking requirement for the existing restaurants must be recalculated in conjunction 
with the overall project and it must be assured that there is no consideration of the ADA aisle width 
in order to reduce the service floor area, as this practice is no longer allowed.   Further, it is unclear 
whether the ZA properly considered  the  parking  requirement  for  the  existing  Felix  restaurant  at  
1023 Abbot Kinney as the service floor area was expanded during the tenant improvement process 
(DIR-2016-262-CEX), even though it is not allowed to expand service floor area using a Coastal 
Exemption (“CEX”).  The service floor area for the Felix restaurant must be recalculated as a part of 
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the overall project parking requirement calculation. Also, it is unclear whether the parking 
calculation included parking for the existing retail nursery, the Sculpture Garden as it will be on the 
Project site and thus part of the overall Project. It is 2,963 square feet. 
 
Automated Parking System 

 
Because this project depends entirely on automated parking not only to satisfy code requirements but 
also to successfully serve the needs of the businesses and their clientele, it is extremely important to be 
sure the automated parking is capable of delivering the required  number  of  spaces  and  sufficient,  
reliable  service  before  proceeding  with planning permits. Unlike a conventional garage, there are 
many aspects of automated parking that vary with the particular system, and they are still somewhat 
exotic to most planning practitioners. 

 
We strongly urge that you have LADBS do a preliminary inspection of this installation’s plans in order 
to have confidence that the system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and 
will be able to provide the rate of service claimed in the EIR. 

 
One major reason to take this extra step is that the representations offered in the EIR are, quite frankly, 
deceptive in two crucial areas. First is the layout and capacity. Second is the claimed service rate. 

 
The Subgrade Parking Plan shows a “typical” parking level with cars on closely packed rows of pallets 
alongside a narrow shuttle aisle via which they can be transported to and from the three elevators. The 
problem is that the depiction does not include any room for structural supports, and the spans required 
are 43ft for most of the garage, and 90 ft for the wider end. 

 
Absence of structural supports renders the plan unrealistic, as there is no room between pallets, which 
are spaced less than 4” apart, to place them. The clearance along the central, shuttle aisle to the 
elevators is no greater. 
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Structural supports always present major obstacles to automated parking systems, depending on their 
number, size, and placement, causing inefficiencies in the use of space. In this case, that space is 
saved in the drawings by simply pretending no obstacles exist. 

 
If long horizontal supports were to be used to solve this problem, the approximately 8- inch floor 
thickness depicted in the plans would no longer be sufficient. An increase in floor thickness or support 
depth would cause the depth of excavation to increase, taking it farther below the water level and 
further increasing the water pressure for incursion at the base, where the parking elevator motors lie in 
depression below floor level. It would also increase the amount of soil that would need to be removed 
and increase the attendant CEQA construction impacts. 

 
Since the ability of this project to satisfy its parking requirements depends entirely on automated 
parking, the ability to certify compliance depends greatly on the layout of any structural supports. The 
“Typ. Subgrade Parking Plan” in Appendix A is therefore insufficient as a basis for approval of the 
parking plan, since it does not realistically depict the actual system capacity. Would this 
department sign off on a conventional garage with a required number of spaces if you had no floor 
plan or indication of where it would be possible to put spaces because of support pillars? Another 
difference between conventional and automated parking is that automated parking systems experience 
failures that can cripple an entire garage or a segment of it for hours or days. Has anyone analyzed the 
failure record of the proposed system and the impacts that failures of different types would have on 
capacity, speed and throughput of this project’s system? The system manufacturer should be able to 
provide this information. 

 
The applicants have done a bait and switch on the parking system’s service rate. 
On page 53 of the ZA letter, under Project Design Features the service rate is stated: 

 
TRANS-PDF-9 Automated Parking 
The three lifts in the Main Valet Area will have a total minimum service rate of 
80 vehicles per hour (combined input and output) _ (approximately 27 per hour per lift). 

 
Having stated this rate, the EIR supports it with data from a completely different system, employing an 
entirely different technology from the one being used in this Project. It’s made by the same company, 
which raises the question, why didn’t they supply the service rates for this system?  Below are brochure 
photos (side-by-side) of the two systems, “Slide” and “Pace.” The combined service rate figures of 
80 vehicles per hour, as set forth on page 53 of the ZA’s Determination, are for the Pace system. The 
hotel is not using the Pace system, it is using the “Slide” system. This issue was raised in a letter 
from David Ewing to Juliet Oh and Theodore Irving dated Aug. 30, 
2019, but the issue has not been dealt with in the ZA’s Determination. 

 
The service rate cited should not be accepted. The actual service rate should have been verified before 
accepting it as factual in the EIR.  That mistake should not be perpetuated by continued reliance on it 
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going forward.  
 
Service rates, even when correct, can only tell you the rate that the automation is capable of, but in this 
case, the configuration of the valet court and the system’s elevators create the likelihood of bottlenecks 
and congestion extending into the public right-of-way. 

 
The current site plan shows there is a very limited queuing area available for vehicles waiting to enter 
the elevators for the parking garage. The DEIR should have included a verified gate service rate 
specifically for vehicle entries and a separate service rate for vehicle exits. A combined rate always 
greatly overstates the system’s ability to park vehicles in a high-demand situation, with cars queuing to 
park. You cannot simply divide the combined rate in half.  The one-way rate of service is much lower, 
because the time required is much more than half what it is for the combined rate.  The elevator can 
carry cars up and down in one round trip, but the free ride that an exiting car gets coming up to street 
level does not speed up an entering car ride down.  In other words, it does not increase the time 
efficiency of the cars being parked. Therefore, the combined service rate, which is often used as 
selling point by manufacturers, which is often used as a sales point by manufacturers, is actually 
deceptive as a description of how many vehicles can be parked or delivered in a given period. 

 
Another concern is some of the cars will be parked eight cars deep, and if the last car (Car X) 
needs to be retrieved, how quickly will the automated system be able to juggle the cars in the row to 
reach the eighth car? When those seven cars are moved to let Car X out, they block the aisle all the way 
past the two paired elevators, tying up the entire system until they can return to their spots. 

 
This problem does not only pertain to when there is a full garage. The cars are on pallets, and whether a 
pallet is carrying a car or not, the pallet has to be moved to let the outermost pallet reach the transit 
aisle. While the system is doing all that, the queue may fill up the valet court, blocking the exit from 
the third elevator, where Car X is finally emerging. Or the queue may stretch out into the street. That 
would violate Parking Condition 16, which says: 

 
“…All valet parking operations shall be conducted onsite; the queuing of vehicles shall be prohibited 
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in the public right of way.” 

 
And that would create yet another problem, with Condition 16 f.: 

 
“Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of any vehicles at any time.” 

 
This could put the applicant in some jeopardy, since: 

 
“Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor 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 such fine and imprisonment.” 

 
As vanishingly unlikely as that may be, the irony is that any such punishment would not be due to an 
intentional transgression by the applicant, but rather to failures by the ZA and Planning Commission 
to address the deficiencies of the parking scheme in the first place, thereby guaranteeing subsequent 
situations that made violations unavoidable. A condition, after all, is not a magic wand. 

 
 
 
The EIR did not address any of this. Instead, the EIR substituted an independent study of an entirely 
different type of automation from that being proposed here, located in a very different and more 
efficient installation (West Hollywood City Hall garage). Also, the EIR should have addressed the 
reliability of the proposed system, the failure rate, and the impacts various types of failures would have 
on the gate service rate, garage capacity, and potentially on traffic on Electric Ave. These are not 
passive systems. They require maintenance, or they fail. 

 
This is completely different than signing off on a conventional concrete garage. 

 
 
The depiction above is from the First Floor Plan in Exhibit A of the EIR. The only things added are the 
red labels for clarity.  The cars are as depicted in the plan.  Notice that all it takes is two cars, #8 and 
#9, to block the exit. Also note that car #1 is blocking the third elevator just when it’s most needed.  
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Now let’s add pickups and drop-offs into the mix. Is a sensible Uber or Lyft driver going to venture into 
this mess? Of course not. She’s going to drop her passenger on Electric, double parking to do so if 
necessary, but in any case, violating the prohibition on “the use of the adjoining right-of-way for 
loading purposes.” (Electric is very narrow here, especially if the dedication is reduced from 7.5 ft to 5 
ft, which is only enough to allow a sidewalk, but not to widen the street.) 

 
Apparently, the offsite overflow lot for 80 cars at Westminster School that was in the EIR and was to 
serve the 2nd  Valet station (on Abbot Kinney) is now off the table. That removes a mitigation 
and makes serious congestion in the valet court, and out into Electric Ave., much more likely. 
This makes it even more crucial that the automated parking be capable of performing as represented. 

 
In order for the City to evaluate the site plan, it must know whether the automated parking 
system and the configuration of the valet court and vehicle elevators can accommodate the parking 
demand. As the automated parking system direly impacts the layout of the site plan for the Project, 
there should have been, but there is not, a detailed study of how this particular automated parking 
system and valet court layout will operate. 

 
 
========================================================================= 

NEW 

The viability of this entire project depends entirely on the ability and reliably of the automated parking 
garage to park and retrieve vehicles at a rate sufficient to handle the demand placed on it by the hotel, 
two restaurants, a market, events, and beach parking (BIZ). 

While the parking system depicted in the project plans is not specified, it is easily identifiable as the U-
Tron “Slide” system by its unique combination of layout and designation of some but not all spaces as 
capable of orthogonal movement of pallets.  

The Slide is a novel and relatively untried system. From U-Tron’s website, it appears they have only 
completed two Slide installations to date, one in New York and one in Israel.   

The fact that U-Tron, the automated parking division of Unitronics, is the presumed provider means the 
evaluation of system performance is being provided by a highly interested party.  

The reason that is worth noting is because U-Tron did not provide supporting performance data from a 
working example of the Slide system, but instead substituted performance data from an entirely different 
system (Pace) that it also owns, suggests that either the performance of the Slide system could not 
provide as high a service rate as Pace or, alternatively, that the performance data was not yet available 
for this new and novel system with only two completed installations.  In any case, if U-Tron had to 
substitute apples-for-oranges as substantiation, they should have disclosed this issue and provided their 
best argument for why the substitution was legitimate.  Without real verification of the Slide system’s 
rate of service, it should not be accepted as the basis for approval of the entire project.  

Importantly, reliability and maintenance are the Achilles heel of the automated parking business, and no 
supporting reliability nor maintenance data is offered for this project.  New systems often take 
considerable time to work out bugs and efficiencies, so data is not optimized for some period after 
installation. 

The point is that this is a relatively unproven system, so every precaution should be taken to assure that 
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it will operate properly and the project owner will not come back, hat in hand, after approval to ask for 
offsite parking, which is forbidden  to this project under VCZSP 9.A.2.  

Conceptual Plans 

There are no detailed plans of the automated garage. In the approved project plans it is only shown 
conceptually, in a “TYP. SUBGRADE PARKING PLAN (FIRST OF THREE-STORIES (Sheet 1013).  
The other two stories are omitted. For a novel system, with an unusual layout tied to elevator placement 
in the valet court, the need for real plans is much greater and of a different character than for a 
conventional garage, the characteristics and requirements of which are well known and understood 
among planners and design and building professionals.  

Unfortunately, if taken literally, the parking system as shown leaves no space between the pallets that 
carry automobiles to allow for vertical supports. The pallets are four inches or less apart, and they are in 
motion, requiring additional tolerances. This is a problem in a structure six floors tall (including 3 
subterranean) and with spans of over 70 feet. Yet the floor thickness in the section included on this page 
appears to be only about 8 inches.   

If greater floor depth is needed to support a 70 ft. span, that will require significantly deeper excavation, 
which in turn would have a cascade effect on other project data in the City’s Final EIR.  

In other building sections, elsewhere in the plans (Sheet 1020), Section 1 shows the first level of parking 
with a vertical clearance of 7’2.” The clearances of the other two levels are unlabeled, but they are 
considerably less, as illustrated below by blue lines, all of the same length. 

 

 

 

  

The pallets that carry vehicles in the parking system stand well above floor level, reducing the vertical 
clearances for vehicles.  

Note in Section A-A, (shown below) from Sheet 1013, the vehicle clearances are omitted, as are floor-to-
ceiling clearances. Only floor-to-floor heights are noted, and even then, the only exact height is for the 
first parking level.  Even the total depth of the garage is omitted.   
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This does not provide an adequate basis on which to grant permission for a garage on which the operation 
of the entire mixed-use project must depend. 

 

   

From the depiction in Section A-A, the clearance for the first level of vehicles is under six and a half 
feet, and for lower levels it’s substantially less. What vehicles can be accommodated by these clearances, 
and what vehicles will end up parking on neighborhood streets?  

END NEW 

========================================================================== 

These issues should be resolved now, not when it’s too late to substantially change the project design. 
Therefore, as stated earlier, we believe it’s imperative that the City order a preliminary inspection of 
this installation’s plans by LADBS before the ZA rules on the planning application, to assure that the 
system can be installed as depicted, will have the promised capacity, and will be capable of providing 
the rate of service claimed in the EIR. That’s the only way to be sure the site plan as presented is 
tenable. 
 

Loading Zone 
Loading issues are unclear in the Determination where loading and unloading are permitted. On page 6, 
in the section on conditions: “17. loading. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.66, all required loading 
areas shall be provided onsite. Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway. Passenger 
loading shall be prohibited along Abbot Kinney Boulevard.” Does this mean that all loading is done on-
site? 

 
On page 28, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “The proposed project is 
conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way [along Electric Ave.] for the loading 
purposes.”  Yet this was not mentioned in the conditions on loading. 

 
On page 32, in the Coastal Development Permit section, the ZA says: “A valet service is provided 
onsite for the automated parking, and all drop-off and pick- up areas are anticipated to be onsite. As 
conditioned, the loading of passengers or goods is prohibited in the public right-of-way. As 
such, all proposed valet operations are consistent with Policy I1.A.10.”  (emphasis supplied).  Yet 
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we’ve seen that the Project’s conditioned to allow both commercial and passenger loading in the public 
right of way. 

 
And on page 36: “Off-street parking facilities and loading areas. The  development will provide a total 
of 175 parking spaces within three subterranean levels, accessed by an automated parking system and 
operated by a valet. A 600 square-foot loading area is provided onsite, along Broadway. The onsite 
loading space satisfies the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21-C.6. However, the proposed on-street 
loading area displaces parking for public access, public recreation and public institutions; 
hence, the project is conditioned to prohibit the use of the public right-of-way for loading 
purposes.” (emphasis supplied.) 

 
Given the reasons cited, this presumably means both passenger and commercial loading are on site only. 

 
However, the off-street commercial loading area is insufficient for both size and quantity of delivery 
vehicles. While the ZA’s recommendation cites the loading area’s compliance with code, the 
circumstance here is unusual and creates dangers for schoolchildren, because trucks using this loading 
area will have to back across a sidewalk that is the schoolchildren’s major route to Westminster 
Elementary School. For anything larger than a small bobtail, when the lift gate is extended for 
loading, the truck will extend across the sidewalk and into the curb cut. 

 
The proposed curb cut is too narrow for two trucks to occupy the loading area without jumping the 
curb.   For any longer trucks, like the small tractor trailer rigs that supply small stores and 
restaurants throughout the city, they would block the sidewalk entirely.  Their most likely option, 
whether or not it complies with the project’s conditions, is to park in the middle lane of Abbot 
Kinney Blvd., as they do now up and down that street. 
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Photo by Margaret Molloy 
 
But in this location, that creates a large blind spot for children crossing Abbot Kinney Blvd. to the school 
and for drivers on Abbot Kinney who won’t see those children until the last second. 

 
Photo by Margaret Molloy
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Deliveries from the commercial loading area on Broadway are impractical for the market on 
Westminster. This will be worse if the dedication on Electric is reduced as approved by the ZA, as 
pedestrians will have to share the space with deliveries on dollies traversing the full block on 
Electric, or the delivery traffic will travers the block on Abbot Kinney. (It is unlikely to be routed 
through the hotel.) The more likely possibility is that deliveries to the market will be off-loaded in 
the center lane of Abbot Kinney Blvd., especially as beer trucks are usually if not always tractor 
trailers. 

 
Given the limited facilities and hours for loading, how can scheduling deliveries for hotel, hotel 
restaurant, independent restaurant, independent market/liquor store, and spa all be coordinated to 
comply with conditions and not interfere with each other? Even if they do their best to comply, they 
have limited control of vendors’ routes and schedules. The City’s record of enforcement, be it of 
code or conditions, has been abysmal along Abbot Kinney. Relying on an involved set of conditions 
seems like an invitation to honor them in the breach. 

 
All of this was addressed in public comments submitted by Venice Supports the Specific Plan in its 
letter of Feb. 25, 2019, titled: Re: Comments of Venice Supports the Specific Plan to Draft EIR for the 
Venice Place Project Case No. Env-2016-4321-EIR ("the Project"), as follows: 

 
The operation of the loading zone on Broadway as contemplated creates hazardous conditions 
for pedestrians and drivers trying to navigate their way around trash and delivery trucks. It is 
unclear whether the loading zone that is contemplated will actually remove all trucks from the 
flow of traffic. Given the Project's close proximity to Westminster Elementary and the number 
of school children who use the road where the loading zone is contemplated, this hazard is 
particularly substantial. 

 
The applicant has argued that loading and delivery will only take place during certain specified 
hours when children will not normally be going to and from school, but these stipulations are 
unworkable. The idea that the frequency of deliveries will be significantly reduced by 
consolidation presumes that the hotel and other business located within the Project site, such as 
the spa, restaurants, etc. will: 
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• be willing to coordinate amongst themselves their vendor sources and schedules; 
 

• have the ability to dictate such a schedule to their vendors, despite whatever effects 
this would have on their delivery routes and their other customers; and 

 
• succeed in reducing the frequency of deliveries by a magnitude from what they currently 

handle at this location by using a parking lot that will no longer exist, and all this despite 
a greatly intensified use. 

 
Moreover, this mitigation proposal presumes City agencies have the resources to babysit dozens 
of vendors who will be serving the hotel complex on a constant basis. Currently, lack of 
enforcement is a big problem as trucks routinely double- park on Broadway and in the middle 
of Abbot Kinney Blvd. If the proponent's plans are adopted, the main difference will be these 
practices will expand right to a school crossing and make it blind. 

 
The ZA’s response is to add more unenforceable parking and loading conditions, while failing to 
address the basic problems that they’re intended to mitigate. 
 
 

===================================================================== 
NEW 
 
Project Permit Compliance Review 

 
In order to grant a Project Permit Compliance under Section 11.5.7.C., the decision maker must find 
that the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, standards and 
provisions found in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VSP); and that the project incorporates 
mitigation measures, monitoring measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the 
environmental review which would mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the 
extent physically feasible. 

 
In addition, Section 8. of the VSP requires that additional findings must be made, including that the 
Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character with the existing 
neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development Project would not be materially detrimental to 
adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood; and that the Venice Coastal Development Project is in 
conformity with the certified Venice Local Costal Program, and that the Project is consistent with the 
special requirements in California Government Code Section 65590, the Mello Act. The requirements 
in VSP Sections 9. General Land Use and Development Regulations, 10. Land Use and Development 
Regulations for Subareas, 11. Commercial and Industrial Design Standards, and 13. Parking must also 
be met. 

 
More significantly, for all of the reasons discussed in previous sections of this letter (CU, CDP and 
Parking), the Project is  not compatible with the scale and character of the existing surrounding 
neighborhood and thus it is clear that the project is materially detrimental to adjoining lots and the 
immediate neighborhood; the project does not comply with the certified LUP portion of the LCP for 
development standards and policies I.E.1., I.E.2., I.E.3., I.B.6, I.B.7., and Policy Group II. Shoreline 
Access, as explained in detail in the CDP section of this letter; and the project is not consistent with the 
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Mello Act, as explained in the Mello Act section of this letter. Further, the project does not comply with 
the VSP development standards and parking requirements, as also previously fully discussed in this 
letter. 

 
For all of these reasons, the ZA erred in granting a Project Permit Compliance Review. 

 
Also, it should also be noted that the dimensions of the Project indicated on page 37 of the 
Determination do not agree with the dimensions indicated in the Determination on page 
2, including the restaurant’s square footage, the service floor area of the restaurant, the ground floor 
retail space, the service floor area of the market and the office use. This is an error and this 
discrepancy needs to be corrected and the Appellants given another opportunity to review the 
Project’s conformance with the applicable regulations. 

 
 
Mello Act Compliance Review 

 
In 1982, a statewide bill called the Mello Act was passed.  Its purpose is to preserve housing in the 
coastal zone, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents. In this time of a severe 
affordable housing shortage and the resulting Gentrification in Venice it is critical that the Mello Act be 
carefully followed. 

 
There are three basic aspects of projects that trigger the Mello Act and the City’s Interim 
Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP): 1) the demolition of units in a 
residential structure that were occupied by persons with low or moderate income or that were affordable 
under certain standards; 2) the conversion or demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a non-
residential use; and 3) construction of new housing. 

 
In Findings No. 18 and 19, the ZA has abused his discretion and erred in finding that the applicant: 
1) is not required to replace any affordable units, 2) is allowed to demolish three residential 
structures for purposes of a non-residential use, and (3) is exempt from the inclusionary 
requirements for providing affordable housing in new housing developments.  The Mello Act 
Compliance Review and the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) Mello Act Determination are in error and the Mello Act and IAP are being violated, as 
follows: 

 
1. The HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units is not based on the last residential use. 
 
The Mello Act provides generally that the conversion or demolition of residential structures with 
existing residential dwelling units occupied by persons and families of low or moderate income shall 
not be authorized unless provision has been made for the replacement of those dwelling units with 
units for persons and families of low or moderate income. In enforcing this provision of the Mello 
Act, HCIDLA is required to make a determination of whether any persons or families of low or 
moderate income have been displaced. 
 
The ZA errs and abuses his discretion by relying on a Los Angeles Housing Department (predecessor 
to HCIDLA) (LAHD) Mello Act Determination of affordable units dated July 6, 2010 that found that 
the property had been operated as a day care center since 2004 and that there were currently no units 
being used for residential purposes, determining that no replacement affordable units existed at 1047-
1051 Abbot Kinney Blvd. 
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However, the July 6, 2010 LAHD letter is not valid as the department checked for affordable units 
during the period after the buildings had been converted to the non-permitted day care center 
commercial use. Of course, no replacement affordable units could be found as there were no 
residents after the illegal conversion to commercial use. Given that the residential units were 
converted illegally, the statute must be tolled and HCIDLA must go back to the period before the 
illegal conversion to the day care center commercial use in 2004 in order to determine whether 
replacement affordable units existed in these three rent-stabilized structures; and then a new Mello 
Act Determination letter re. affordable replacement units must be issued. 

 
In Finding No. 18, the ZA acknowledges that the Project includes the demolition of three single-
family residential structures. The ZA also acknowledges that the existing non-residential use of 
these three structures is unpermitted as the legal use is for residential dwelling units. However, 
LAHD’s conclusion in its July 6, 2010 Mello Act Determination letter that the project is exempt 
from the requirement to provide affordable replacement units cannot be based on an illegal use. The 
July 6, 2010 LAHD Mello Act Determination letter on which the ZA relies in making this finding 
is invalid because it bases the exemption on facts related to the unpermitted use on the property 
since 2004.   
 
In order for the Mello Act Compliance Review to be effective, HCIDLA must issue a corrected 
HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units based on the income of or rents paid by the 
last known residential occupants for the three structures (relying on a tolling of the time due to the 
unauthorized use in the interim). If due to the passage of time those tenants cannot be found, the 
new HCIDLA Mello Act Determination of affordable units must presume the existence of 
affordable units, as based on the facts laid out in the July 6, 2010 letter the units were without a 
doubt affordable because they were very small studios and they were/are covered by the City’s 
Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). 
 
2. Conversion or demolition of the three residential structures for purposes of a non-coastal 

dependent, non-residential hotel use shall not be authorized. 

  The applicant proposes to demolish three existing residential structures for purposes of a non-
residential use, thereby triggering the Mello Act. Also, the lot on which these three residential 
structures sit is being converted to a commercial use. 
 
The ZA erred and abused his discretion by approving the project as the Mello Act states that the 
conversion or demolition of any residential structure (this is not the same as maintaining a 
residential unit or use) for purposes of a non-residential use which is not “coastal dependent”….shall 
not be authorized unless the local government has first determined that a residential use is no longer 
feasible in that location. 
 
The proposed mixed-use hotel development is a non-residential/commercial use. The coastal 
regulations for Mixed-Use Developments in the certified Land Use Plan are in the Commercial 
Development and Land Use section, with very specific Commercial Development Standards. 
Mixed-use developments are not an allowed use in a residential zone even though residential units 
are incorporated into the development. Whereas a conversion of a 100% residential use to a mixed-
use or hotel use changes the nature and character of the use to commercial, which can only be 
located in a commercial zone, a conversion of a 100% commercial use to a mixed use remains a 
commercial use, even though it includes residential units.  Mixed use means that two different 
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elements or types of uses are being combined, and the resulting hybrid (definition: a thing made by 
combining two different elements; of mixed character; composed of mixed parts), a combined 
commercial and residential use, can only be a commercial use.  
 
The proposed Project is for the construction of a commercial project, in which four residential units 
are included. These residential units would not be constructed separately, as a separate use from the 
hotel and the other commercial uses. The four new residential units would be part of the overall 
commercial complex, would no longer be stand-alone residential structures/uses and would not 
maintain their identity. Also, in this case the four new dwelling units would not even qualify as a 
residential use for purposes of determining that the proposed project is a “mixed-use” project (for 
purposes of compliance with certified LUP Section I. B. 7.), as their use for residential purposes 
cannot be enforced. Throughout the project’s application it is stated that these apartment units are 
“available for long-term use.” They are incorporated into the overall hotel development and there is 
nothing to prevent them from being used as hotel rooms. Condition 6a does not protect from the 
units being used for short term stays as it is not feasible to enforce such a condition. Thus, the four 
dwelling units cannot be considered residential units but rather are non-residential, commercial hotel 
rooms, and demolition of the residential structures for the purpose of non-residential, commercial 
uses such as hotel rooms is prohibited. 
 
Demolishing residential structures in the Venice Coastal Zone for purposes of a commercial mixed-
use hotel project, even if the same number of units is included in the project, would cause a material 
adverse cumulative impact to housing in the Coastal Zone, especially housing for low- and 
moderate-income residents. When a residential unit is made a part of a hotel structure, its character 
changes from residential to commercial. Also, it is virtually impossible to enforce the residential use 
once the units are incorporated into an overall hotel project such as this. Experience has shown that 
what is supposed to be a residential unit/use blends into the overall commercial operation and is 
often used for storage or offices or other retail uses, which are more lucrative. 

 
In this case, there is no reason why the residential use would not be feasible nor has the City or 
applicant claimed that the residential use is not feasible. The question then becomes is the new use 
coastal dependent, which is a use that is dependent on the sea to be able to function. There is no 
evidence that the commercial use contemplated by the Project is coastal dependent. Therefore, the 
three residential structures cannot be demolished for the purpose of the proposed non-residential 
mixed-use hotel project and they must be returned to their legal use as residential units, protected 
under the RSO. 

 
3. Inclusionary affordable housing units have not been required. 

Finding No. 19 relates to the Mello Act and the IAP requirements that new housing developments 
constructed within the Coastal Zone include, where feasible, housing units for persons and families 
of low or moderate income. Under the Mello Act, if it is feasible to provide inclusionary housing 
for any project including any housing, the developer must do so. The IAP specifies that “it is 
generally feasible” for new housing developments consisting of ten or more residential units to 
provide affordable units, and it has become the practice in the Los Angeles Coastal Zone that it is 
generally infeasible for new housing developments consisting of fewer than ten residential units to 
provide affordable units. While infeasibility may be true when developments are on a limited 
number of lots and the entire project is a residential structure, this presumption is not valid for a 
commercial mixed-use hotel project covering 70,000+ square feet over nine lots. 
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While only four units are considered dwelling units, there is no basis for the assumption that 
might apply to other typical residential developments of less than 10 units that it is infeasible for 
these dwelling units to be affordable units. To not require inclusionary affordable units in this time 
of a housing crisis, especially housing for low- and moderate-income residents, is unacceptable 
and a violation of the Mello Act in that it assumes without any evidence that it is infeasible for the 
applicant to provide inclusionary affordable units. 

 
Lastly, the City’s current draft Mello Ordinance states: “A change of use or Conversion of a 
Residential Unit or use to an Apartment Hotel will constitute a conversion to a non-residential use,” 
indicating that the City believes that the Apartment Hotel use proposed for the Project would not be 
allowed as it is a non-residential use. The Mello Act does not allow demolition of the three structures 
for purposes of a non-residential use, whether Hotel or Apartment Hotel. 
 
The project does not meet the requirements of the Mello Act and the IAP, the demolition of the 
residential structures is not allowed, and thus the ZA erred and abused his discretion in making 
Findings No. 18 and 19 in the affirmative. 
 

END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
 
Waiver of Street Dedications and Improvements 

 
There is no substantial evidence in the record that support a Finding to allow reductions in the street 
dedications for Electric Ave and Westminster Ave. In fact, the evidence makes it clear that no 
dedications should be waive, as explained below. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 2 ½ feet of the Electric dedication, as the Finding states, Electric Ave is a 
designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot wide roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 40 feet and roadway width of 22.5 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (33% and 
38% respectively). Even though Electric Ave currently has two lanes and cars parking on both sides, in 
the face of the significant amount that the right-of-way and roadway are under the requirement, it is 
irresponsible to simply conclude that the current roadway width is safe or adequate and that no 
additional dedication is necessary to widen the roadway. One only has to go to the site to see that the 
lanes are already too narrow for the level of current use. 

 
Electric is a notoriously narrow street and it is also a very busy street because it runs parallel to Abbot 
Kinney, which has traffic jams every day, often even in non-peak hours. People, including officers of 
the undersigned appellant Citizens Preserving Venice, frequently stop to let oncoming cars ease by due 
to the narrow width of the lanes when there is parking on both sides. See photos attached. This is 
evidence that Electric Ave is currently unsafe and should be widened as much as possible via the full 
street dedication. 

 
In addition, with the hotel’s parking court on Electric Ave, it is likely that a queue will form during 
busy times for entering the parking court. That will block one lane during those times, which will 
cause a safety issue as people who are not waiting for parking will naturally try to pass the cars 
blocking the roadway. The added traffic from the proposed development will also necessitate safer 
passage with the full dedications provided. 
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It is a good idea to build a 5-foot-wide sidewalk along Electric, but as much as possible of the 
remaining dedication must be put towards widening the street. That additional dedication is sorely 
needed to provide for safer passage along Electric, especially given the added traffic and probable 
periodic queueing that will result in entering the hotel’s parking court. 

 
It is also not adequate to leave only 2 feet of the sidewalk for the street trees promised. Reduced width 
means smaller trees and less shade, which also means reduced mitigation of the urban “heat island” 
effect, which global and local warming require us to prioritize. 

 
Trees should play similar roles on Broadway, Westminster and Abbot Kinney.  They also make a more 
attractive and comfortable streetscape for pedestrian activity, which should be the lifeblood of this 
Project and of the Abbot Kinney district in general. 

 
It is erroneous of the ZA to say that "the reduced street dedications would maintain the roadway widths 
and existing parking while enhancing the pedestrian realm, increasing and promoting safe pedestrian 
access to and from the project site.”  It is the dedication that allows for the sidewalk and enhanced 
pedestrian access, not the reduced street dedication. 

 
Thus, the only reasonable conclusion is that the entire dedication of 7.5 feet must be taken on 
Electric Ave. 

 
With respect to the waiver of 3 feet of the Westminster dedication, as the Finding states, Westminster is 
a designated Local Street, which is required to have a 60-foot right-of- way and a 36-foot roadway. 
However, it has a current right-of-way width of 50 feet and a roadway width of 28 feet. This is 
materially less than what is required (17% and 22%, respectively). The additional three feet is needed in 
order to provide for a safer street and the additional traffic generated by the project. 

 
With both the 5-foot dedication and the three-foot dedication, the width of the Westminster sidewalk 
stays the same, at 12 feet. Thus, it is an error for the ZA to say that the reduced street dedication on 
Westminster enhances the pedestrian realm or increases and promotes safe pedestrian access to and from 
the project site. Two other properties on this block of Abbot Kinney, around which the subject property 
forms a sort of horseshoe, have both had 15 ft. dedications.  These dedications have been acted on and 
the land transferred.  They are at 1039 Abbot Kinney and 1041 Abbot Kinney.  Is there currently a 
dedication along the rest of this Abbot Kinney block? The existing buildings wouldn’t be expected to 
give up land, but over half the block on the Westminster end is being built from the ground up, and 
presumably those six lots must have dedications.  However, we’re unable to find any discussion in the 
ZA’s reports of waivers for them.  So, we are left with two questions:  are there dedications on these six 
lots, and how is their situation different from the two lots that have already deeded their dedications to 
the City? 

 
All that the waivers enhance is the size of the project site for purposes of additional bulk, which is not 
even considered by the ZA. 

 
Finally, we agree with the ZA’s statement that the required dedications and improvements are necessary 
to meet the City’s mobility needs for the next 20 years, but the only logical conclusion from this 
statement is that there must be no waiver of the dedications. 
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NEW 

Complete Streets 

The City’s attitude toward anticipating future traffic demands may have changed. It may no longer 
prioritize maintenance of traffic flow, even though this project will greatly increase the traffic burden on 
all four streets bounding the project site.  

However, the City is coming to terms with the importance of enhancing the pedestrian realm, as expressed 
in Mobility Plan 2035, an Element of the General Plan, by creating “Complete Streets” to improve the 
quality of public space for all. 

 

 

Mobility Plan 2035, page 14 

 

In order to implement Mobility Plan 2035, City Planners must apply its principles to today’s projects. The 
dedications stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering provide the means to do so here. These dedications 
belong to the City. They should be seen as opportunities to improve the public realm, rather than simply 
as minimal obligations to accommodate traffic. 

Electric Ave. is the border between the historically Black Oakwood neighborhood and the Abbot Kinney 
Commercial District. This project faces the Oakwood neighborhood with a block-long thirty-foot wall. 
None of the project amenities is oriented toward the neighborhood. They are all oriented away from it.  
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Only the parking service entrance faces Oakwood. 

The least the City can do in terms of environmental justice is exercise its discretion to retain the full 
dedications as stipulated by the Bureau of Engineering, on Electric, Westminster and Broadway, and use 
them to implement the following Mobility 2035, Key Policy Initiatives:  

• Embed equity and environmental justice into the transportation policy framework, project 
implementation, and action programs  

• Expand the role of the street as a public place  
• Increase the role of “green street” solutions to treat and infiltrate stormwater  

Maintaining the full dedications of 7.5 feet along Electric and 5 feet along Broadway and Westminster 
would make space to: 

• plant sizable trees for shade, beauty, and to counter heat island effects.  
• allow activity on the sidewalks commensurate with the size and vitality of the project.  

 
It would also show at least minimal respect for the historically Black neighborhood that the project 
borders and impacts. 
 
END NEW 
===================================================================== 
 
Thus, the ZA erred abused his discretion in Finding that the waivers should be approved. 
 
 
CEQA Compliance - Historic Resources 

 
The block of the Project, along Abbot Kinney, is recognized as historically significant in the LUP 
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. (See Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP.) This designation is relevant 
and important for three distinct reasons.  First, Section 17.31 of the Venice Community Plan, which is 
a part of the General Plan, states that policy and decision makers are directed to consult with the LUP 
regarding the specified historical 
coastal historical resources identified in the LUP and to base their decision on the policies it contains.  
Policy 1.F.1. of the LUP directs that the historical and cultural resources that are identified should be 
protected and restored where appropriate, in accordance with historical preservation guidelines.  Policy 
1.F.2 gives some guidelines, including: 

 
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 
historical 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. 
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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. 

 
In the 1000 block of Abbot Kinney Blvd., where the Project faces Abbot Kinney Blvd., there are six 
buildings dating from the 1900’s, the historical period of the founding of Venice, as we know it today. 
The applicant proposes to retain two of those character defining buildings, but even then, the 
historical integrity of these two buildings will be compromised by the looming second story of the 
hotel on top of them. 

 
The ZA responds by pointing to two of these buildings only stating that they have been changed by new 
construction but are being retained and therefore there is no substantial adverse change to the degree 
that they would no longer be eligible for listing under national, state or local landmark programs. 

 
This analysis ignores Guidelines Section 15064.5, the term “historical resource” includes not only 
resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, but also includes properties officially designated or “recognized as historically 
significant by local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” (Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.) As the LUP lists this block of Abbot Kinney as a historical 
resource and the LUP has been approved by the City Council and “adopted by means of a plan 
amendment to the Venice Community Plan,” ergo this block of Abbot Kinney qualifies as a historical 
resource under the definition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Section 5020.1(k) of the 
California Public Resources Code.  See Relationship to Other City Plans and Procedures, LUP, page I-8. 

 
Accordingly, the City must determine whether the proposed hotel compromises the historical integrity 
of the character-defining features of the remaining buildings and the street that forms this historical 
resource, as required under the Venice Community Plan and LAMC. 

 
Second, the California Coastal Act requires the local agency, in this case the Planning Department, to 
issue coastal development permits only if the local government finds the proposed development is in 
conformity with the LUP.  (Section 30600.5 of the Coastal Act.) The LUP requirements and 
guidelines for development affecting historical resources are specified above. They have been ignored 
by the applicant and must be considered by the Planning Department in approving a Coastal 
Development Permit in connection with the Project.  Here, the Project does not conform with the LUP, 
and the ZA has erred in his determination. 

 
While the ZA ignored the arguments supporting treatment for many of the buildings comprising the 
Project and the Abbot Kinney Blvd. storefronts, he did determine that three of the buildings at the 
Project site were historical resources. They are 1047, 1047A and 1047 B S. Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
But the ZA’s Determination permits these structures to be demolished, stating that “Specific, economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.  
 

For the reasons stated, we argue that this Finding is deficient in that it does not contain a real discussion of 
feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the adverse environmental impacts on the properties they 
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have found are historical resources. An analysis of alternatives to a proposed project is a critical 
component of an EIR. An alternative that included rehabilitation of structures should have been analyzed 
in more detail. The DEIR merely stated that the alternative of saving the three bungalow structures 
recognized as historic resources might not be “economically viable due to the reduced amount of square 
footage and the configuration of the internal spaces.” This does not constitute analysis as required by 
CEQA but is simply a dismissal based on speculation with no supporting evidence. 
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VIA E-MAIL 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
President, Mr. Michael Newhouse 
c/o James Williams 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
apcwestla@lacity.org 

 

  
Re: Case No. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
 
Dear President Newhouse: 
 
I am writing on behalf of my client, Wynkoop Properties, LLC ("Applicant"), owner 

of the property located at 1021-1033 and 1047-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard 

and 1011 Electric Avenue ("Project Site"). On March 12, 2020, the Zoning 

Administrator (ZA) issued a Letter of Determination (LOD) regarding the above-

referenced case, approving a mixed-use project consisting of a hotel, apartment 

units, restaurants, office, and retail ("Project").  It will be a transformative project 

for the neighborhood, providing much needed hotel rooms, reducing strain on 

illegal short-term rentals, integrating a mix of uses into the existing neighborhood, 

and activating the northwest end of Abbot Kinney. It has been fully vetted by the 

City and the community.  

This letter responds to the appeals challenging the Project, which often display a 

misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the Project and the proposed uses.  

This letter highlights for the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (APC) the 

salient issues anticipated for discussion at the upcoming appeal hearing. We 

respectfully request that you deny the appeals.  

I. Executive Summary 
 

• The Project is a mixed-use development consistent with how the term is defined 
by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP) and Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC). Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP) and Department of 
Building and Safety (LADBS) have consistently interpreted the hotel use as being 
residential in nature, with the predominant use as “guest rooms” which are 
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residential uses under the LAMC.  In fact, the Parking Tables in both the VCZSP 
and the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) expressly establish 
parking requirements for hotels under the category of “Residential Uses.”  Thus, 
as a project that incorporates hotel uses (guest rooms and common areas), four 
dwelling apartment units, and a variety of restaurant, retail and office uses, the 
Project is a mixed use project, satisfying the definition of Mixed Use adopted by 
LADCP and LADBS under LAMC Section 13.09 and in the VCZSP and LUP. 
 

• Substantial evidence regarding the development pattern around the Project Site 
demonstrates that the Project’s mass, scale and character is consistent with the 
surrounding community, which is characterized by one-, two-, and three-story 
buildings, with no deviations or exceptions from the VCZSP or LUP. 

 

• Contrary to the assertion that the Project consolidates eight separate lots, the 
Project is designed as a collection of four buildings separated by walkways and 
open space, with each structure independently meeting California Building Code 
and Fire Department exiting requirements.  Three of the buildings cross only one 
lot line, and the fourth crosses only two.  None of the lot lines have been 
abandoned or adjusted for the mixed-use Project. 
 

• The Project is designed to include on-site parking for all Project uses.  The 
Project proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events in the unlikely 
circumstance that they that cannot be accommodated by the 175 parking spaces, 
which would only occur on an infrequent basis. 
 

• In 2010, the predecessor to Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCID) determined that no affordable units existed at the Project Site, therefore 
no replacement is necessary. HCID has also acknowledged that the residential 
structures at 1047-1051 have been used as a day care center since at least 2010. 
The Project includes four dwelling units, therefore, there is a net gain of one 
dwelling unit.   
 

• Technical experts have reviewed questions raised by appellants specific to 
traffic, air, noise, GHG, and historic analysis in Environmental Impact Report.  
As documented in the EIR, the issues raised by the appeal letters are minor in 
nature and do not result in impacts that were not previously identified.   
 

• No portion of the Project Site is subject to easements benefiting neighboring 
properties, according to the title report for the Property.   
 

• The Project has volunteered additional operational conditions specific to the 
courtyard, pool decks, and private hosted events to address the meaningful 
issues raised in the comment letters.   



West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
July 6, 2020 
Page 3 
 
 

1868406.2 

   

II. The Project is a Mixed Use Development and Complies With the LAMC, 
VCZSP and LUP 

 
The Project is a true mixed-use development, with uses that include hotel, dwelling 
units, office, restaurants, market, and spa.  Yet, certain appeals claim that the Project 
is not mixed-use, and therefore is not entitled to the permissible 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) pursuant to the VCZSP, and that it is not exempt from the City’s commercial 
corner regulations (LAMC Section 12.23.A.23). These allegations are based on a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the applicable rules and regulations. This mixed-use 
project, which is located in a transit priority area, is exactly the type of development 
that was contemplated by the City and State at this location, and the Project Site is 
one of the few locations in Venice that the LUP designates as appropriate for a hotel.  
 
The VCZSP does not contain a definition of a mixed-use project, nor does the definitions 
section of the Zoning Code (LAMC Section 12.03). Therefore, the City may use its 
professional judgment to interpret that provision. Under the plain meaning of the term, 
the Project – which contains a wide range of uses – was reasonably determined to meet 
the definition of “mixed-use”. More formally, LADBS has adopted the definition of a 
mixed-use project established in LAMC Section 13.09. Under that section, a mixed-use 
project is one which “combines one or more Commercial Uses and multiple dwelling 
units in a single building or in a Unified Development. The Project qualifies because it 
both has dwelling units and a hotel, which is considered a residential use by the City 
and the VCZSP and LUP Parking Requirement Tables.  
 
With regards to commercial corner regulations, LAMC Section 12.22.A.23.d allows a 
project to be exempt from those regulations if the project is primarily a residential use 
and consistent with the definition of “mixed-use” in LAMC Section 13.09.    
 
Section 12.03 of the LAMC includes the following definition: “HOTEL.  A residential 
building designated or used for or containing six or more guest rooms, or suites of 
rooms, which may also contain not more than one dwelling unit, but not including any 
institution in which human beings are housed or detained under legal restraint.” 
(Emphasis added.)  The Project meets the definition under 13.09 because the 
residential portion of the Project (hotel and dwelling units) comprise approximately 
76% of the Project. The non-residential uses – restaurant, office, retail and spa – make 
up 24% of the Project.  By the inclusion of 4 apartments, the project is not only a hotel, 
but multiple residential uses including both hotel and apartment uses, as well as a 
variety of commercial uses. 
 
The plain language of this definition identifying hotel as a residential use is bolstered 
by other provisions of the Zoning Code. Section 12.22.A.18 addresses where 
“Development[s] Combining Residential and Commercial Uses” are allowed and 
development standards for those developments. Hotel developments across the City 
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have been allowed under this section, and overwhelmingly do not contain any dwelling 
units.  (See Exhibit A)  The term “residential” is a broad term meant to encompass 
many different types of habitation/living uses, including long term and short term stays, 
single family home and apartment buildings, group homes, and individual living 
situations.  
 
Similarly, the exemption to the commercial corner requirements in LAMC Section 
12.22.A.23.d allows a project to be exempt from the Commercial Corner regulations if 
it “consists of predominantly residential uses and does not contain commercial uses 
enumerated in Section 12.24 W.27.” (Emphasis added.) The key here is the inclusion of 
the term “residential uses”, not the term “dwelling units.” Had the City intended for 
the exemption to apply to only projects that were predominantly dwelling units, it 
would have specified so.  
 
This is also supported by the occupancy types in the California Building Code, which the 
City has incorporated pursuant to LAMC Section 91.101. Hotels are listed in the 
residential occupancy category under Section 310.2 Residential Group R-1.  Other 
residential occupancies in the Residential Group R include apartment houses, single 
family homes, boarding houses, dormitories, and other similar uses. (Exhibit B) 
 
The Project also qualifies as a mixed-use development under the LUP. LUP Policy I.B.1 
defines mixed-use projects as follows: “Mixed-use development provides an on-site mix 
of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of 
the Venice commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal 
Act Policy Section 30252…” The Project provides a mix of housing (i.e., four 
apartments), retail (i.e., spa and restaurant), jobs (i.e., hotel, restaurant and spa 
employees) and recreational opportunities (i.e., outdoor, ground-level open space and 
a rooftop pool). The LUP contains no specifics as to the percentage of each use that 
must be included.  
 
Appellant Citizens Preserving Venice cites to ZA-2015-102-CDP-CU-SPP-1A (601 Ocean 
Front Walk) as precedent, but that decision is distinguishable and does not guide 
decision making for this case. The project proposed at 601 Ocean Front Walk (“601 
Project”) consisted of up to 20,000 square feet of office space, 7,992 square feet of 
retail space, and one 800 square foot residential unit on a property zoned C1 and 
located on the boardwalk in Venice. The rationale for denial of the 601 Project by the 
APC was for many reasons, with only one relating to the proportion of proposed 
residential uses. Specifically, the APC found that an office project was inconsistent with 
the area along Ocean Front Walk, “a special community known for its ocean front 
recreation features” (601 Project LOD at page 3), that office uses were not considered 
to be within the ambit of the Community Plan designation of “Community Commercial” 
(Id. at page 6). None of the reasons for the APC’s denial exist in this case.  Indeed, the 
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Project Site is one of the few locations in Venice the LUP designates as appropriate for 
a hotel. 
 

III. The Project is Consistent with the Mass, Scale, and Character of the  
Community 

 
Appellants raise concerns regarding the Project based on its mass, scale, and character. 
Substantial evidence regarding the development pattern around the Project Site, which 
is characterized by a mix of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, demonstrates the 
Project’s consistency with the mass, scale. and character of the surrounding 
community. Furthermore the project is being constructed wholly consistent with the 
development parameters of the VCZSP and LUP, and no exceptions or variances are 
requested. 
 
Numerous buildings within 1,000 feet of the Project Site measure approximately 30 feet 
in height and/or three stories tall. The two blocks of Electric Avenue immediately 
southeast of the Project Site are developed with three-story residential buildings for 
the entirety of the southern block face; the building directly to the west on the corner 
of Abbot Kinney and Broadway is approximately 30 feet in height, as is another on that 
same block; at the corner of Abbot Kinney and Main, only a block away, another large 
structure exceeds 29 feet. Within 1,000 feet of the Project there are multiple two- and 
three-story residential and commercial buildings, or a combination of both.  Pages 3-8 
of Exhibit C, Mass, Scale, and Character Analysis, provide maps and photographs which 
visually demonstrate the Project’s consistency with the surrounding community.  
Similarly, within 1,000 feet, FARs range between 1.0 and 2.30, with many of these 
structures covering more than two-thirds of the property on which they are located 
(see Exhibit D, FAR and Lot Coverage within 1,000 Feet).  
 
The maximum height of the Project is 30 feet and the maximum FAR is 1.5:1. Each of 
the four buildings in the Project has a distinct appearance mirroring the pattern along 
Abbot Kinney Blvd, Electric Ave, and the surrounding neighborhood. Given that there 
are no established criteria or development standards governing character, mass, and 
scale in the VCZSP or the LUP, the Project’s design is based on a conscious decision to 
break up the building from a large singular building as was originally supported by the 
Venice Neighborhood Council, into a collection of smaller, architecturally distinct 
structures.  These design decisions, as well as the preservation of some of the original 
buildings and uses at the Project Site, were driven by community feedback (including 
some of the Appellants) over a multi-year process for the specific purpose of 
maintaining the character of the block. 
 
The façade along Abbot Kinney has 13-, 15-, 20-, 25-, and 30-foot-high building 
elevations and maintains consistency with the neighborhood character through 
preservation of the existing buildings and businesses at the northern end of the site and 
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through incorporation of new buildings with similar materials, architecture, and design 
as the existing block. All of the structures conform to the development standards in the 
VCZSP, as the buildings are designed with varying vertical sections of façade that mimic 
the materiality and aesthetic of the surrounding neighborhood. By incorporating a 
variety of design elements, materials, and massing, the buildings are consistent with 
and exemplify the appearance and character of the community. 
 
IV. The Project is Consistent with Lot Consolidation Policies Found in the VCZSP  

and LUP  
 
Appellants assert that the Project violates the lot consolidation policies of the VCZSP 
and the LUP and that the Project consolidates eight lots. These comments are belied 
by the site plan and configuration of the Project. Even if they were true, which they 
are not, the Project meets the qualifications for consolidation of lots, which has been 
verified and approved by the Zoning Administrator.  
 
 “Lot consolidation occurs when: (1) one or more structures are built over a lot line 
that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot line is adjusted, lots 
are merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of allowing a structure 
to be built extending over what were previously two or more separate lots.” (VCZSP § 
5.Q, LUP, page I-15.)  The VCZSP further states that lot consolidation of three lots is 
permitted on commercial properties if the project “conforms with the development 
standards in Section 9 A 2 and parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade,” 
and that “subterranean development that is entirely below street elevation is exempt 
from this subsection.”  (VCZSP § 9.)  As a commercially zoned property, the project 
conforms to this regulation. 
 
Furthermore the VCZSP specifically states that pursuant to Section 9.A.1.e.4 of the 
VCZSP, an unlimited number of lots may be consolidated if a project is mixed-use, is 
consistent with the scale and character of the community, has on-site parking, and 
conforms to Section 9.A.2 (see above discussion regarding mass, scale and character).  
As demonstrated in the discussion above regarding the definition of mixed-use, the 
project clearly meets this definition.  Nonetheless, the Project is designed as a series 
of buildings rather than a singular mass to meet the spirit of the lot consolidation 
provision, even though not technically required to comply. 
 
The Project is designed as a collection of four buildings separated by walkways and 
open space.  Three of the buildings cross only one lot line, and the fourth crosses only 
two.  (DEIR Figure 2-4.)  Each structure independently meets California Building Code 
and Fire Department exiting requirements, and none of the lot lines have been 
abandoned or adjusted for the Project.  Additionally, the distance between the 
buildings created by the passageways is significantly greater than what is required (the 
LAMC allows buildings to be separated by only inches, and VCZSP Section 10.F.4 
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maintains no minimum side setbacks, allowing for buildings to be built up to the lot 
line).  Accordingly, the Project has gone beyond the LAMC and VCZSP requirements to 
meet both the letter and spirit of the lot consolidation regulations, voluntarily creating 
passageways to break up the site and establish a pedestrian oriented environment.  
These Project alterations were made based on feedback and working with the 
community over a multi-year process, including some of the Appellants.   
 
Even if the Project was consolidating more than three lots, which is not the case, such 
consolidation would be permitted because the Project is classified by the City as a 
mixed-use project (see discussion above). Pursuant to Section 9 A 1 e 4 of the VCZSP, 
an unlimited number of lots may be consolidated if a project is mixed-use, is consistent 
with the scale and character of the community, has on-site parking, and conforms to 
Section 9 A 2 (see above discussion regarding mass, scale and character).   Therefore, 
the Appellants claims relative to lot consolidation are baseless.  
 
V. Parking Spaces Provided by the Project and Parking-Related Conditions  
 
Required Parking was Calculated Based on VCZSP Requirements 
 
Appellants misinterpret parking requirements to suggest that the Project does not 
include adequate parking. Parking calculations for the Project are based on and 
consistent with parking requirements as established by the VCZSP. Table 109-1 of the 
Project Plans details how the parking calculation for the Project conforms with the 
VCZSP requirements (see DEIR Appendix B). Subsequent analysis by the ZA throughout 
the LOD confirms the appropriateness of the parking spaces provided.  
 
The Project proposes a hotel restaurant which will serve hotel guests. Appellants claim 
that parking for the hotel-restaurant should be calculated at one space per 50 square 
feet, as opposed to one space per 100 square feet,1 because they believe the restaurant 
will not serve hotel guests.  Such comments are based entirely on opinion and 
speculation and lack substantiating evidence about hotel operations and internal 
capture rates of guests eating on-site.  The parking calculation of one space per 100 
square feet is entirely appropriate as the hotel restaurant will be fully integrated into 
the premises of the hotel and will draw heavily from guests staying on the premises, 
reducing the amount of parking required for the restaurant’s operation.  
 
Appellants further assert that parking is undercounted because food and drink could 
conceivably be consumed anywhere on the Project Site. Specifically, appellants 
mischaracterize the pool decks and courtyard as dining areas (requiring one space per 
100 square feet) because one could conceivably consume food or beverage in those 

 
1 VCZSP Section 13D Parking Requirement Table: Uses; Residential Uses; Hotel - One space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages 
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locations.2  This philosophy ignores the reality that the pool decks and courtyard are 
standard amenities accessory to hotels, and as such, not deemed to be independent 
uses.  Parking for such hotel facilities is accounted for on a per-room basis consistent 
with the hotel parking requirement of both the LAMC and VCZSP. To demonstrate the 
Project’s intent to operate these spaces as amenities for hotel guests, the Project has 
volunteered conditions (further details are provided below) which will limit the use of 
the pool decks to hotel guests and guests of hotel guests and prohibit table service in 
the courtyard. 
 
The ZA also properly calculated the amount of parking required for the existing uses to 
remain, and in some cases, the Project even provides more parking than is required by 
the LAMC and VCZSP. Indeed, instead of grandfathering in the existing parking for the 
2,268 square feet of service floor area for existing operating restaurants to remain, the 
Project recalculates the parking needed for those spaces as if they were new under 
today’s code. This is above and beyond what’s required by the Zoning Code and 
unprecedented in the area.  Presently, 60 parking spaces serve 12,560 square feet of 
restaurant, office, and other uses at the Project Site. Pursuant to the City’s non-
conforming use regulations, the Applicant does not need to recalculate the parking 
requirement for the uses that are to remain. Nonetheless, the Project voluntarily 
recalculated the parking for the existing restaurants as though they are new restaurants 
to satisfy community concern, and thus result in an extremely conservative analysis of 
the required on-site parking.  
  
Project Use of Off-Site Parking Will Occur Only in Specific, Limited Circumstances  
 
Appellants also misunderstand the off-site parking.  Currently,  there is an existing valet 
stand on Abbot Kinney which services the existing businesses at the Project Site.  This 
valet has at times parked excess cars at Westminster Elementary School, as permitted 
by the operating agreement held by the valet company. Upon completion of the 
Project, this valet will continue operations as usual (starting at 5 pm), but will now 
park all cars within the subterranean parking structure of the Project.  Any potential 
off-site parking needed may only result from an exceptional circumstance when a hotel 
hosted event or special event results in full capacity of the structure.  To ensure that 
off-site parking is only needed for hosted events, Applicant proposes that a condition 
be imposed – which condition was discussed and analyzed in the Final EIR and included 
below in Section X. If the off-site parking is not available, then the hosted events cannot 
occur.  
 
 

 
2 One comment carries this argument to an absurd conclusion by suggesting that the hotel rooms 
themselves should be counted as service floor area for parking purposes because they will contain mini-
bars and room service will be available. 
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VI. No Affordable Dwelling Units Exist at the Project Site and Have Not Since 
Prior to 2010 

 
Appellants challenge the City Mello Act determination, despite the documented 
evidence in the record. Pages 40-41 of LOD state that the Project includes the 
demolition of three single family residential structures at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney that 
are currently utilized as a day care center, which has operated at that location since 
2004. The LOD further states that the HCID found on July 6, 2010 that no affordable 
units existed at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney. Because there has been no housing on the site 
since at least 2010, as evidenced by the leases between the Ecole Claire Fontaine pre-
school and the owner that are contained in the record, there is no conversion or 
demolition of residential units at the Project Site and the City’s determination is based 
on substantial evidence.  
 
HCID has the sole discretion to determine whether existing affordable residential units 
exist at a site. The Los Angeles Housing Department, HCID’s predecessor, did so in 2010 
and that determination continues to be valid and binding. Despite Appellants’ bare 
allegations, California Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1, implementing the 
Mello Act, include no requirement that a Mello Act Determination be associated with a 
Coastal Development Permit determination. Neither does the City’s Interim Procedures 
for Complying with the Mello Act (which are the City’s only procedures).  
 
In fact, the Administrative Procedures state “that it is generally infeasible for small 
New Housing Developments (developments which consist of nine or fewer Residential 
Units) to provide Inclusionary Residential Units. Such New Housing Developments are 
Categorically Exempt from further Mello Act compliance review.” The definition of 
Residential Unit is limited to “a dwelling unit, efficiency dwelling unit, or joint living 
and work quarters as defined in Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC); 
a mobilehome, as defined in Section 18008 of the California Health and Safety Code; a 
mobilehome lot in a mobile home park as defined in Section 18214 of the California 
Health and Safety Code; or a residential hotel as defined in paragraph (1) of subdivision 
(b) of Section 50519 of the California Health and Safety Code.” Accordingly, because 
the Project contains less than ten residential units as defined by the Administrative 
Procedures, the Project is categorically exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit 
requirement, as stated in finding number 19 in the LOD. The Administrative Procedures 
do not include any requirements of finding infeasibility of including affordable units 
where the Categorical Exemption applies. 
 
VII. The Project is Not Increasing the Number of Liquor Licenses and the LOD 

Imposes Extensive Operating Conditions  
 

One appellant focuses on the City’s issuance of a conditional use permit for alcohol 
sales, citing (but not providing), “numerous studies performed by Los Angeles County 
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Health.” Appellant claims, without any supporting evidence or citation, that the 
extensive conditions in the LOS are insufficient.  
 
Appellant also makes unsupported statements about the relationship between crime 
and alcohol.  The most recent study on the subject published by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health in November 2016 (“County Study”, Exhibit E) examined 
on- and off-premises alcohol outlet densities and the rates of violent crimes, vehicle 
crashes, emergency department visits, hospitalizations, and deaths within Los Angeles 
County.  Pages five and six of the County Study explore the “Association Between 
Alcohol-related Consequences and Alcohol Outlet Density.” In addressing the 
association between the violent crime rate3 and alcohol availability, the Study 
concludes that the “association between on-premises outlets and violent crimes was 
not statistically significant.” (Emphasis added.) Significantly, only one establishment at 
the Project Site would be designated for off-site sales, making any contribution to 
community wide alcohol-related criminal activity negligible. Additionally, any assumed 
effects of this off-site vendor will be further muted by the nature of the establishment: 
the Project anticipates a local market at this location where sales of alcohol are likely 
to be ancillary to the purchase of other food products; a traditional liquor store is 
inconsistent with Project plans. 
 
The LOD contains 27 conditions regulating the sale and dispensing of alcohol, including 
limitations on where and when alcohol can be served. These conditions, some of which 
are tried and true standard conditions demonstrated to protect the health, safety and 
welfare of communities, will alleviate potential impacts to the neighborhood. No 
substantial evidence suggests otherwise.  
 
The approval of the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages will not 
increase the total number of liquor licenses in the census tract, it will merely replace 
an existing Type 47 license for a full line of alcoholic beverages with a new Type 47 
license for a full line of alcoholic beverages, resulting in a net increase in zero 
additional licenses on the Project Site. Considering the vast majority of points of 
dispensary within the Project are for on-site consumption (which the County Study 
identified as statistically insignificant when evaluating impacts on the crime rate), and 
the lone off-site point of sale will not be a liquor store in a traditional sense, the 
Appellant’s assumption of nuisances and impacts ignore the actual context of how the 
license will be used. 
 
Further, existing businesses at the Project Site have been operating continuously with 
Type 47 licenses since at least 1999. Records indicate that prior to that, a full line of 

 
3 For purposes of the County Study, violent crimes include homicide/murder, sexual assault, all other 
assaults (including domestic violence), and robbery. 
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alcohol beverages had been served intermittently at establishments at the Project Site 
since as far back as 1973. Recently, the City approved the renewal of one of the CUBs 
at 1025 Abbot Kinney (one of the existing buildings to remain). No public comment was 
submitted by community members complaining of nuisance resulting from the 
restaurant’s operation and there have been few, if any, complaints from surrounding 
neighbors based on the restaurant’s operations over the years. 

 
VIII. No Portion of the Project Site is Subject to Easements Benefiting Neighboring  

Properties 
 
The property owner at 1043 Abbot Kinney asserts in its appeal letter an easement over 
the portion of the Project Site currently improved with a parking lot.  This claim is 
speculative and lacks evidence.  No easement, license or other agreement allowing 
access over the parking lot has been provided or exists on title. Historic photos (see 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR) show a fence between what is now the parking lot (and 
was formerly railroad right-of-way) and the building at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Access to 
the garage would not have been provided over what is now a parking lot since that 
property was used for the railroad.   
 
Nor is there any evidence of a prescriptive easement. The Applicant has owned the 
Project Site since 2007 and no opening in the fence has ever existed that would have 
allowed access.  Moreover, the parking spaces must be currently accessible since the 
City recently approved a change of use for 1043 Abbot Kinney that relied upon the 
parking spaces within the garage. (DIR-2018-6394-APP-CDP). Were those spaces not 
legally accessible, then the City would not have approved the change of use.  

 
IX. Additional Technical Analysis 

Technical experts reviewed comments raised by appellants specific to traffic, air, 
noise, GHG, and historic analysis in Environmental Impact Report.  This supplementary 
analysis which is incorporated into the EIR, generally concludes that the discrepancies 
in analysis are minor in nature and do not result in impacts that were not previously 
identified.  For example, one commenter raised the issue that the traffic analysis was 
performed using the 9th edition of Trip Generation (industry standards published by the 
Institution of Transportation Engineers for the purposes of calculating project-specific 
traffic generation) rather than the 10th edition, even though the 10th edition was not 
published when the traffic study was completed.  The supplementary analysis 
concluded that the Project’s “5.5 percent increase under analysis using the 10th edition 
Trip Generation rates would remain unchanged, when applying the small daily trip 
increase under the analysis with 10th edition rates. No new impacts would occur at the 
study roadway segments.”  Other technical analysis similarly concludes that the minor 
deviations identified by appellants confirm the analysis included in the EIR. 
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X. Proposed Additional Conditions 
 
After reviewing both the LOD and comment letters submitted associated with its 
appeal, the Project gave thoughtful consideration to the issues raised.  In addition to 
certain modifications and clarifications provided to City to ensure the conditions of 
approval are consistent with the Project’s proposed construction and operation, the 
Project has volunteered the following additional conditions (each of which was 
referenced above) to address the meaningful issues and concerns raised in the comment 
letters.   
 
1. Outdoor Courtyard.  Table service shall be prohibited in the outdoor courtyard. 

 
2. Private Hosted Events.  Private hosted events shall be permitted subject to the 

following limitations: 

 
a. Not more than one hosted event shall be permitted outside on-site at any given 

time. 
 

b. Except in accordance with the conditions in the table below, no private hosted 
events shall be permitted between 3 pm and 6 pm on weekdays or shall start or 
end between 12:00 pm and 2 pm on weekends unless 1) a temporary special 
event permit is obtained from the City and 2) off-site parking is provided per the 
table below. Private hosted events shall adhere to the following: 

 

 Maximum Event 
Size; no off-site 
parking 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 4 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 8 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Weekday p.m. peak 
(3:00 - 6:00 pm) 

Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 

Weekday non-p.m. 
peak 

58 people 93 people; 
28 cars parked off-site 

131 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

Weekend peak 
(12:00 - 2:00 p.m.) 

Not permitted* 45 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

Not permitted* 

Weekend non-peak 43 people 78 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

112 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

*Private hosted events would be permitted so long as it includes a partial restaurant 
buy-out commensurate with the size of the hosted event. 

 
3. Pool Deck.  Pool Deck restrictions shall be as follows: 

 
a. Use of the rooftop decks shall be restricted to hotel guests, guests of hotel guests, 

and hotel employees. 
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b. Access to rooftop decks to individuals other than hotel guests, guests of hotel 
guests, and hotel employees shall be permitted only for private hosted events. 
 

c. Pool deck hours shall be limited to 6:00 am-11:00 pm. 
 

d. Use of the pool shall be limited the hours of 6:00 am-10:00 pm. 
 

Additionally, the Applicant has voluntarily sought to modify the project design feature 
implementing the Transportation Demand Management Plan to require, rather than 
merely aspire to, a 15% reduction in project-related vehicle miles traveled.   Exhibit F, 
attached, provides technical analysis demonstrating how the Transportation Demand 
Management Plan, which will be subject to review and approval by the Department of 
City Planning and Los Angeles Department of Transportation, will achieve the required 
project-related reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 
 
XI. Project Management has Worked Collaboratively with the Community  

through Robust Community Outreach 
 

The Project has engaged with the community and neighborhood for over seven years, 
including more than 25 community open house events and presentations to inform/ 
engage the public in the Planning process.  Almost 1,200 individuals receive regular 
email updates from the project, and a similar number follow the Project on Facebook.  
Over 500 letters of support for the Project have been submitted to the City, hundreds 
of which are included here. (Exhibit G)  We anticipate that supporters  will continue to 
submit additional letters in advance of the July 15th hearing. The Project has received 
support from organizations including the Venice Neighborhood Council, Venice Chamber 
of Commerce, and the Los Angeles Business Council, as well as approximately 700 
Venice stakeholder supporters from surrounding property owners, businesses and 
residents.   

As a result of this sustained outreach, the Project has modified operational and 
architectural elements to be consistent not only with local planning documents, 
but the community’s vision for itself.  Though this letter, the Erratum, and the 
Responses to Comment address the issues raised by a vocal minority, the Project 
itself, due to robust community outreach and collaborative nature of its ownership 
and management, has thoroughly addressed the meaningful concerns of so many in 
the Venice community. 
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XII. Conclusion 
 

As the Project concept has been developed for almost eight years, including a full 

EIR for a relatively small building of 63,891 square feet of net new square footage 

across over an acre of land, it has been the subject of extensive scrutiny by Los 

Angeles City Planning and the community, and thoroughly vetted by the Zoning 

Administrator in two public hearings.  Given the comprehensiveness of the 

environmental documentation, the extensive technical analysis provided 

above, and obvious commitment to creating a community-driven project, we 

respectfully request you deny the appeals to the Project.    

 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
ELISA L. PASTER 
of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN & SHAPIRO LLP 

 
ELP:eg 
 
Cc:  Krista Kline, Council District 11, krista.kline@lacity.org 
 Len Nguyen, Council District 11, len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Dana Sayles, AICP, three6ixty, dana@three6ixty.net 
 
 

mailto:krista.kline@lacity.org
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Hotels as Residential Uses 
Planning Commission Precedent 

 
 
The following cases, which are attached in their entirety for your reference, highlight 
recent projects in the City of Los Angeles where the City Planning Commission identify 
hotels as residential uses or treat projects will hotels and commercial uses (restaurants 
or retail) as mixed use projects. None of the projects include dwelling units. 
 

• CPC-2016-3841-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR:  On March 13, 2018, the City Planning 
Commission approved a mixed-use development with a 220-room hotel 
serving as the residential component of the project.  The findings state 
that the “project would develop a hotel offering a mix of residential and 
commercial land uses on the project site…Residential uses may be 
permitted in commercial areas pursuant to Section 506.3 of the 
Redevelopment Plan. Therefore, the residential (hotel) and commercial 
uses proposed for the project would be consistent with the Regional 
Center Commercial land use designation.”  (Finding 3, page F-6.)  Later, 
the findings again address the hotel as a residential use for purposes of 
calculating open-space requirements:  “The hotel use is defined as a 
residential use due to the habitable rooms; however, it is not required to 
provide open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-G as there are no 
dwelling units proposed.” 

 
• CPC-2016-3750-VZC-HD-MCUP-ZAA-SPR:  On December 5, 2018, the City 

Planning Commission approved a mixed-use development with a 191-room 
hotel serving as the residential component of the project.  The following 
is included among the findings:  “While the proposed hotel use is defined 
as a residential use, it is not required to provide open space pursuant to 
LAMC Section 12.21 G as there are no dwelling units proposed.” (Finding 
5(c), page F-19.)  Similarly to CPC-2016-3841-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR, the 
Planning Commission identifies hotels as a residential use, even as it is 
distinguishable from dwelling units.  
 

• CPC-2016-2601-VZC-HD-CUB-ZAA-SPR:  On August 17, 2018, the City 
Planning Commission approved development of a 114-room hotel above a 
ground floor restaurant.  Similar to the cases above, the Planning 
Commission noted “[t]he hotel use is defined as a residential use due to 
the habitable rooms.”  (Finding 10(c), page F-12.)  The Project qualified 
for an exception for zero setbacks under LAMC Section 12.22.A.(18) for 
“Developments Combining Residential and Commercial Uses). 
 

• CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD-CUB-SPR: On February 1, 2017, the City Planning 
Commission approved an “eight (8) story approximately 95-foot tall, 
79,621 square foot mixed-use building consisting of a 212-guest room hotel 
with guest amenities, and a ground-floor and rooftop bars/lounges for 



1866515.1 

hotel guests and accessible to the public.” The City Planning Commission 
identifies the hotel use as the residential component, as with the cases 
above.  



Los ANGELES CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California , 90012-4801 , (213) 978-1300 

www.planning.lacity.org 

LETTER OF DETERMINATION 

Mailing Date: _M_A_R_1_3_2_01_8"'---_ 

Case No.: CPC-2016-3841 -CU-CUB-ZV-SPR 
CEQA: ENV-2015-3167-MND-REC1 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Case: DIR-2015-3166-SPR 

Project Site: 1400 North Cahuenga Boulevard; 
1414 North Cahuenga Boulevard ; 
6407, 6413 De Longpre Avenue; 
1403, 1405, 1408, 1413 lvarAvenue 

Council District: 13 - O'Farrell 

Applicant: 1400 Cahuenga JV, LLC; Oxford Hollywood , LLC 
Representative: Dana Sayles, Three6ixty 

At its meeting on February 8, 2018, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission took the actions 
below in conjunction with the approval of the following project: 

Construction, use, and maintenance of an eight-story (seven-story plus mezzanine), 
approximately 94-foot in height, 74,362 square-foot , 220 room boutique hotel ("The Godfrey"). 
The hotel will include a 2,723 square-foot ground floor restaurant, a third floor courtyard , and 
rooftop lounge with 1,440 square feet of floor area with a total of 476 seats (133 on the ground 
floor, 66 in the courtyard , and 277 seats on the rooftop). The project will include 104 on-site 
automobile parking spaces within three levels of subterranean parking and 94 bicycle parking 
spaces. 

1. Found, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration of 
the whole of the administrative record, the project was assessed in Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, No. ENV-2015-3167-MND adopted on June 16, 2016; and pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15162 and 15164, as supported by the Addendum dated November 9, 2017, no 
major revisions are required to the Mitigated Declaration; and no subsequent EIR or 
negative declaration is required for approval of the project; 

2. Approved, pursuant to Section 12.24 U of the Los Angeles Municipal Code {LAMC) a 
Conditional Use to permit an increase in FAR beyond the currently permitted 3: 1 as 
established by the "D" Limitation under Ordinance No. 165,661, up to a maximum FAR of 
3.69:1 ; 

3. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 W 1, a Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption at a proposed hotel 
with in-room control access cabinets, on-site restaurants and bars; 

4. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to permit rooftop dining 
above the ground floor in the C4 Zone; 

5. Approved, pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, a Site Plan Review for a development project 
which creates or results in an increase of 50 or more guest rooms; 
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6. Adopted the Conditions of Approval as modified by the Commission including Staff's 
Technical Modification dated February 7, 2018; and 

7. Adopted the attached Findings. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Nayes: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Dake Wilson 
Choe 
Khorsand, Millman, Mitchell, Padilla-Campos 
Perlman 
Ambroz, Mack 

6-1 

s, Commission Executive Assistant II 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

Effective Date/Appeals: The decision of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission is appealable to the 
Los Angeles City Council within 15 days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not 
filed within the 15-day period shall not be considered by the Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms 
provided at the Planning Department's Development Service Centers located at: 201 North Figueroa Street, 
Fourth Floor, Los Angeles; 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251, Van Nuys; or 1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 
West Los Angeles . 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: .MAR 2 8 io1s ------~----.. .. - -

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. 

Attachments: Modified Conditions of Approval , Findings 

c: Nicholas Hendricks, Senior City Planner 
JoJo Pewsawang, City Planner 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
As modified by the City Planning Commission February 8, 2018 

 
Pursuant to Section 12.24-W,1, 12-24-U, 12.27, and 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
the following conditions are hereby imposed upon the use of the subject property: 

 
Entitlement Conditions 
 
1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 

conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped “Exhibit A,” 
dated February 8, 2018, and attached to the subject case file. Each change shall be 
identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with 
the provisions of the Municipal Code or the project conditions. 

 
2. Floor Area Ratio. The approved hotel shall be limited to a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 

3.69 to 1 (approximately  74,362 square feet)  
 

3. Height. The project shall be limited to a height of 94 feet excluding roof structures and 
equipment as defined by L.A.M.C. Section 12.21.1. 

 
4. Hotel.  
 

a. Use. Authorized herein is the operation of a hotel with a maximum of 220 guest rooms.  
 
b. Hours of Operation. The hotel may operate 24 hours, daily.  

 
Site Plan Review Conditions  
 
5. Pedestrian Entrances. 

 
a. The main pedestrian entrance shall be located along the De Longpre Avenue 

frontage.  
 

b. The bicycle storage/repair station shall have an entrance along Cahuenga 
Boulevard.  

 
6. Automobile Parking.   

 
a. Automobile parking shall be provided in conformance with L.A.M.C. Section 12.21-

A,4(x)(3).  
 

b. Electric Vehicle Parking. The project shall include at least 20 percent (20%) of the total 
provided parking spaces capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply 
equipment (EVSE).  Plans shall indicate the proposed type and location(s) of EVSE 
and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical calculations to 
verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to simultaneously charge all 
electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their full rated amperage. 
Plan design shall be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum operating 
ampacity.  In addition, 10 percent (10%) of the total provided parking spaces shall be 
further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate electric vehicles within 
the parking areas. When the application of either the required 20 percent or five 
percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A label stating 
"EVCAPABLE" shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or subpanel 
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and next to the raceway termination point. None of the required EV Ready parking 
shall apply to parking spaces used for dealership vehicle storage. 
 

c. In addition to the above described requirements, 20 percent (20%) of the parking 
spaces provided beyond the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code shall be 
provided with EV chargers equipped to immediately accommodate electric vehicle 
within the parking area. When the required 20 percent results in a fractional space, 
round up to the next whole number. 

 
7. Bicycle Parking.  Bicycle parking shall be provided in conformance with L.A.M.C. Section 

12.21-A,16.  
 

8. Landscaping.  
 

a. The project shall provide a fixed-planter along the De Longpre Avenue street frontage, 
directly in front of the project’s porte cochere, as shown on the Architectural Plans 
dated February 8, 2018. The planter shall not be located within the public right-of-way.  
 

b. Tree Wells.  
 
i. The minimum depth of tree wells on the rooftop shall be as follows:  

 
1. Minimum depth for trees shall be 42 inches 
2. Minimum depth for shrubs shall be 30 inches 
3. Minimum depth for herbaceous plantings and ground cover shall be 18 

inches 
4. Minimum depth for an extensive green roof shall be 3 inches 

 
ii. The minimum amount of soil volume for tree wells on the rooftop shall be based 

on the size of the tree at maturity:  
 

1. 600 cubic feet for a small tree (less than 25 feet tall at maturity)  
2. 900 cubic feet for a medium tree (25-40 feet tall at maturity)  
3. 1,200 cubic feet for a large tree (more than 40 feet all at maturity)  

 
c. Any trees that are required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 G and are planted on any 

podium or deck shall be planted in a minimum three (3) foot planter. 
 
d. New trees planted within the public right-of-way shall be spaced not more than an 

average of 30 feet on center, unless otherwise permitted by the Urban Forestry 
Division, Bureau of Public Works.   

 
e. Prior to issuance of a building permit, plans shall be submitted to the Department of 

City Planning that shall incorporate the following design elements:  
 

i. Streetscape improvements along Cahuenga Boulevard and De Longpre Avenue 
shall be consistent with Chapter 5, Streetscape and Open Space Standards and 
Guidelines, of the CRA/LA Sunset Boulevard & Civic Center Urban Design Plan 
and Guidelines, to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau 
of Public Works and the Bureau of Engineering.  
 
 

 
9. Sustainability.  
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a. The project shall comply with the Los Angeles Municipal Green Building Code, Section 

99.05.211, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety.  
 

b. Solar. The project shall dedicate a minimum of 800 square feet of rooftop space for 
the installation of a photovoltaic system, in substantial conformance with the plans 
stamped “Exhibit A.” 

 
10. Trash/Recycling. Trash and Recycling pick-up and emptying or disposing of trash/recycling 

into outside containers is permitted to occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday, and 10 a.m. to 4 p.m., Saturdays and Sundays.  

 
a. Trash/recycling containers shall be locked when not in use. 
 
b. Trash/recycling containers shall not be placed in or block access to required parking. 

 
11. Department of Transportation.  The project shall comply with the Project Requirements 

as detailed in the Department of Transportation letter to the Planning Department dated 
October 16, 2017 (DOT Case No. CEN17-46419). 

 
12. The applicant shall be responsible for maintaining free of litter the area adjacent to the 

premises over which they have control, including the sidewalk in front of the unified 
development.  

 
Alcohol Related Conditions of Approval 
 
13. Approved herein is the following: 
 

a. The sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption 
in conjunction with the operations of a proposed hotel with in-room controlled access 
cabinets, associated ground floor restaurant, third floor courtyard, and enclosed and 
unenclosed rooftop venues as shown on site plan stamped Exhibit A.  

b. The premises shall maintain a bona fide eating place (restaurant) with operational 
kitchen, and shall provide a full menu containing an assortment of foods normally 
offered in restaurants. Food service shall be available at all times during all operating 
hours. 

c. The third floor courtyard and unenclosed rooftop areas are open to hotel guest only. 
The ground floor restaurant and the enclosed rooftop venue may be open to the 
general public.  

 
14. Hours of Operations.  
 

a. Ground Floor Restaurant – hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., 
daily. The kitchen may operate 24 hours, daily to serve hotel guest rooms and other 
common areas. Food service shall be available at all times that drink service is 
available.  

b. Courtyard – hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily. Access is 
limited to hotel guests only.  

c. Rooftop (Enclosed) – hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily.   
d. Rooftop (Unenclosed) – hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m., daily.  

 
 

 
15. Seating.  
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a. Ground Floor Restaurant – 133 interior seats 
b. Courtyard – 66 outdoor seats 
c. Rooftop (Enclosed) – 72 indoor seats 
d. Rooftop (Unenclosed) – 205 outdoor seats    

 
16. Entertainment.  
 

a. Live Entertainment or amplified music may be permitted within the ground floor 
restaurant and hotel lobby area. Only low-volume, ambient, background music shall 
be permitted within the third-floor courtyard lounge and dining area until 12 a.m., daily. 
Ambient music shall be permitted in all operational areas until such hours that those 
operations must cease. 

b. No live entertainment or amplified music shall be permitted on the rooftop areas 
(enclosed and unenclosed). Only low-volume, ambient, background music is permitted 
within the outdoor rooftop areas until 12:00 a.m., daily.  

c. The doors to the rooftop's fully-enclosed dining (penthouse) area shall be kept closed 
from 12:00 a.m. through 2:00 a.m. These doors shall be solid; no screen or ventilated 
materials are permitted. 

d. When the enclosed dining (penthouse) doors or windows are open between 7:00 a.m. 
and 12:00 a.m., any music, sound, noise, or vibration shall not be audible or felt 
beyond that part of the premises which is under the control of the applicant.  

e. Amplified music and/or Live Entertainment features are prohibited in the enclosed 
lounge area on the rooftop.  

f. Live entertainment features and amplified music is prohibited in the rooftop outdoor 
pool, bar, lounge and enclosed lounge areas, during all hours of operation, except 
during preapproved special event occasions.  

g. Employment of a disc-jockey or other live entertainment features within the ground 
floor hotel bar, restaurant and lounge areas is permitted provided that any noise 
produced or otherwise generated by any live entertainment features or disc-jockey 
performances remains inaudible outside of the subject premises and does not violate 
any provisions of the city-wide noise ordinance. Employment of a disc-jockey or other 
live-entertainment features playing amplified music in areas other than the ground-
floor hotel restaurant is strictly prohibited outside of pre-approved special event 
occasions. Employment of a disc-jockey playing non-amplified music is permitted in 
the enclosed rooftop penthouse. 

h. Any ambient or amplified music, sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the 
control of the petitioner(s) shall not be audible or otherwise perceivable beyond the 
subject premises. Any sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the control of the 
petitioner which is discernible outside of the subject premises shall constitute a 
violation of Section 116.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, including any loud, 
unnecessary or unusual noise that disturbs the peace and quiet of any neighborhood 
or that causes discomfort. The establishment will make an effort to control any 
unnecessary noise made by restaurant/hotel staff or any employees contracted by the 
restaurant or bar facilities located within the hotel facility, or any noise associated with 
the operation of the establishment, or equipment of the restaurants. The queuing of 
individual pieces of music on an MP3 player, iPod, or a computer by a hotel staff 
member with no other entertainment shall not constitute a disc jockey.  

i. No Dancing is permitted. Public dancing shall require the filing of a new Conditional 
Use Permit pursuant to Section 12.24-W, 18 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. There 
shall be no dance floor arrangement permitted in the subject premises. Patron dancing 
is not permitted nor shall the Petitioner(s) accommodate or endorse dancing features 
in any fashion. 

j. There shall be no restricted age to any areas within the hotel for registered guests. 
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k. Live entertainment features and amplified music are prohibited in the third-floor 
outdoor courtyard area, during all hours of operation, except during preapproved 
special event occasions. Only low-volume, ambient, background music shall be 
permitted within the outdoor third-floor courtyard lounge and dining area until 1:00 
a.m.. Ambient music shall be permitted in all operational areas until such hours that 
those operations must cease. 

 
17. Special Events. 

 
a. The number of special events permitted on the subject property shall be limited to a 

maximum of 24 events per year. A special event is any event which is held weekly, 
monthly or annually or that includes outside advertisement demonstrating a change in 
the mode and character of the normal hotel operations, including but not limited to 
hours of operation, or any significant live entertainment features that would stipulate 
an ABC one-day permit application or some other special endorsement. Operational 
occurrences or arrangements wherein the applicant(s) demands or requests an 
admission fee from hotel patrons will be considered special events as will any events 
that involve the exclusion of the general public from gaining admission to the hotel 
premises or public portion thereof. The applicant shall seek approval from the LAPD 
Hollywood Vice Unit for all special events 14 days in advance of the date of each 
special event, in writing. LAPD shall respond to requests for special events in writing. 
Outside advertisement as it pertains to this provision shall include any promotional 
material or notification commissioned by any entity that is not directly associated with 
the operation or under the direct employ of the applicant(s).  

b. The applicant shall not sublet the premises to outside “promoters” for nightclub activity. 
Private parties hosted by the hotel or future operators of the ground floor dining area, 
third floor courtyard and rooftop bar/lounge, in which general public are excluded from 
the entire ground floor bar, lounge, outdoor courtyard and dining areas or the entire 
rooftop area are permitted provided that an appropriate one-day special events permit 
is submitted for approval to LAPD and ABC. 

 
18. Security.  
 

a. The applicant shall be required to provide a minimum of two (2) security guards on the 
premises during all hours of hotel operation.  

b. Additional Security Guard Requirements: A minimum of one additional security guard 
shall be required during the following hours of operation at the following venues:  

i. Ground Floor Restaurant. During the hours between 8:00 p.m. and 30 
minutes after closing on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday.  

ii. Rooftop Venue. During the hours between 8:00 p.m. and 30 minutes after 
closing on Thursday, Fridays, and Saturdays.   

c. The security guards shall not have any other activities other than those that are 
security related. Security personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and 
Los Angeles Police Commission standards and maintain an active American Red 
Cross first-aid card. The security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to 
be readily identifiable to patrons and law enforcement personnel. Security personnel 
may open doors for patrons, position themselves at host stands, and provide patron 
services that do not otherwise interfere with their security role as set forth above.  

d. The applicant(s) shall be required to provide the Police Department with a Security 
Plan that satisfactorily conforms to Police Department and City Planning standards. 
The security plan shall include a delineation of the video surveillance arrangements 
for both the licensed premises and the adjoining public areas encircling the subject 
premises. The security plan shall also include a delineation of the security personnel 
scheme including specifications pertaining to staffing, structure and arrangement of 
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security guards for the licensed premises. The applicant’s security plan will be included 
in the Case File following Police Department and City Planning approval. 

 
19. Applicant(s)/Operator(s) shall install and maintain security cameras and a one-month 

DVR/video library that covers all common areas of the business, high-risk areas, sidewalk 
areas, and entrances or exits.  The DVRs shall be made available to police upon request. 

 
20. There shall be no coin-operated game machines or video machines permitted on the 

premises at any time. 
 

21. Line-queuing arrangements of hotel guests or restaurant/bar/lounge patrons within the 
public right of way that encircle the subject property are strictly prohibited.  

 
22. The conditions of this grant, a police permit, a copy of a business license, insurance 

information and an emergency contact phone number for the operator and valet service(s), 
if any, shall be retained on the premises at all times and be immediately produced upon 
request of the Los Angeles Police Department, the Department of City Planning, State 
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control or other responsible agencies. The manager and 
all employees shall be knowledgeable of these Conditions.  
 

23. Within six months of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the sale of 
alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department “Standardized 
Training for Alcohol Retailers” (STAR). Upon completion of such training, the applicant shall 
request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying which employees completed the 
training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the letter from the Police Department to the 
Zoning Administrator who acted on this case as evidence of compliance. In the event there 
is a change in the licensee, within one year of such change, this training program shall be 
required for all new staff. All employees who serve alcoholic beverages shall attend follow-
up STAR classes every 24 months. The STAR training shall be conducted for all new hires 
within 2 months of their employment. 

 
24. Electronic age verification device(s) shall be retained and installed on the premises at each 

point of sale location and available for use during operational hours. The device shall be 
maintained in an operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in its use prior 
to the sale of any alcoholic beverage.  

 
25. Designated Driver Program. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the applicant shall 

establish a “Designated Driver Program” which shall include, but not be limited to, 
signs/cards notifying patrons of the program.  The signs/cards shall be visible to the 
customer and posted or printed in prominent locations or areas.  These may include 
signs/cards on each table, at the entrance, at the host station, in the waiting area, at the 
bars, or on the bathrooms, or a statement in the menus.   

 
26. There shall be no Adult Entertainment of any type pursuant to Section 12.70 of the LAMC. 

Any proposed Adult Entertainment shall be subject to the requirements of Section 12.70 and 
require the filing of the appropriate application.  

 
27. Smoking tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, including from electronic smoking devices, 

is prohibited in or within 10 feet of the outdoor dining areas in accordance with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.50 B 2 C.  This prohibition applies to all outdoor areas of the 
establishment if the outdoor area is used in conjunction with food service and/or the 
consumption, dispensing or sale of alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages. 
 

28. Complaint Log. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the operator shall identify a contact 
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person and provide a telephone number and email address for any inquiries or complaints 
from the community regarding the subject facility.  The phone number and email shall be 
posted on the site so that is readily visible to any interested party. The phone number and 
email address shall be: 

 
a. Posted at the entry, and the cashier or customer service desk, 

 
b. Provided to the immediate neighbors, schools, and the Neighborhood Council, and 

 
c. Responded to within 24-hours of any complains/inquires received. 

 
The applicant shall document and maintain a log of complaints received, the date and time 
received and the disposition of the response and shall maintain this documentation for a 
period of 12 months.  The log shall be made available for review by the Los Angeles Police 
Department, the Department of Building and Safety, and the Department of City Planning 
upon request.  

 
29. Prior to the beginning of operations, the manager of the facility shall be made aware of 

the conditions and shall inform his/her employees of the same.  A statement with the 
signature, printed name, position and date signed by the manager and his/her employees 
shall be provided to the Department of City Planning within 30-days of the beginning day 
of operation of the establishment.   The statement shall read as follows: 
 

We, the undersigned, have read and understand the conditions of approval to allow 
the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption, 
in conjunction with the hotel and restaurant, known as The Godfrey Hollywood, and 
agree to abide and comply with said conditions. 
 

30. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the business, the property 
owner and the business owner or operator shall provide the prospective new property owner 
and the business owner/operator with a copy of the conditions of this action prior to the legal 
acquisition of the property and/or the business. Evidence that a copy of this determination 
has been provided to the prospective owner/operator, including the conditions required 
herewith, shall be submitted to the City Planning Department in a letter from the new 
operator indicating the date that the new operator/management began and attesting to the 
receipt of this approval and its conditions. The new operator shall submit this letter to the 
City Planning Department within 30-days of the beginning day of his/her new operation of 
the establishment along with the dimensioned floor plan, seating arrangement and number 
of seats of the new operation. 
 

31. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the restaurant, the City 
Planning Commission or the Director of Planning as its designee, reserves the right to 
require that the new owner or operator file a Plan Approval application if it is determined that 
the new operation is not in substantial conformance with the approved floor plan, or the 
operation has changed in mode or character from the original approval, or If at any time 
during the period of validity of this grant, documented evidence is submitted showing 
continued violation of any condition(s) of this grant resulting in a disruption or interference 
with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties.  The application, 
in association with the appropriate fees, shall be submitted to the Department of City 
Planning, within 30 days of the date of legal acquisition by the new owner or operator.  The 
purpose of the plan approval will be to review the operation of the premise and establish 
conditions applicable to the use as conducted by the new owner or operator, consistent with 
the intent of the Conditions of this grant.  Upon this review, the City Planning Commission 
or its designee may modify, add or delete conditions, and if warranted, reserves the right to 
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conduct a public hearing, that may also be conducted for nuisance abatement/revocation 
purposes. 
 

32. MViP – Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Program.  At any time, before, during, or 
after operating hours, a City inspector may conduct a site visit to assess compliance with, 
or violations of, any of the conditions of this grant.  Observations and results of said 
inspection will be documented and used to rate the operator according to the level of 
compliance.  If a violation exists, the owner/operator will be notified of the deficiency or 
violation and will be required to correct or eliminate the deficiency or violation.  Multiple or 
continued documented violations or Orders to Comply issued by the Department of Building 
and Safety which are not addressed within the time prescribed therein, may result in denial 
of future requests to renew or extend this grant.   

 
Within 30 days of the effective date of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control license, 
and within 30 days of the effective date of any modification or alteration of terms of said 
license, the applicant shall transmit a copy of the valid Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control license to the Department of City Planning for attachment to the case file. 
 

33. Within 30 days of the effective date of this grant, 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 Department 
of City Planning for approval before being recorded.  After recordation, a certified copy 
bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of City 
Planning for attachment to the subject case file. This covenant is required only for the 
alcohol portion of this case. The Covenant and Agreement required by Condition 53 shall 
be required for all other conditions.  

 
Environmental Conditions – Project Design Features 
 
34. Aesthetics (Light) – Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such 

that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the public right-of-
way, nor from above. 
 

35. Aesthetics (Glare) – The exterior of the proposed structure shall be constructed of 
materials to minimize glare and reflected heat, such as, but not limited to, high-performance 
and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no mirror-like tints or films) and pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces. 

 
36. Air Quality – Temporary construction fencing shall be installed around the periphery of the 

Site, which reduces dust and other emissions from the Project Site.  
 

37. Noise – The pool and rooftop decks shall be enclosed on all sides with a glass perimeter 
wall and include landscaping (i.e., shrubbery and trees), and shall be designed to minimize 
noise levels at off-site locations to the maximum extent feasible, but to achieve at least a 
reduction of 5 to 10 dBA of noise attenuation at the nearest such location. 

 
Environmental Conditions – Mitigation Measures 
 
38. Geology and Soils (Geotechnical Report) - The Applicant shall comply with the 

recommendations contained within the Geotechnical Report, as well as all conditions 
contained within the Department of Building and Safety’s Geology and Soils Report 
Approval Letter for the Project, and as it may be subsequently amended or modified. 
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39. Geology and Soils (Erosion/Grading/Short-Term Construction Impacts) 

 
a. The Applicant shall provide a staked signage at the site with a minimum of 3-inch 

lettering containing contact information for the Senior Street Use Inspector 
(Department of Public Works), the Senior Grading Inspector (LADBS) and the hauling 
or general contractor. 

b. The Project shall prepare a Grading Plan that shall conform with the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety Grading Division’s Landform Grading 
Manual Guidelines. 

c. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices per the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
Section 91.7013 shall be provided to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Department 
of Building and Safety. 
 

40. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Emergency Evacuation Plan) – Prior to the issuance 
of a building permit, the applicant shall develop an emergency response plan in consultation 
with the Fire Department. The emergency response plan shall include but not be limited to 
the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 
location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. 
 

41. Noise (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities) 
a. Construction and demolition 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. 
b. Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating 

several pieces of equipment simultaneously to the extent feasible. 
c. The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art 

noise shielding and muffling devices. 
 

42. Noise (Construction Notification) - Two weeks prior to commencement of construction, 
notification shall be provided to the off-site residences within 500 feet of the Project site that 
discloses the construction schedule, including the types of activities and equipment that 
would be used throughout the duration of the construction period. 
 

43. Noise (Temporary Construction Barrier) - Temporary sound barriers, capable of 
achieving a sound attenuation of at least 12 dBA (e.g., construction sound wall with sound 
blankets) at 50 feet of distance, and capable of blocking the line-of-sight to the Buzzfeed 
Studios shall be installed as feasible. 
 

44. Noise (Construction Equipment)   
a. All powered construction equipment shall be equipped with exhaust mufflers or other 

suitable noise reduction devices (utilizing all technologically feasible sound attenuation 
features) capable of achieving a sound attenuation of at least 3 dBA at 50 feet of 
distance. On-site power generators shall either be plug-in electric or solar powered. 

b. All construction areas for staging and warming-up equipment shall be located as far as 
possible from adjacent residences. 

c. Portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy equipment, such as air compressors, dewatering 
pumps, and generators shall be provided where feasible. 

 
45. Noise (Haul Route) – A haul route for exporting cut materials from the site to a nearby 

landfill should minimize travel on residential streets with sensitive receptors. 
 

46. Public Services (Fire) – 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 
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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.  

 
47. Public Services (Police) 

a. Fences shall be constructed around the site to minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-
cut attractions and attractive nuisances. 

b. The plans shall incorporate a design that enhances the security, semi-public and private 
spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, secured 
parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public 
space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, and 
location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas. Please refer to 
"Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design", 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations 
Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. 
These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 

c. Upon completion of the Project, the Hollywood Area commanding officer shall be 
provided with a diagram of each portion of the property. The diagram shall include 
access routes and any additional information that might facilitate police response.  
 

48. Transportation/Traffic  
a. The developer shall install appropriate construction related traffic signs around the site 

to ensure pedestrian and vehicle safety. 
b. Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain pedestrian 

access on adjacent sidewalks throughout all construction phases. This requires the 
applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian protection, including physical 
separation (including utilization of barriers such as K-Rails or scaffolding, etc) from work 
space and vehicular traffic, and overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or 
blockage, at all times. 
 

49. Transportation/Traffic (Pedestrian Safety) 
a. Temporary pedestrian facilities should be adjacent to the project site and provide safe, 

accessible routes that replicate as nearly as practical the most desirable characteristics 
of the existing facility 

b. Covered walkways should be provided where pedestrians are exposed to potential injury 
from falling objects. 
 

50. Utilities/Service Systems (Wastewater Service). As part of the normal 
construction/building permit process, the Project Applicant shall confirm with the City that 
the capacity of the local and trunk lines are sufficient to accommodate the Project’s 
wastewater flows during the construction and operation phases. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant shall be required to build sewer lines to a 
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. If street closures for construction are 
required, the Project applicant shall coordinate with LADOT on a traffic control plan and 
have flagmen to facilitate traffic flow and safety and minimize interruption to the street and 
sidewalk. 
 

51. Utilities/Service Systems (Water Service). As part of the normal construction/building 
permit process, the Project Applicant shall confirm with the LADWP Water Service 
Organization (WSO) that the capacity of the existing water infrastructure can supply the 
domestic needs of the Project during the construction and operation phases. If the water 
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infrastructure has insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant shall be required to build 
water lines to a point in the system with sufficient capacity. If street closures for construction 
are required, the Project applicant shall coordinate with LADOT on a traffic control plan and 
have flagmen to facilitate traffic flow and safety and minimize interruption to the street and 
sidewalk. 

 
Administrative Conditions of Approval 
 
52. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 

verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

 
53. Covenant.  Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 

concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder’s Office.  The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any 
subsequent property owners, heirs or assign.  The agreement must be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded.  After recordation, a copy 
bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City 
Planning for attachment to the file. 

 
54. Definition.  Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions shall 

mean those agencies, public officials, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation. 

 
55. Enforcement.  Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall be 

to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and any designated agency, or the 
agency’s successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any 
amendments thereto. 

 
56. Building Plans. 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. 

 
57. Expediting Processing Section. Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant 

shall show that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning Expedited 
Processing Section. 

 
58. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. 

 
Applicant shall do all of the following: 

 
a. 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. 
 

b. 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 
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judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages 
and/or settlement costs. 

 
c. 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 (b). 

 
d. 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 (b). 

 
e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interests, execute an indemnity 

and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition. 

 
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, commission, 
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. 

 
NOTE TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
CONTROL (ABC) 
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CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL RELATIVE TO THE SALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 
 
In approving the instant grants, the City Planning Commission has not imposed Conditions 
specific to the sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages, even if such Conditions have been 
volunteered or negotiated by the applicant, in that the City Planning Commission has no direct 
authority to regulate or enforce Conditions assigned to alcohol sales or distribution.   
 
The City Planning Commission has identified a set of Conditions related to alcohol sales and 
distribution for further consideration by the State of California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control (ABC).  In identifying these conditions, the City Planning Commission acknowledges the 
ABC as the responsible agency for establishing and enforcing Conditions specific to alcohol sales 
and distribution.  The Conditions identified below are based on testimony and/or other evidence 
established in the administrative record, and provide the ABC an opportunity to address the 
specific conduct of alcohol sales and distribution in association with the Conditional Use granted 
herein by the City Planning Commission. 
 
They may include those identified during hearing testimony, received as part of correspondence 
via stakeholder groups, city agency, other responsible agency, Council District, Mayor’s office, 
etc.) 
 

• There shall be no exterior advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directly to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. Interior 
displays of alcoholic beverages or signs which are clearly visible to the exterior shall constitute 
a violation of this condition. 

• No signs are permitted on the outside of the building or directed from the inside to the outside 
which display or advertise the availability of alcoholic beverages.  

• The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the premises is prohibited. 

• The off-site sale of alcoholic beverages as a secondary use (i.e., “take out”) is not permitted. 

• All service of alcoholic beverages shall be conducted by a wait person or bartender. 

• The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurant shall not be exchanged for a public premises 
type license nor operated as a public premises. 

• There shall be no service, sales or possession of an alcoholic beverage on any abutting 
private property area not under the immediate control of the applicant/facility operator with the 
exception of the approved patio/outdoor dining areas.  

• Bottle and/or Table service involving the distribution of distilled spirits shall be prohibited 
during regular restaurant/hotel operations and is only permitted during special events that 
have been authorized by the Los Angeles Police Department. “Buckets” of beer and portable 
bars are prohibited. There shall be no “Minimum drink” required of patrons. In addition, there 
shall be NO sales of table(s) and/or seating where alcoholic beverages are in any way 
included in the sale cost of the seating. The sale of poolside cabanas and lounge chairs may 
be permitted in conjunction with the restrictions set forth above related to alcohol sales. 

• “Happy Hour” is permitted between the hours of 4:00 pm and 8:00 pm, daily. There may be 
no more than a fifty percent discount on alcoholic beverages.  

 



FINDINGS 
 
Conditional Use Findings 
 
1. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will 

perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, 
city, or region. 

 
The proposed project will enhance the built environment and provide a service that is 
beneficial to the city. The project will result in the new construction of an eight-story, 220 room 
boutique hotel (The Godfrey Hollywood).   The hotel will include a 2,723 square-foot ground 
floor restaurant and 1,440 square feet of rooftop bar/lounge, along with other amenities 
including a rooftop pool, third floor courtyard, and fitness center. The project will provide hotel 
accommodations within the regional commercial center of Hollywood, that offers a convenient, 
walkable, and transit accessible location for hotel guests and visitors.  

 
Alcohol 

 
The applicant is requesting a conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with the operation of 220 guest 
room hotel with in-room controlled access cabinets, ground floor restaurant, third floor 
courtyard, and rooftop bar. The hotel, restaurants, and bars will be operated by the hotel 
operator. The 2,723 square-foot ground floor restaurant includes 133 seats with hours of 
operation from 7 a.m. to 2 a.m., daily. The hotel’s third floor has a passive courtyard space 
with 66 seats that will be available to hotel guest only. The rooftop deck includes 277 seats 
with hours of operation from 7 a.m. to 2 a.m., daily for the enclosed area (open to the public) 
and 7 a.m. to 12 a.m. for unenclosed rooftop deck (open to hotel guests only).  
 
The proposed alcohol-serving venues will provide a service to hotel guests looking for a 
convenient in-property location for dining and congregating, as well as providing an additional 
restaurant and lounge option for those who are employed or visiting the Hollywood area. The 
primary use of the restaurant will be the sale of food.  Alcohol sales will be secondary to the 
restaurant’s main menu offerings.  The addition of a full line of alcohol for on-site consumption 
in conjunction with the proposed ground floor restaurant will provide an amenity for diners that 
is desirable to the community and the patrons of the hotel. The courtyard is for the enjoyment 
of hotel guests only and the open to the public rooftop lounge will also offer food service from 
the ground floor restaurant and offer a new destination for social gatherings in Hollywood. The 
220 guest room hotel will also offer the alcohol sales within in-room controlled access cabinets 
(mini-bars). The primary use of the facility will be providing lodging accommodations to serve 
the surrounding area and region. The request to have mini-bars within guest rooms is to offer 
a convenience for guests to obtain snacks, drinks, and other toiletry items from the comfort of 
their room.  

 
The proposed project will develop an under-utilized site with a high quality design that will 
enhance the built environment.  The hotel and associated uses will provide an additional 
amenity and service for those who are visiting the area and for local residents. The project will 
provide needed hotel guest rooms that will support the regions tourism industry, and provide 
an alternative dining and entertainment option to the public. 
 
F.A.R. Increase 
 
The applicant is requesting a conditional use to permit an increase in floor area beyond the 
permitted 3 to 1. The site was limited to 3 to 1 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) by Ordinance No. 
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165,661. The “D” Limitation allows projects to go over the 3 to 1 limitation provided the 
following;    
 
a. The Community Redevelopment Agency Board finds that the project conforms to: (1) the 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, (2) a Transportation Program adopted by the Community 
Redevelopment Plan Agency Board pursuant to Section 518.1 of the Redevelopment 
Plan, and, if applicable, (3) any Designs for Development adopted pursuant to Section 
503 of the Redevelopment Plan; and  
 

b. The project complies with the following two requirements: A Disposition and Development 
Agreement or Owner Participation Agreement has been executed by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency Board; and the Project is approved by the City Planning 
Commission, or the City Council on appeal, pursuant to the procedures set forth in 
Municipal Code Section 12.24-B.3. 

 
Procedures for Conditional Use applications from LAMC Section 12.24-B.3 have since been 
changed to 12.24-B through I. As stated above, in order to increase the F.A.R. over 3 to 1, 
the project has to comply with CRA requirements and receive approval from the City Planning 
Commission, thus necessitating the request herein as the project requests an F.A.R of 3.69 
to 1.  In 2015, the Chief Legislative Analyst reported (Council File No. 13-0991) that hotel 
room development in the City was just 0.7 percent, which lags the national average of 1.4 
percent.  The report acknowledges that the City not only needs hotel rooms in tourist areas 
including near the Convention Center, Hollywood, Downtown, etc., but citywide. Granting the 
conditional use to permit an increase in F.A.R. beyond 3 to 1 would allow for the construction 
of a 220 guest room boutique hotel at a presently underutilized site in the Hollywood Regional 
Center. The project will provide local lodging accommodations and increase the number of 
hotel rooms, benefiting the city and region as a whole.  According to the applicant, the hotel 
would generate approximately 50 new jobs and generate additional hotel tax revenues for the 
city.  

 
The approval of the Conditional Use for additional Floor Area will enable the development of 
the hotel on a site which has remained underdeveloped. A hotel use is permitted by-right at 
the subject location as the site is located more than 500 feet from the nearest residentially 
zoned lot. Therefore, the use of the hotel at the site is compatible with the surrounding 
development in the Hollywood Regional Center and will serve as a source for increased 
employment. The hotel will provide an additional amenity and service for those who are visiting 
the area and for local residents. As conditioned herein, the project with an F.A.R. of 3.69 to 1 
will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood and will provide an 
amenity and service that will be beneficial to the community. 

 
2. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 

compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety. 

 
The subject property is a rectangular-shaped lot, comprised of approximately 0.46 acres. The 
site is bound by three public streets and an alleyway with approximately 131 feet of frontage 
along the north side of De Longpre Avenue, 131 feet along the south side of the alley, 136 
feet on the east side of Cahuenga Boulevard and 136 feet on the west side of Ivar Avenue. A 
hotel is permitted by-right at the project site as the nearest residentially zoned lot is located 
more than 500 feet away.   
 
The project will result in the construction, use, and maintenance of a 220 guest room hotel 
with ground floor restaurant and rooftop pool and three levels of subterranean parking.  The 
project would rise to a height of 94 feet and eight-stories and include 74,362 square feet of 
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floor area. The hotel will also include 104 automobile parking spaces (11 EV spaces) housed 
in three levels of subterranean parking.  

 
Alcohol 

 
The proposed hotel will be compatible with surrounding development and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade the surrounding neighborhood. The applicant is seeking a conditional 
use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption at the hotel including within all guestrooms and in a ground floor restaurant, third 
floor courtyard, and rooftop lounge.  
 
The ground floor restaurant is a bonafide restaurant that is entirely enclosed and is limited to 
a total of 133 seats. Hours of operation for the restaurant are from 7 a.m. to 2 a.m., daily, with 
the kitchen operating 24 hours, daily to accommodate room service requests. The hotel will 
also offer controlled access cabinets (mini-bars) within guest rooms. The interior courtyard 
bar is limited to hotel guests only and has seating for 66 patrons and hours of operation from 
7 a.m. to 2 a.m., daily. The rooftop venue includes an enclosed area on the 8th floor totaling 
1,000 square feet and having 72 seats (open to the public). The rest of the venue is 
unenclosed and includes 8,162 square feet and 205 seats (limited to hotel guests only). 
According to the applicant, the enclosed and unenclosed spaces are expected to operate as 
a restaurant and lounge with food service being available at all hours of operation.  
 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Center, which is described as the commercial 
center of Hollywood and the surrounding community. Regional Centers are anticipated to 
contain a diversity of uses including entertainment facilities and supporting services. Further, 
the applicant has worked with LAPD Hollywood Vice to develop operating conditions that will 
make the project a compatible neighbor while allowing for a reasonable operation. The project 
has been conditioned to reduce impacts of the operation of the hotel restaurant, lounges and 
bars to adjacent uses, including limitations on operating hours, public access, restrictions on 
live-entertainment, and special events. The project is required to comply with the City’s noise 
regulations and Project Design Features are to be implemented to further reduce potential 
operating impacts to the surrounding community. Therefore, the project's location, size, 
height, operations and other significant features will be compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent properties. 

 
F.A.R. Increase  
 
The site is located just east of the Arclight Cinerama Dome parking garage and is immediately 
surrounded by commercial uses including automotive repair, office, parking and dance hall 
uses. Adjacent properties to the north are zoned C4-2D and are developed with a surface 
parking lot and nightclub (Lure). The southern adjacent property (across De Longpre Avenue) 
is zoned C4-2D and is developed with an auto body shop. The southwestern adjoining 
property is zoned PF-1XL and is developed with LAFD Station 27 and LAPD Hollywood 
Station. The southeastern adjoining property is zoned C4-2D-SN and is developed with 
commercial uses and a surface parking lot. The western adjoining property is zoned C4-2D 
and is developed with office/production uses. The eastern adjoining property (across Ivar 
Avenue) is zoned C4-2D-SN and is developed with a seven-level parking structure and 
Cinerama Dome commercial center. 
 
The 220 guest room hotel will have approximately 74,362 square feet of floor area with an 
F.A.R. of 3.69 to 1.  The site is presently restricted to a maximum F.A.R. of 3 to 1. The 
upcoming Hollywood Community Plan update foresees the potential to increase the base 
F.A.R. throughout most of the Hollywood Regional Center to a minimum of 4.5 to 1, which the 
project would be consistent with. The proposed height and massing are in line with 
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surrounding development, and comply with the Citywide Commercial Design Guidelines, 
which encourage ground floor pedestrian activation and limited setbacks. The project site is 
zoned for commercial uses and the site is an appropriate location for a hotel use with 
restaurant and rooftop bar. 
 
The proposed use of the hotel with an F.A.R. of 3.69 to 1 and alcohol sales has been 
conditioned so that the project’s location, size, height, and operations will not adversely affect 
or further degrade the adjacent properties or the surrounding neighborhood. The sale of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the restaurant, in-room controlled access cabinets, 
courtyard, and rooftop venues are anticipated to be an ancillary service and amenity to the 
guests and residents in the area. As proposed, the project will be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood and will not further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding 
neighborhood or the public health, welfare, and safety. 

 
3. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 

General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan 
 
The Land Use Element of the General Plan divides the City into 35 Community Plan areas. 
The Hollywood Community Plan designates the subject property for Regional Center 
Commercial land uses with corresponding zones of C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, RAS4, and Height 
District No. 2D. The subject property is presently zoned C4-2D and is consistent with the 
current land use. A hotel use is permitted by right in the C4 Zone when the project is located 
more than 500 feet from the nearest residential zone. The project is consistent with the 
following objective of the Hollywood Community Plan:  

 
Objective 1 To further the development of Hollywood as a major center of population, 

employment, retail services, and entertainment… 
 

Alcohol 
 

The Community Plan text does not specifically address the requested conditional use for the 
sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol for on-site consumption.  The LAMC allows the 
City Planning Commission to approve the use under the authority of Section 12.24 W.1 and 
Section 12.36 (Multiple Approvals Ordinance), if the findings of fact can be made in the 
affirmative.  As conditioned, approval of the conditional use can be deemed to substantially 
conform to the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the Hollywood 
Community Plan.  The proposed project will promote economic development and create a 
viable commercial and short term residential enterprise in the Regional Center of the 
Hollywood Community Plan.  The hotel will offer a full service restaurant and both in-room and 
rooftop alcohol sale locations. Granting the request with conditions of approval that ensure 
compatibility with surrounding uses will allow the proposed project to substantially conform 
with the purpose, intent, and provisions of the General Plan. With conditions and limitations 
imposed by the City Planning Commission, the surrounding properties should be protected 
from predictable impacts of the proposed uses.   

 
F.A.R. Increase  
 
The General Plan is the City’s roadmap for future growth and development.  The General Plan 
Elements establish goals, policies, purposes, and programs that provide for the regulatory 
environment in managing the City, and for addressing environmental concerns and problems.  
The majority of the policies derived from these elements are implemented in the form of 
Municipal Code requirements.  The General Plan is comprised of the Framework Element, 
seven state-mandated elements, and four additional elements.  The Framework Element 
establishes the broad overall policy and direction for the General Plan.  
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Objective 3.10 – Reinforce existing and encourage the development of new regional 
centers that accommodate a broad range of uses that serve, provide job 
opportunities, and are accessible to the region, are compatible with adjacent land 
uses, and are developed to enhance urban lifestyles.  

 
Under the City’s Framework Element, a Regional Center is a focal point of regional commerce, 
identity and activity and contains diverse uses such as corporate and professional offices, 
multi-family residential uses, retail commercial malls, restaurants, mixed-use buildings, 
government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities and 
supporting services. Generally, Regional Centers are characterized by six to 20 story buildings 
or higher (mid to high rise), and are usually major transportation hubs.  
 
The project is a mixed-use development with hotel, restaurant, and entertainment uses at the 
site. The project will also offer new employment opportunities in the city. The site is also 
located in a convenient location for public transit, within 1,500 feet of the Metro Red Line 
Hollywood/Vine subway station and is within close proximity to Metro local bus services on 
Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard.  

 
As stated previously in Finding No. 1, the site’s D limitation grants the authority to allow 
increases in F.A.R. beyond 3:1 to the Community Redevelopment Agency Board and to the 
City Planning Commission. The project site is located in the Hollywood Regional Center, which 
is designated to be the focal point for regional commerce, identity, and activity within the 
community plan area. Given the site’s location within the commercial center of Hollywood, and 
its proximity to transit infrastructure, the increase in F.A.R. to 3.69 to 1 is warranted. The 
additional F.A.R will allow the project to provide needed guest rooms and entertainment 
facilities within a prominent location in Hollywood. As proposed, the project is in conformance 
with the spirit and intent of the General Plan and other City polices which aim to promote the 
subject property and its immediate area with healthy and viable commercial activity. 

 
Redevelopment Plan 
 
Enacted on June 29, 2011, Assembly Bill 1x-26 (AB 26) revised provisions of the Community 
Redevelopment Law of the State of California, to dissolve all redevelopment agencies and 
community development agencies in existence and designate successor agencies, as 
defined, as successor entities. Among the revisions, the amendments to the law withdrew all 
authority to transact business or authorize powers previously granted under the Community 
Redevelopment Law (Section 34172.a.2), and vested successor agencies with all authority, 
rights, powers, duties and obligations previously vested with the former redevelopment 
agencies (Section 34172.b). To that end, the CRA/LA, a Designated Local Authority, the 
successor agency to the CRA, approved Resolution No. 16 (June 21, 2012), affecting the City 
Center, Central Industrial, Hollywood, Pacific Corridor, and Wilshire Center/Koreatown 
Redevelopment Project Areas, and which resolved that: 
  

“For the purposes of determining whether land uses proposed in  development 
applications for any property located in the project areas  are permitted uses, it is hereby 
determined that any land uses permitted  for such property by the applicable provisions of 
the City of Los Angeles  General Plan, Community Plan and Zoning Ordinance, all as they 
now  exist or are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time, shall be  permitted 
land uses for all purposes under the applicable Redevelopment Plan. 
 
The land use designation for any property in a project area set forth in the 
Redevelopment Plan Map and the land use regulations for such property set forth 
in the Redevelopment Plan for the applicable project area shall defer to and be 
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superseded by the applicable City of Los Angeles General Plan, Community Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance land use designations and regulations for such property, all 
as they now exist of are hereafter amended or supplanted from time to time.” 

As previously discussed, the current land use designation for the project site in both the 
Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan is Regional Center 
Commercial.  The project would develop a hotel offering a mix of residential and commercial 
land uses on the project site.  The Redevelopment Plan states that the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation should generally provide goods and services that are 
designed in a manner that appeals to a regional market, as well as to local markets, and 
includes uses such as theaters, restaurants, hotels, offices, and retail or service 
businesses.  Residential uses may be permitted in commercial areas pursuant to Section 
506.3 of the Redevelopment Plan. Therefore, the residential (hotel) and commercial uses 
proposed for the project would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation. 
 
As set forth in the Redevelopment Plan, development under the Regional Center Commercial 
designation is generally limited to an F.A.R of 4.5:1.  The project proposes an F.A.R of 3.69 
to 1.  Therefore, the project would be consistent with the existing land use designation and 
F.A.R. limitations.  
  
Section 300 of the Redevelopment Plan sets forth 16 goals for the Redevelopment 
Plan.  Redevelopment Plan goals applicable to the project include:  
  

Goal 3–Promote a balanced community meeting the needs of the residential, 
commercial, industrial, arts and entertainment sectors; 

Goal 9–Provide housing choices and increase the supply and improve the quality of 
housing for all income and age groups, especially for persons with low and moderate 
incomes; and to provide home ownership opportunities and other housing choices 
which meet the needs of the resident population; 

Goal 12-Support and encourage a circulation system which will improve the quality of 
life in Hollywood, including pedestrian, automobile, parking and mass transit systems 
with an emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future needs.  

Goal 14-Promote and encourage development of recreational and cultural facilities 
and open spaces necessary to support attractive residential neighborhoods and 
commercial centers. 

Specifically, the project would contribute to these goals through the intensification of the 
existing developed property, providing an additional supply of 220 guest rooms and 
neighborhood serving amenities such as restaurants and bars. The mixed-use project will 
increase the supply as well as the quality of short-term housing options available in the 
Hollywood community. 
  
The project will improve pedestrian safety through project lighting, signage, and sidewalk and 
streetscape improvements. The project would support Goal 12 by promoting the use of public 
transportation and a reduction in vehicle miles traveled by concentrating new development 
within an area well-served by a variety of transit options.  
  
The project will support Goal 14 by providing approximately 8,322 square feet of rooftop open 
space with 1,575 square feet of landscaping, featuring a pool deck for hotel guests to 
congregate and an enclosed rooftop bar that will be open to the public.  The project will also 
include landscaping on the ground floor and within a third floor courtyard.   
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Based on the analysis above, the project would be consistent with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

 
Conditional Use – Alcohol Specific 
 
4. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

 
The approval of the conditional use to permit the sale of alcoholic beverages for on- site 
consumption within a hotel with on-site restaurant, courtyard, and rooftop bar will not 
adversely affect the welfare of the community. The applicant has worked in cooperation with 
LAPD and the local community to create a set of operating conditions that allow the operator 
a reasonable operation while safeguarding the community from the potential impacts of the 
development. Operating limitations include restrictions on live entertainment, number of 
special events, prohibitions on public dancing, and limited hours of operation for outdoor 
venues. The project has also been required to provide licensed security during operating 
hours to enhance the safety of the site and to create a controlled, secure environment. The 
sale of alcoholic beverages at the hotel is anticipated to be ancillary to the main services that 
will be provided by the hotel. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed use will not adversely 
affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

 
5. The granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of premises 

for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer and 
wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable State laws and 
to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue 
concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity of these 
establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area 
(especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of 
narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and whether 
revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area. 

 
According to the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) licensing 
criteria for the subject Census Tract No. 1908.02, there are two on-site and one off-site 
licenses allocated.  Within 1,000 feet of the subject property, there are currently 25 active 
licenses, including 23 on-site and two off-site licenses.  
 
The number of existing on-site within the census tract where the subject site is located 
exceeds ABC’s guidelines. Concentration can be undue when the addition of a license will 
negatively impact a neighborhood.  Concentration is not undue when the approval of a license 
does not negatively impact an area, but rather such a license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. The project is located within a Regional Center where a variety of uses is 
permitted and encouraged and an increased concentration of licenses is anticipated. In 
addition, the census tract in which the project is located is an active commercial area that is a 
destination point for many and where there is a demand and expectation for increased alcohol 
license issuances. 
 
According to statistics provided by the Los Angeles Police Department’s Hollywood Vice Unit, 
within Crime Reporting District No. 666, which has jurisdiction over the subject property, a 
total of 1,160 crimes were reported in 2016 (378 Part I and 782 Part II crimes), compared to 
the area average of 388 crimes for the same reporting period. Alcohol related Part II Crimes 
reported include Narcotics (116), Liquor Laws (10), Public Drunkenness (36), Disturbing the 
Peace (1), Disorderly Conduct (68), Gambling (0), DUI related (47) and other offenses (211). 
These numbers do not reflect the total number of arrests in the subject reporting district over 
the accountable year. Arrests for this calendar year may reflect crimes reported in previous 
years. 
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In active commercial areas where there is a demand for licenses beyond the allocated 
number, the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) has recognized that high-
activity retail and commercial centers are supported by a significant and growing employee, 
visitor, and resident population in the area. The ABC has discretion to approve an application 
if there is evidence that normal operations will not be contrary to public welfare and will not 
interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by residents. As proposed by the submitted 
application and conditioned herein by the City, the requested application will be implemented 
with conditions intended to prevent public drinking, driving under the influence, and public 
drunkenness. Negative impacts commonly associated with the sale of alcoholic beverages, 
such as criminal activity, public drunkenness, and loitering are mitigated by the imposition of 
conditions requiring responsible management and deterrents against loitering. These 
conditions will safeguard the welfare of the community.  As conditioned, allowing the sale of 
a full line of alcohol for on-site consumption is not undue or anticipated to create a law 
enforcement issue. 
 
Although the site is located within a crime reporting district where the crime rate is higher than 
the area wide average, no evidence or communications were received indicating that the 
location of the proposed hotel has been the subject of criminal or nuisance activity. The 
Hollywood Area Vice Unit submitted a letter of non-opposition to the request dated January 
29, 2018, and requested operational conditions be placed on the property to minimize impacts 
from the project. Those conditions, including the prohibition on live entertainment on the 
rooftop and limitations on hours of operation seeks to minimize noise impacts on the 
surrounding community. At the hearing LAPD stated that hotels are encouraged in Hollywood 
and that they support the project with conditions imposed. A number of LAPD’s recommended 
conditions are consistent with the conditions of approval imposed herein.   

 
Therefore, the project will not adversely affect community welfare because a hotel with 
restaurants and alcohol sales is a desirable use in an area designated for regional commercial 
uses.   In this case, the proposed project will provide a convenience to visitors and residents 
in the area and as conditioned, will not negatively impact the area. The City Planning 
Commission has incorporated numerous operational conditions to the grant that address 
noise, safety and security to ensure the proposed use is conducted with due regard for 
surrounding properties and to reduce any potential crime issues or nuisance activity. 

 
6. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned communities 

in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the distance of the 
proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments dispensing, for sale or 
other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

 
The following sensitive uses are located within 1,000 feet of the subject site: 
 

• Los Angeles Film School – 6363 North Sunset Boulevard  

• Pickford Center for Motion Picture Study – 1313 Vine Street 
 

The sale of alcoholic beverages will be in a controlled environment within the hotel and 
restaurant and will be managed by trained employees and subject to multiple noise and 
security measures. Thus, the proposed use will not detrimentally affect these sensitive uses 
within proximity of the subject site.  To ensure that the nearby sensitive uses are adequately 
mitigated from any potential adverse impacts of this project, conditions been imposed to 
ensure that no littering, excessive noise or light will result from the operation of this business. 
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Therefore, with the conditions imposed herein, the restaurant should not detrimentally affect 
the neighboring sensitive uses or create potential nuisances for the surrounding area. 

 
Zone Variance Findings 
 
7. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 

practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose 
and intent of the zoning regulations.   
 
The strict application of the provisions of the LAMC that prohibit restaurants with outdoor 
eating areas above the ground-floor level would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. The 
zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to achieve compatibility 
between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written on a city-wide basis and 
often do not consider unique characteristics of a specific site’s intended use or the character 
of a particular community.  

 
The project site is located in an area characterized by the Hollywood Community Plan as the 
“Hollywood Center,” which is designated to function as “the commercial center for Hollywood 
and surrounding communities and as an entertainment center for the entire region.” The 
project site’s C4 Zone restricts outdoor dining to the ground floor, which imposes an 
unnecessary hardship on the project that is inconsistent with the general purpose and intent 
of the zoning regulations.  
 
The intent of the C4 restriction on outdoor dining above the ground floor is to minimize noise 
impacts on the surrounding community by requiring dining in an enclosed space. The project 
will still meet the intent of the zoning regulations by limiting outdoor uses to a reasonable hour, 
restricting amplified music and live entertainment, including glass guardrails to minimize 
noise, and by virtue of distance from sensitive receptors.    
 
The hotel project looks to create a tourist destination and a new local venue where 
neighborhood residents and visitors alike can congregate, dine, and enjoy panoramic views 
of the city, in keeping with the Hollywood Community Plan’s vision to further the area as an 
entertainment center. Modern luxury hotels often offer amenities such as rooftop bars and 
unenclosed courtyards to function as social gathering spaces for guests, residents, and 
visitors to the area. The C4 zone does not consider the unique characteristic of the Hollywood 
Center, which encourages these types of uses to further Hollywood as the center for 
entertainment for the entire region. In light of the foregoing, the strict application of the zoning 
regulations would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the zoning regulations. 

 
8. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as size, shape, 

topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other property in 
the same zone and vicinity.  
 
The subject property is a rectangular-shaped lot, comprised of approximately 0.46 acres. The 
site is bound by three public streets and an alleyway with approximately 131 feet of frontage 
along the north side of De Longpre Avenue, 131 feet along the south side of the alley, 136 
feet on the east side of Cahuenga Boulevard and 136 feet on the west side of Ivar Avenue. 
The site is unique in that it is constrained on four sides by public rights of way, thus limiting 
developable area or the ability to expand the site’s footprint.  
 
The proposed project is a boutique luxury hotel that is expected to offer modern day amenities 
including restaurants, rooftop lounges, and courtyards. Due to the constrained lot size, it is 
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not feasible for the project to provide those amenities, including outdoor dining on the ground 
floor. It is a more desirable and better use of land for the project to maximize the site with a 
fully built out structure. The zoning code encourages this form in Regional Center Commercial 
land use designation by permitting no setbacks along street frontages for mixed-use buildings, 
to which this project qualifies (LAMC Section 12.22-A,18). Consistent with the Citywide 
Commercial Design Guidelines, the project adheres to recommended site planning guidelines 
by locating building frontages at the front property line. In doing so, the site has no room to 
accommodate ground floor outdoor dining spaces. Thus, the project has proposed above 
ground outdoor dining spaces.  

  
The C4 Zone’s restriction on above ground outdoor dining is not consistent with the 
Community Plan’s vision for a regionally significant entertainment district. The project’s 
location is unique in that it is designated Regional Center, zoned C4, and located more than 
500 feet away from the nearest residential zone. This location would benefit the city by 
providing a new hotel with rooftop venue that will attract tourists and visitors from around the 
world. The project site is located a sufficient distance (at least 500 feet) from the nearest 
residential zone. In addition, operating conditions are in place to restrict potential impacts from 
the use, including limits to access, operating hours, live entertainment, and additional security 
guard requirements to ensure that the project is operated in a responsible manner. Thus, the 
site’s constrained size, location within the Hollywood Center, and distance from sensitive uses 
are special circumstances applicable to the subject property that does not apply to other 
properties in the same zone or vicinity.  

 
9. Such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone and 
vicinity but which, because of such special circumstances and practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships, is denied the property in question.   
 
It is an unnecessary hardship to restrict outdoor dining above the ground floor in an area 
where entertainment and visitor serving uses are encouraged. The project site is located 
within the Hollywood Regional Center. There are many existing and proposed projects in the 
Hollywood area and throughout the city that include dining above the ground floor by variance. 
Other Hollywood area hotels with above ground outdoor dining include the Dream Hotel at 
6417 Selma Avenue, Mama Shelter at 6500 Selma Avenue, and the W Hotel at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard,  
 
The Dream Hotel at 6417 Selma Avenue (located in the C4-2D Zone approximately 0.3 miles 
to the northwest of the project site) obtained a variance to permit outdoor dining on the 8th 
floor and rooftop area of the venue (Case No. CPC-2007-3931-ZC-HD-CUB-ZV-SPR). Hotels 
in other Regional Center areas of the city including Downtown Los Angeles have also obtained 
variances for outdoor dining above the ground floor including the Freehand at 416 West 8th 
Street (Case No. ZA-2014-4048-CUB-CUX-ZV). Therefore, there are properties within the 
same zone and vicinity that possess the substantial property right of having outdoor dining 
above the ground floor and because of unnecessary hardships as a result of the C4 Zone, is 
denied the property in question.  

 
10. The granting of such variance will not 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.   
 
Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor dining above the ground floor at a rooftop lounge 
and courtyard will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare. The hotel, restaurant, 
bar and lounge use, including above ground dining, is compatible with the surrounding 
Regional Commercial Center uses and complements the City's vision of Hollywood as a 



CPC-2016-3841-ZV-CU-CUB-SPR F-11 

thriving entertainment district. The property is located within the Hollywood Center, a 
regionally significant commercial and entertainment hub with no residentially zoned properties 
within 500 feet of the site. Due to the property's surrounding uses, rooftop dining above the 
ground floor will not be detrimental or pose a nuisance to the public welfare. The project will 
also include design features including a glass guardrail and landscaping on the rooftop to 
further increase noise attenuation at the site. The project is required to comply with the 
citywide noise ordinance and has been conditioned to ensure the operation will not pose a 
nuisance to the public welfare. The conditions related to facility operations have been 
incorporated as recommended by LAPD Hollywood Vice and include restrictions on live 
entertainment, hours of operation, and requirements to provide private security at the site. As 
stated at the hearing, LAPD is generally supportive of the project and is looking to restrain 
noise at the site. As such, the variance to permit outdoor dining above the ground floor will 
not be materially detrimental to the public welfare.  

 
11. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan.   
 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan divides the City into 35 Community Plan areas. 
The Hollywood Community Plan designates the subject property for Regional Center 
Commercial land uses with corresponding zones of C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, RAS4, and Height 
District No. 2D. The subject property is presently zoned C4-2D and is consistent with the 
current land use. The project is consistent with the following objectives of the Hollywood 
Community Plan: 

 
Objective 1. To further the development of Hollywood as a major center of 
population, employment, retail services, and entertainment; and to perpetuate its 
image as the international center of the motion picture industry.  

 
Objective 4 – Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, service, and 
office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles 
and standards.  

 
The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. The 
use of outdoor terraces and courtyards for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan’s goal for the area to be a "major center of population, 
employment, retail services, and entertainment." The hotel with above ground dining will 
further the Community Plan’s vision of creating a regionally significant entertainment district.  
The project with above ground dining will promote revitalization of an underutilized area by 
constructing a boutique hotel that is compatible with surrounding retail, restaurant and other 
commercial uses. The project is also consistent with the following objectives identified in 
subsection 506.2.3 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan: 
 

Objective A – to concentrate high intensity and/or density development in areas 
with reasonable proximity or direct access to high capacity transportation 
facilities…  

 
Objective C – to provide focal points of entertainment, tourist, or pedestrian 
oriented uses in order to create a quality urban environment.  

 
The project site is located within 1,500 feet of the Metro Red Line Hollywood/Vine Station and 
is within 500 feet of high capacity and frequent bus services along Sunset Boulevard, 
Cahuenga Boulevard, and Vine Street that offers convenient access to mass transit that 
serves the greater Los Angeles region. The proposed boutique hotel is envisioned to be a 
focal point for tourist, entertainment, and pedestrian oriented uses in the Hollywood area. The 
project will be a new anchor for the southern end of the Cahuenga Boulevard corridor, which 
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is presently lined by hotels, restaurants, bars, theaters, and retail uses. The hotel with outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will offer a venue for social gatherings and entertainment in a 
pedestrian oriented building with convenient access to public transit and ride share services. 
As such, the project will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan and is consistent 
with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan.  
 

Site Plan Review Findings  
 

12. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the General Plan, applicable community plan. 
 
The project site is comprised of four tied lots and is bound by an alleyway to the north, Ivar 
Avenue to the east, De Longpre Avenue to the south, and Cahuenga Boulevard to the east. 
The Hollywood Community Plan designates the site for Regional Center Commercial land 
uses with corresponding zones of C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, RAS4, and height District No. 2D. 
The D limitation allows projects to exceed the by-right 3 to 1 F.A.R. by complying with CRA 
requirements and through approval from the City Planning Commission. The property is not 
located within a specific plan and is not located within an interim control ordinance area.  The 
Hollywood Community Plan contains the following text.  
 

Objective 1: To further the development of Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail services, and entertainment, and to perpetuate its image as the 
international center of the motion picture industry.  

 
The project is consistent with the objectives of the Community Plan by furthering the 
development of the Hollywood by allowing for the redevelopment of an underutilized site with 
a boutique hotel with unique services and amenities. The project includes 220 guest rooms 
with ancillary restaurant, bar, and rooftop uses. The development will also provide additional 
employment opportunities within an underdeveloped site within 1,500 feet of a fixed rail transit 
station, offering convenient connections to the regional rail network. The hotel will further the 
development of Hollywood as an employment and entertainment center by providing jobs and 
creating new venues that will perpetuate its image as the center of the entertainment industry.  
 
The project is also consistent with the following Mobility Plan text:  
 

Policy 5.4:  Continue to encourage the adoption of low and zero emission fuel sources, 
new mobility technologies, and supporting infrastructure. 

 
The project has been conditioned to provide 800 square feet of rooftop solar facilities.  The 
project’s solar panel requirement will decrease the dependency of the hotel on public utility 
electrical power and reduce fossil fuel usage and greenhouse gas emissions by supporting 
the operation of the 11 on-site EV chargers. As proposed, the project will be in substantial 
conformance with the provisions of the General Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan.  
 

13. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, 
bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, 
trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible 
with existing and future development on neighboring properties. 

 
Compatibility with Existing and Future Development 
  
The proposed building is consistent with the visual character of the area. Surrounding uses 
include a nightclub to the north, a six-story parking garage and large commercial development 
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to the east (Cinerama Dome), automotive repair to the south, and commercial offices to the 
west. Future development within the immediate area includes a new mixed-use residential 
project that includes a 19-story residential tower and six-story mixed-use buildings to the 
southeast (The Academy).  
 
The project site is undergoing excavation for the previously approved hotel’s subterranean 
parking levels (Case No. DIR-2015-3166-SPR). The proposed project will occupy the same 
building envelope as the previously approved hotel, with changes in interior configuration 
resulting in additional floor area and overall building height. The building will be built to the 
street with pedestrian entrances along Cahuenga Boulevard, De Longpre Avenue, and Ivar 
Street. The hotel’s porte cochere will be along De Longpre Avenue. The northern frontage 
along the alleyway has commercial loading areas and access ramps to the project’s 
subterranean parking garage. The garage has accommodations for three levels of 
subterranean parking with 104 vehicle parking spaces. Of the 104 vehicle parking spaces, 11 
will have EV Chargers. The project will also provide 800 square feet of solar facilities on the 
rooftop. The Hollywood Community Plan identifies the project site as part of the Hollywood 
Center, in reference to the site’s central location within the core of the Hollywood regional 
commercial center. The project has been conditioned to ensure that convenient and efficient 
public access for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles will be provided.  

 
Arrangement of Buildings (Height, Bulk, Setbacks) 
 
The location of the building has been designed to be compatible with adjacent uses. In 
keeping with the Citywide Commercial Design Guidelines, the project adheres to 
recommended site planning guidelines by locating building frontages at the front property line. 
The project has zero setbacks along all street frontages. The hotel’s lobby will also be visible 
to the street and will help activate the project’s De Longpre Avenue street frontage. The hotel 
is located in the C4-2D Zone, which permits unlimited height and a maximum F.A.R. of 3 to 
1, with an ability to go beyond 3 to 1 through approval from the City Planning Commission. 
The proposed hotel is approximately 94 feet in height with an F.A.R. of approximately 3.69 to 
1. The project is located within the Hollywood Regional Center, where regional serving uses 
and taller buildings are expected. The project’s height and bulk are compatible with 
surrounding development, including the easterly adjoining six-story parking structure that 
serves the Cinerama Dome development.  Therefore, the proposed bulk, height, and setbacks 
of the development are similar to nearby structures, and the proposed landscaping will make 
the site more attractive for guests and visitors and well integrated with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  

 
Parking, Loading Areas, Trash Collection 
 
Special attention has also been given to the siting and design of the location of loading areas 
and trash enclosures to minimize impacts to surrounding uses. Loading area and trash 
enclosures are accessed from the alley, thereby removing potential conflicts with pedestrians 
along the project’s main street frontages.  
 
The hotel’s porte cochere is located along De Longpre Avenue with one entry and one exit 
driveway. Parking attendants will take vehicles down into the hotel’s subterranean parking 
garage. The project is required to provide 107 automobile parking spaces, and through bicycle 
parking reductions will provide 104 spaces, of which 11 will include Electric Vehicle charging 
stations. The project will also provide 94 bicycle parking spaces, which is 50 more spaces 
than the 44 required. The project includes two bicycle storage rooms – one along Cahuenga 
Boulevard that includes a repair/maintenance area, and the other in front of the porte cochere 
with direct access to the lobby and Ivar Avenue. The trash enclosure is located adjacent to 
the loading area and is fully enclosed.  
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Landscaping 
 
The project will provide 1,575 square feet of landscaping on the rooftop deck, 208 square feet 
of landscaping in the interior courtyard and a varying landscape buffer along the property’s 
street frontages. The rooftop will contain raised planter areas that are three feet deep and 
house a plant pallet including Tree Aloe, Gold Medallion Tree, Kentia Palm, Dwarf Pink 
Plumeria, and African Sumac. The courtyard will contain Tree Aloe and Lady Palm plants.  

 
Lighting 
 
The proposed project’s lighting scheme will be compatible with surrounding development. 
Exterior lighting will illuminate on-site facilities in order to provide sufficient lighting for 
circulation and security, while minimizing impacts on adjacent properties. There is a high 
amount of ground transparency that will allow light to activate and enhance the pedestrian 
environmental along street frontages at night.  
 
The project has been conditioned, herein, to ensure that the proposed arrangement of 
buildings, off-street parking facilities, and other such pertinent improvements will be 
compatible with existing and future development on neighboring properties. 

 
14. That any residential project provides recreational and service amenities in order to 

improve habitability for the residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
The hotel use is defined as a residential use due to the habitable rooms; however, it is not 
required to provide open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-G as there are no dwelling 
units proposed. Although recreational and service amenities are not required, the hotel will 
provide an indoor fitness are, swimming pool, putting green, and sundry shop. In addition, the 
hotel will offer the unique amenity of being located within an integrating commercial shopping 
center offering convenient pedestrian linkages between the various buildings at the site. As 
conditioned herein, impacts will be minimized on neighboring properties. 
 

Environmental Findings 
 
15. Environmental Finding. On November 9, 2017, the Department of City Planning released 

an Addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2015-3167-
MND. The original MND was adopted on June 16, 2016. 
 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164, the 
lead or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some 
changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 
calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. An addendum to an adopted 
negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical changes or additions are 
necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of 
a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. An addendum need not be 
circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the final EIR or adopted 
negative declaration. The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final 
EIR or adopted negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. A brief 
explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should 
be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's required findings on the project, or 
elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, when a negative declaration has been adopted 
for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency 
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determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more 
of the following: 

 
a. 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; 

b. 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 

c. 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: 

d. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR 
or negative declaration; 

e. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown 
in the previous EIR; 

f. 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 

g.  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. 

 
Given the fact no new significant impacts were identified as a result of the now Modified 
Project, an Addendum was prepared. This Addendum reflects the independent judgment of 
the lead agency and determined that this project would not have a significant effect upon 
the environment provided the potential impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level. 
All feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project as Conditions of 
Approval to ensure that there will be no significant unavoidable environmental impacts.  
 
The Proposed Modified Project may cause potentially significant impacts on the 
environment without mitigation. The Addendum to the environmental analysis (ENV-2015-
3167-MND) concludes that none of the proposed changes to the Project would generate or 
result in any new significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures identified 
in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be readopted for the purposes of 
avoiding and mitigating all potential adverse impacts on the environment in association with 
the associated case: CPC-2016-3841-ZV-CU-CUB-SPR. Finally, based on the fact that 
these impacts can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant, and based on the findings 
and thresholds for Mandatory Findings of Significance as described in the California 
Environmental Quality Act, section 15065, the overall project impacts(s) on the environment 
(after mitigation) will not:  
 

• Substantially degrade environmental quality.  

• Substantially reduce fish or wildlife habitat. 

• Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below self-sustaining levels.  

• Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. 

• Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.  

• Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  

• Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.  
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• Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable.  

• Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings. 

 

The prepared Addendum was not published for formal comment; however, staff has 
received letters from interested parties. While such letters presented arguments against the 
Proposed Project, they did not present any new information that would warrant any changes 
to the environmental analysis as presented in the Addendum to the previously adopted 
MND.  
 
The records upon which this decision is based are with the Environmental Review Section 
of the Planning Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street. 

 
16. Flood Insurance.  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 this project is located in Flood 
Zone C, areas of minimal flooding. 

 







ORDINANCE NO. _________________ 

An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code by 
amending the zoning map.  

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby amended 
by changing the zone and zone boundaries shown upon a portion of the zone map 
attached thereto and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, so that such portion of the zoning map shall be as follows:   
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS 
 
Pursuant to Section 12.32 G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the “Q” Qualified classification. 
 
1. Site Development. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial 

conformance with the Exhibit A, dated October 8, 2018. Minor deviations may be allowed in 
order to comply with the provisions of the Municipal Code or the project conditions. The 
project shall be constructed in a manner consistent with the following:  

 
a. A hotel building containing a maximum of 191 guestrooms, and 5,557 square feet of 

restaurant, coffee bar and rooftop/lounge space, with a minimum of approximately 100 
parking spaces would be provided in three levels of subterranean parking; 
 

b. Maintenance and exterior rehabilitation of the existing two-story, 12-unit apartment building; 
and 

 
c. Replacement of the existing detached garage building into a one-story, 25-foot, 6-inch tall 

hotel accessory building for mechanical equipment, which would include an electrical room 
and transformer.  

  
2. Use. The use and area regulations of the development shall be for uses as permitted in the 

C2 Zone as defined in LAMC Section 12.14, except that Automotive Uses shall be 
prohibited. 
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“D” DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS 
 
Pursuant to Section 12.32 G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the “D” Development Limitations. 

 
1. Floor Area. The total floor area shall not exceed 84,325 square feet and a floor area ratio 

(FAR) of 3.17:1. 
 
2. Height. Building heights shall be limited to a maximum of 126 feet above grade for the hotel 

building; 28 feet, 6 inches above grade for the existing 12-unit apartment building; and 25 
feet, 6 inches for the detached accessory building, except for any mechanical and other 
rooftop equipment, as shown in Exhibit “A” stamp dated October 8, 2018.  



 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING (T) 
TENTATIVE CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32 G of the Municipal Code, the (T) Tentative Classification shall be 
removed by the recordation of a final parcel or tract map or by posting of guarantees through the 
B-permit process of the City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los
Angeles, with copies of any approval or guarantees provided to the Department of City Planning
for attachment to the subject planning case file.

Dedication(s) and Improvement(s). Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the following 
public improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and federal government 
agencies, as may be necessary). Dedications and improvements herein contained in these 
conditions which are in excess of street improvements contained in either the Mobility Element 
2035 or any future Community Plan amendment or revision may be reduced to meet those plans 
with the concurrence of the Department of Transpiration and the Bureau of Engineering: 

Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, the
applicant/developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure that any necessary
dedications and improvements are specifically acknowledged by the applicant/developer.

2. Bureau of Engineering.

a. Street Dedication.

i. That a 5-foot wide strip of land be dedicated along Schrader Boulevard adjoining
the tract to complete a 30-foot wide half right-of-way and additional 10-foot by 10-
foot or 15-foot radius property corner cut be dedicated at the intersection with
Selma Avenue.

ii. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the Bureau of
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area.

iii. That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer showing
the followings:

1. Plan view at different elevations.
2. Isometric views.
3. Elevation views.
4. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries change.

iv. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements for ingress
and egress purposes to serve proposed airspace lots to use upon the sale of the
respective lots and they will maintain the private easements free and clear of
obstructions and in safe conditions for use at all times.

Any questions regarding this report should be directed to Mr. Georgic Avanesian of the Land 
Development Section, located at 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 200, or by calling (213) 
202-3448.
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3. Department of Transportation. That the project be subject to any recommendations from 

the Department of Transportation. 
 

4. Fire Department. That 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:  

 
a. Submittal of plot plans for Fire Department review and approval prior to recordation of 

Tract Action. 
 
b. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 

be required. 
 
c. 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).  

 
d. The entrance to a Residence lobby must be within 50 feet of the desired street address 

curb face. 
 
e. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access requirement 

shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the street, driveway, 
alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual units. 

 
f. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet from 

the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 
 
g. 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. 
 
h. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 

28 feet in height. 
 

Policy Exception:  
L.A.M.C. 57.09.03.B Exception: 
 
•  When this exception is applied to a fully fire sprinklered residential building 

equipped with a wet standpipe outlet inside an exit stairway with at least a 2 hour 
rating the distance from the wet standpipe outlet in the stairway to the entry door 
of any dwelling unit or guest room shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel 
AND the distance from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved 
fire lane to the door into the same exit stairway directly from outside the building 
shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel. 

 
• It is the intent of this policy that in no case will the maximum travel distance exceed 

150 feet inside the structure and 150 feet outside the structure. The term 
“horizontal travel” refers to the actual path of travel to be taken by a person 
responding to an emergency in the building. 

 
• This policy does not apply to single-family dwellings or to non-residential buildings. 
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i. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one 
access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater than 150 
feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire 
Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 

 
j. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 
 
k. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 50ft 

visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

 
l. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 

number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the plot 
plan. 

 
m. The Fire Department may require additional roof access via parapet access roof 

ladders where buildings exceed 28 feet in height, and when overhead wires or other 
obstructions block aerial ladder access. 

 
SECTION 510 - EMERGENCY RESPONDER RADIO COVERAGE 

 
n. 5101.1 Emergency responder radio coverage in new buildings. All new buildings shall 

have approved radio coverage for emergency responders within the building based 
upon the existing coverage levels of the public safety communication systems of the 
jurisdiction at the exterior of the building. This section shall not require improvement 
of the existing public safety communication systems. 

 
HELIPADS ON HIGHRISE BUILDINGS 

 
o. Recently, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) modified Fire Prevention Bureau 

(FPB) Requirement 10. Helicopter landing pads are still required on all High-Rise 
buildings in the City. However, FPB’s Requirement 10 has been revised to provide two 
new alternatives to a full FAA approved helicopter landing pad. 

 
p. Each standpipe in a new high-rise building shall be provided with two remotely located 

FDC’s for each zone in compliance with NFPA 14-2013, Section 7.12.2. 
 
q. The plot plans shall be approved by the Fire Department showing fire hydrants and 

access for each phase of the project prior to the recording of the final map for that 
phase. Each phase shall comply independently with code requirements. 

 
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) 482-6504. You should advise any 
consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 

 
5. Bureau of Street Lighting. Street Lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance 

Assessment District condition is conducted at 1149 S. Broadway Suite 200. Street Lighting 
improvement condition clearance will be conducted at the Bureau of Engineering District 
office. If new street light(s) are required, then 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 
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for the formation or annexation of the property within the boundary of the development 
into a Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District. 
  

6. Bureau of Sanitation. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of 
Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system 
review and requirements. 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.  
 

7. Information Technology Agency. To assure that cable television facilities will be installed 
in the same manner as other required improvements, please email cabletv.ita@laicty.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. 
 

8. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded by the 
property owner in the County Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land 
and shall be binding on any subsequent owners, heirs, or assigns. Further, the agreement 
must be submitted to the Planning Department for approval before being recorded. After 
recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder’s number and date must be given to the City 
Planning Department for attachment to the subject file. 

 
Notice: Certificates of Occupancy for the subject property will not be issued by the City until the 
construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, etc.) as required herein, 
are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

mailto:cabletv.ita@laicty.org


 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  
As Modified by the City Planning Commission on November 8, 2018  

Pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.24 W.1, 12.28, and 16.05, the following conditions are hereby 
imposed upon the use of the subject property.   

Master Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol Conditions  

1. 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. 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with the plot 
plan and floor plan submitted with the application and marked Exhibit "A", except as may be 
revised as a result of this action. 

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of the 
surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose 
additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such Conditions are 
proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of adjacent 
property. 

4. 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 Department of City Planning and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued at any time during the term of this 
grant. 

5. Authorized herein is Master Conditional Use Permit for sale and dispensing of a full-line of 
alcohol beverages for on-site consumption, in conjunction with the maintenance, use and 
operation of: 

a. A 2,850 square-foot ground floor restaurant and bar/lounge containing 139 indoor seats, 
a 1,435 square-foot courtyard ground floor containing 66 outdoor seats and a 750 
square-foot third-floor terrace containing 37 seats; 

b. A 2,379 square-foot rooftop restaurant and bar/lounge area containing 118 seats; 

c. A 1,652 square-foot rooftop pool deck containing 47 seats, and a 116 square-foot pool 
bar with 6 seats; and 

d. Hotel room controlled-access liquor cabinets within a maximum of 191 guest rooms. 

6. Hours of operation shall be limited as listed below. Where these hours of operation conflict 
with the hours of operation set forth in the Project Design Features, the more restrictive 
hours shall supersede. 

a. The enclosed ground floor restaurant and bar/lounge and the enclosed rooftop 
restaurant and bar/lounge areas shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., 
daily. After-hours use of these spaces, other than routine clean-up and maintenance, is 
not permitted. 
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b. The ground floor outdoor dining area and the third floor terrace shall be limited to the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily. After-hours use of these spaces, other than routine 
clean-up and maintenance, is not permitted.   

  
c. The outdoor rooftop patio areas shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m., 

daily. After-hours use of these areas, other than routine clean-up and maintenance, is 
not permitted.   

  
d. The doors to the rooftop’s enclosed restaurant and bar/lounge shall be kept closed from 

10:00 p.m. through 2:00 a.m. Only the front door of the enclosed area shall be used for 
access. All other doors shall be equipped on the inside with an automatic locking device 
and shall be kept closed at all times other than to permit temporary access for delivery 
of supplies, trash removal, and emergencies. These doors shall be solid, and no screen 
or ventilated materials shall be permitted.   

  
e. The retractable doors to the rooftop’s indoor restaurant and bar/lounge shall also be 

closed whenever live entertainment (including DJs) and/or amplified music is played in 
the indoor area.    

  
7. The property owner or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval pursuant to Section 

12.24 M of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, with the Zoning Administrator as the decision 
maker, in order to implement and utilize the Conditional Use Permit authorized for the on- 
sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in a maximum of four (4) operators within the hotel 
development. The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by the payment of 
appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Department of City Planning. 
Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for the Council 
Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police Department. The purpose 
of the Plan Approval procedure is to review each proposed venue in greater detail and tailor 
specific conditions for each premise including but not limited to hours of operation, seating 
capacity and layout, size, security, the length of a term grant and/or any requirement for a 
subsequent Plan Approval application to evaluate compliance and effectiveness of the 
conditions of approval. Conditions herein shall be incorporated into each Plan Approval 
unless in the opinion of the decision-maker the applicant has justified otherwise. Future 
operators may request beer and wine sales in lieu of a full-line of alcoholic beverages when 
they file their Plan Approval.   

  
8. Prior to the effectuation of the Master Conditional Use Permit, approval shall be obtained 

from the County Health Department to serve alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the 
proposed establishment. The applicant shall provide a copy of the Health Department 
approved plans to the Department of City Planning to be maintained in the Case File.   

  
9. The hotel manager(s) shall require proof of identification and age for all registered guests at 

check-in. Rooms where the registered guest is under 21 years of age, or where the age of 
the guest cannot be determined, shall have their in-room liquor cabinet disabled and locked 
if any such lockers are provided in the room.   

  
10. The applicant shall not sublet any portion of the subject premises to outside “promoters” for 

nightclub activity. The premises shall not be used exclusively for private parties in which the 
general public is excluded. Private parties hosted by the applicant, in which the general 
public is excluded from the entire ground floor restaurant or bar/lounge, the third-floor 
outdoor terrace, the enclosed rooftop restaurant and bar/lounge or outdoor rooftop patio 
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area are permitted provided that an appropriate one-day permit is submitted for approval to 
LAPD and ABC.   

  
11. Any live entertainment shall be subject to any required permits to be reviewed and approved 

by the Los Angeles Police Commission, as applicable. Live entertainment shall be limited to 
live bands and acoustic musical performances. No live entertainment or amplified music 
shall be permitted in any of the unenclosed or outdoor areas of the facility. No amplified 
music or live entertainment shall be permitted in any area or portion of the subject premises 
after 12:00 a.m., midnight, daily.   

  
12. Any amplified or ambient music, sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the control 

of the petitioner(s) shall not be audible or otherwise perceivable beyond the subject 
premises. Any sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the control of the petitioner 
which is discernible outside of the subject premises shall constitute a violation of Sections 
112.06 or 116.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Citywide Noise Ordinance), including 
any loud, unnecessary or unusual noise that disturbs the peace and quiet of any 
neighborhood or that causes discomfort. The establishment operators shall make an effort 
to control any unnecessary noise made by restaurant staff or any employees contracted by 
the restaurant or bar facilities located within the hotel facility, or any noise associated with 
the operation of the establishment, or equipment of the restaurants. At any time during the 
term of the grant a City inspector may visit the site during operating hours to measure the 
noise levels using a calibrated decibel/sound level meter. If, upon inspection, it is found that 
the noise level exceeds those allowed by the Citywide Noise Ordinance, the owner/operator 
will be notified and will be required to modify or, eliminate the source of the noise or retain 
an acoustical engineer to recommend, design and implement noise control measures within 
property such as, noise barriers, sound absorbers or buffer zones.   

  
13. The ground floor hotel restaurant and lounge/bar, the third-floor outdoor terrace and the 

outdoor rooftop patio area areas shall be permitted low-volume ambient background music 
in the exterior outdoor seating areas only between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. 
(midnight), daily. No ambient background music shall be permitted in any outdoor area after 
12:00 a.m., midnight, daily.   

14. There shall be no Adult Entertainment of any type pursuant to LAMC Section 12.70.  
  

15. The exterior windows and glass doors of the hotel premises/ground floor restaurant and 
bar/lounge areas shall be maintained substantially free of signs and other materials from the 
ground to at least 6 feet in height above the ground so as to permit surveillance into the 
store by Police and private security.   
  

16. The Petitioner(s) shall at all times maintain the abutting sidewalk and any area controlled by 
the petitioner free of obstruction. Any sidewalk area or patio seating must be approved by a 
revocable permit from the Department of Public Works. The Petitioner(s) shall additionally 
ensure that any outdoor seating area that is situated within the property footprint is 
adequately separated from the abutting sidewalk by installing retaining walls, fencing or 
some other type of dividing barrier.   

  
17. The applicant shall provide the Zoning Administrator a copy of each license, suspension 

thereof, or citation issued by the State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control or the Los 
Angeles Police Department upon such instance.  
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18. There shall be no service, sales or possession of an alcoholic beverage on any sidewalk 
area or adjacent parking lot or alley way. There shall not be off-site sales of alcohol 
beverages and the Petitioner(s) shall attempt to dissuade loitering activities and 
consumption of alcoholic beverages on the public expanses directly adjacent to the subject 
premises.   

  
19. The operator of the ground floor restaurant and bar/lounge shall be responsible for 

maintaining the premises and adjoining sidewalk free of debris or litter.   
  

20. Loitering is prohibited on or around these premises or the area under the control of the 
applicant. The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that persons are dissuaded from 
loitering on or immediately around the subject premises. "No Loitering or Public Drinking" 
signs shall be posted in and outside of the subject facility containing the predominant 
language of the establishment’s clientele. Any outdoor areas under the control of the 
applicant and those areas which are adjacent to the subject site shall be routinely patrolled 
by employees of the hotel or security personnel for the purpose of monitoring loitering. Any 
problems associated with the hotel or restaurant operation shall immediately be reported to 
the hotel manager who shall correct/remedy the problems.   

  
21. Signs shall be prominently posted in English and the predominant language of the facility’s 

clientele, if different and a notice shall be placed therein stating that California State Law 
prohibits the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under the age of 21 years or to 
intoxicated persons and that no such sales will be made.   

  
22. Smoking tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, including from electronic smoking devices, 

is prohibited in or within 10 feet of the outdoor dining areas in accordance with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.50 B 2 C. This prohibition applies to all outdoor areas of the 
establishment if the outdoor area is used in conjunction with food service and/or the 
consumption, dispensing or sale of alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages.  

  
23. The business operator and/or the operator’s agents shall comply with California Labor Code 

Section 6404.5(c) which prohibits the smoking of tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, 
including from electronic smoking devices, within any place of employment.   

  
24. The applicant shall not maintain or construct any type of enclosed room intended for use by 

patrons or customers for any purpose, except for the restrooms, within the hotel ground floor 
restaurant and bar/lounge areas.   

   
25. Partitions separating booth/dining areas in the ground floor restaurant and bar/lounge areas 

shall not exceed 54 inches in height. No obstructions shall be attached, fastened or 
connected to the booth/dining areas within the interior space for the facility that restrict, limit, 
or obstruct the clear observation of the occupants.   

  
26. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing of value from 

a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with customer while in the 
premises, nor shall the applicant provide, permit, or make available either gratuitously or for 
compensation, male or female patrons who act as escorts, companions, or guests of and 
for the customers.   

  
27. The applicant or establishment operator shall not require an admission or cover charge, 

unless the restricted access is only open to hotel guests and the general public is not allowed 
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admission. Any and all advertisements for admissions or cover charges are likewise 
prohibited.   

  
28. Applicant will ensure the continued placement of legible signs throughout the hotel and 

retained building structures alerting patrons entering and exiting the restaurant to keep noise 
to a minimum, and to be respectful of the Property's surrounding neighbors.  

  
29. The hotel restaurant facility shall be maintained as bona fide eating place (restaurant) with 

an operational kitchen; and shall provide full menus containing an assortment of foods 
normally offered in such restaurants. Food service shall be available at all times during all 
operating hours of the hotel restaurant and bar/lounge facilities.   

  
30. Prior to the utilization of this grant, Petitioner(s) shall install and maintain camera 

surveillance system and a three-month DVR/video library to monitor the interior, entrance, 
exits and exterior areas, in front of and around the premises. Recorded tapes/images shall 
be maintained for a minimum period of 30 days. The tapes shall be furnished to the Los 
Angeles Police Department upon request. The security plan must be reviewed and approved 
by the Police Department. The approved security plan will be maintained by the Department 
of City Planning and be made available to the Police Department and the Department of 
Building and Safety for the purpose of verification or inspection; and that covers all common 
areas of the business, high-risk areas, sidewalk areas, and entrances or exits.   

  
31. Security. The applicant shall be required to provide a minimum of three (3) security guards 

on the premises during the all hours of hotel operation, or at least one Private security guard 
for every 75 patrons on a daily basis, which is more restrictive, in addition to the 
requirements delineated below:  

a. During the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 2:30 a.m., the applicant shall provide a minimum of 
two (2) security guards in the ground floor hotel restaurant on Thursdays, Fridays and 
Saturdays.   

  
b. During the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 2:30 a.m., the applicant shall provide a minimum of 

two (2) security guards in the rooftop restaurant, bar and lounge areas on Thursday, 
Fridays and Saturdays.   

  
c. The additional security employment required per this provision for the ground floor 

restaurant and bar/lounge areas as well as the rooftop restaurant and bar/lounge area, 
shall be employed in addition to and in enhancement of the two (2) security guards who 
are mandated to be employed on the hotel premises during all hours of operation. The 
security guards fulfilling this requirement shall not have any other activities other than 
those that are security related. Security personnel shall be licensed consistent with State 
law and Los Angeles Police Commission standards and maintain an active American 
Red Cross first-aid card. The security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as 
to be readily identifiable to patrons and law enforcement personnel.  

  
32. Private licensed security guards shall be provided. Security personnel shall wear clothing or 

uniforms that are easily identifiable. The security guard shall regularly patrol the area under 
the control of the establishment to prevent loitering or undesirable activity by persons around 
the premises. The security guard must be certified by the State Department Bureau of 
Consumer Affairs, Bureau and Security and Investigative Services; and shall comply with 
the requirements of the California Business and Profession Code Section 7582.26(f). A copy 
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of the security guard(s) credentials and contract shall be provide to the Department of City 
Planning, within 30 days from the beginning of operations or issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy.   

  
33. All exterior portions of the site shall be adequately illuminated in the evening so as to make 

discernible the faces and clothing of persons utilizing the space. Lighting shall be directed 
onto the site and no floodlighting shall be located as to be seen directly by persons on 
adjacent properties.  
  

34. The number of special events permitted on the subject property shall be limited to a 
maximum of 24 events per year. A special event is any event which is held weekly, monthly 
or annually or that includes outside advertisement demonstrating a change in the mode and 
character of the normal hotel operations, including but not limited to hours of operation, or 
any significant live entertainment features that would stipulate an ABC one-day permit 
application or some other special endorsement. Operational occurrences or arrangements 
wherein the applicant(s) demands or requests an admission fee from hotel patrons shall be 
considered special events as will any events that involve the exclusion of the general public 
from gaining admission to the hotel premises or public portion thereof. The applicant shall 
seek approval from the Hollywood Vice Unit for all special events 14 days in advance of the 
date of each special event, in writing. LAPD shall respond to requests for special events in 
writing. Outside advertisement as it pertains to this provision shall include any promotional 
material or notification commissioned by any entity that is not directly associated with the 
operation or under the direct employ of the applicant(s).   
  

35. Private Events. Any use of the restaurant for private events, including corporate events, 
birthday parties, anniversary parties, weddings or other private events which are not open 
to the general public, shall be subject to all the same provisions and hours of operation 
stated herein.   

  
36. The approved conditions shall be retained on the premises at all times and produced upon 

request of the Police Department, the Department of Building and Safety or City Planning. 
All licenses, permits and conditions shall be posted in a conspicuous location at the facility. 
Additionally, copies of the ABC operating conditions and conditional use permit conditions 
shall be provided to all employees working in the facility. Establishment employees are 
required to be knowledgeable of the establishment operating conditions and shall sign a 
document acknowledging that they have read and understood all of the ABC and conditional 
use permit conditions. Said acknowledgment form(s) shall be maintained at the location by 
the operator and/or manager who shall present the document(s) to Police Department 
personnel, ABC Investigators or any other City agency upon request.   

  
37. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be on 

the premises at all times that the facility is open for business. The on-duty manager’s 
responsibilities shall include the monitoring of the premises to ensure compliance with all 
applicable State laws, Municipal Code requirements and the conditions imposed by the 
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) and the conditional use herein. Every effort 
shall be undertaken in managing the facility to discourage illegal and criminal activity on the 
subject premises and any exterior area over which the building owner exercises control, in 
effort to ensure that no activities associated with such problems as narcotics sales, use or 
possession, gambling, prostitution, loitering, theft, vandalism and truancy occur.   
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38. Line-queuing arrangements of hotel guests or restaurant/bar/lounge patrons on the public 
expanses that encircle the subject property are strictly prohibited.   

  
39. Complaint Log. Prior to the utilization of this grant, a telephone number and email address 

shall be provided for complaints or concerns from the community regarding the operation. 
The phone number and email address shall be posted at the following locations:   

  
a. Entry, visible to pedestrians  
  
b. Customer service desk, front desk or near the hostess station  

  
Complaints shall be responded to within 24 hours. The applicant shall maintain a log of all 
calls and emails, detailing: (1) date complaint received; (2) nature of complaint, and (3) the 
manner in which the complaint was resolved. This log shall be made available to law 
enforcement personnel upon request and presented as part of the application if and when 
a new application to continue the operation is submitted to the Department of City Planning.   

  
40. STAR Training. Within the first six months of utilizing this grant at this establishment, 

all employees involved with the sale of (beer and wine)(full line of alcohol) shall enroll in the 
Los Angeles Police Department “Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers” (STAR). Upon 
completion of such training, the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a 
letter identifying which employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the letter referencing Case No. CPC-2016-3750-VZC-HD-MCUP-ZAA-SPR, from 
the Police Department to the Department of City Planning as evidence of compliance. In the 
event there is a change in the licensee, within six months of such change, this training 
program shall be required for all new staff. The STAR training shall be conducted for all new 
hires within two months of their employment.   

  
41. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoring both patron and employee conduct on the 

premises and within the parking areas under his control to assure behavior that does not 
adversely affect or detract from the quality of life for adjoining residents, property owners, 
and businesses.   

  
42. Parking shall be subject to the determination of the Department of Building and Safety. Any 

on-site parking shall be provided pursuant to the requirements of Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Sections 12.21 A.4 (g) and 12.26 E.1 (b). No variance from the parking requirements 
has been granted herein.   

  
43. Coin operated game machines, pool tables or similar game activities or equipment shall not 

be permitted. Official California State lottery games and machines are allowed.   
  
44. 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.   
  
45. Prior to the utilization of this grant, an electronic age verification device shall be 

purchased and retained on the premises to determine the age of any individual attempting 
to purchase alcoholic beverages and shall be installed on at each point-of-sales location. 
This device shall be maintained in operational condition and all employees shall be 
instructed in its use.   
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46. A security plan for the establishment and any parking area serving the restaurant, shall be 
approved by the Los Angeles Police Department prior to the utilization of this grant. The 
Applicant shall provide security both inside and outside the premises. Security provisions 
prepared by a State Licensed security firm, shall be reviewed by the Police Department Vice 
Unit and their recommendations submitted in writing shall be incorporated into the security 
plan for on and off-site security. A copy of the approved security plan shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning.   

  
47. One year after the beginning of operations, the Applicant shall meet with LAPD to review 

the effectiveness of the security plan, and may modify any of the measures stated therein 
as approved by LAPD, Hollywood Vice Unit.  A copy of any modified security plan approved 
by LAPD shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for inclusion into the case 
file.    

48. Only the front door shall be used for patron access. All other doors shall be equipped on the 
inside with an automatic locking device and shall be kept closed at all times, other than to 
permit access for deliveries and trash removal.   

  
49. Designated Driver Program. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the applicant shall 

establish a “Designated Driver Program” which shall include, but not be limited to, 
signs/cards notifying patrons of the program. The signs/cards shall be visible to the customer 
and posted or printed in prominent locations or areas. These may include signs/cards on 
each table, at the entrance, at the host station, in the waiting area, at the bars, or on the 
bathrooms, or a statement in the menus.   

  
50. The applicant or establishment operator shall inform hotel guests and restaurant customers 

that the primary business of the restaurant facilities is the sale of food, which shall include, 
but not be limited to providing each customer with a menu, posting of signs on the premises, 
and advertising food services.   

  
51. No Dancing is permitted. Public dancing shall require the filing of a new Conditional Use 

Permit pursuant to Section 12.24 W.18 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.   
  
52. The applicant shall prepare and implement an incentive program to encourage employees 

to walk, bike, use public transit or carpool to work. Said program may include but not be 
limited to: subsidies for public transit and installation of bike racks. A copy of the program 
shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for inclusion in the file.   

  
53. All deliveries shall be made in the rear parking area. No loading or unloading of deliveries 

shall be permitted along Selma Avenue or Schrader Boulevard.   
  
54. Trash pick-up, compacting, loading and unloading and receiving activities shall be limited to 

7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday and 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday. No deliveries or 
trash pick-up shall occur on Sunday.   

  
55. Prior to the utilization of this grant, the manager of the facility shall be made aware of the 

conditions and shall inform his/her employees of the same. A statement with the signature, 
printed name, position and date signed by the manager and his/her employees shall be 
provided to the Department of City Planning. The statement shall state,  

  
We, the undersigned, have read and understood the conditions of approval to allow 
the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
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consumption, in conjunction with the restaurant, known as [NAME OF VENUE], 
and agree to abide and comply with said conditions.  

  
A copy of the conditions of this letter of determination, business permit and insurance 
information shall be retained on the premises at all times and produced upon request by 
the Police Department, the Department of Building and Safety or the State Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control.  

  
56. MViP – Monitoring Verification and Inspection Program. Prior to the effectuation of this 

grant, fees required per LAMC Section 19.01 E (3) for Monitoring of Conditional Use Permits 
and Inspection and Field Compliance Review of Operations shall be paid to the City. Within 
24 months from the beginning of operations or issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, a 
City inspector will conduct a site visit to assess compliance with, or violations of, any of the 
conditions of this grant. Observations and results of said inspection will be documented and 
included in the administrative file. The owner and operator shall be notified of the deficiency 
or violation and required to correct or eliminate the deficiency or violation. Multiple or 
continued documented violations or Orders to Comply issued by the Department of Building 
and Safety which are not addressed within the time prescribed, may result in additional 
corrective conditions imposed by the Director’s designee.   

  
57. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the business, the property 

owner and the business owner or operator shall provide the prospective new property owner 
and the business owner/operator with a copy of the conditions of this action prior to the legal 
acquisition of the property and/or the business. Evidence that a copy of this determination 
including the conditions required herewith has been provided to the prospective 
owner/operator shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning in a letter from the 
new operator indicating the date that the new operator/management began and attesting to 
the receipt of this approval and its conditions. The new operator shall submit this letter to 
the Department of City Planning within 30-days of the beginning day of his/her new operation 
of the establishment along with any proposed modifications to the existing the floor plan, 
seating arrangement or number of seats of the new operation.   

  
58. The Zoning Administrator reserves the right to require that the new owner or operator file a 

Plan Approval application, if it is determined that the new operation is not in substantial 
conformance with the approved floor plan, or the operation has changed in mode or 
character from the original approval, or if documented evidence be submitted showing a 
continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of this grant resulting in a disruption or interference 
with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties. The application, in 
association with the appropriate fees, and a 500-foot notification radius, shall be submitted 
to the Department of City Planning within 30 days of the date of legal acquisition by the new 
owner or operator. The purpose of the plan approval will be to review the operation of the 
premise and establish conditions applicable to the use as conducted by the new owner or 
operator, consistent with the intent of the Conditions of this grant. Upon this review, the 
Director’s Designee may modify, add or delete conditions, and if warranted, reserves the 
right to conduct this public hearing for nuisance abatement/revocation purposes.   

  
59. Prior to the effectuation of this grant, 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 CP6770) 
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 Department of City 
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Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the 
Recorder's number and date shall be provided for inclusion in case file.   

  
Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment Conditions  
  
60.  Setbacks. The following reduced setbacks shall be permitted:  

  
a. a minimum 1-foot easterly side yard for the detached accessory building; and   
  
b. a minimum 7-foot rear yard setback for the existing apartment building.  

  
Site Plan Review Conditions  
  
61. Parking.  

  
a. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 A.4 and 16, 

as effective on March 13, 2013. The Plot Plan shall be revised to show conformance 
with the locational required of short-term bicycle parking pursuant 12.21 A.16  
(e)(2)(ii)(b).  

  
b. Electric Vehicle Parking. The project will include at least 20 percent (20%) of the total 

code-required parking spaces, provided on-site, capable of supporting future electric 
vehicle supply equipment (EVSE). Plans will indicate the proposed type and location(s) 
of EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical 
calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to simultaneously 
charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their full rated 
amperage. Plan design will be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum 
operating ampacity. Five percent (5%) of the total code required parking spaces, 
provided on-site, will be further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate 
electric vehicles within the parking areas. When the application of either the required 20 
percent or 5 percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number. A 
label stating “EV CAPABLE” will be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel 
or subpanel and next to the raceway termination point.  

  
c. Non-required Parking. Any parking spaces which are provided in excess of the Code 

required parking requirement shall be capable of supporting EVSE and installed with EV 
chargers to immediately accommodate electric vehicles within the parking areas. The 
parking spaces shall be designed and labeled for EV chargers consistent with the 
requirement for Required Parking.   

  
62. Valet Drop off/Pick Up.   

  
a. A copy of the contract with the valet company shall be submitted to the Department of 

City Planning demonstrating that valet service is made available to customers/guests of 
the petitioner(s). If valet service is implemented, the petitioner(s) shall additionally be 
required to provide the Department of City Planning with information pertaining to the 
valet rates or cost of valet service as it relates to customers utilizing said service. The 
availability of valet parking/service shall be made known to the public via the restaurant 
menu or hotel brochure, a posting of the information on readily visible locations in the 
hotel lobby and the hotel restaurant and on any hotel or hotel restaurant website.   
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c. A drop off/pick up area may be designated off-site, within the area of the subject 
property’s street frontage, for hotel guests and patrons of establishments on-site.   

  
d. The drop off/pick up areas shall be subject to the review and approval from the 

Department of Transportation. The approved plan shall be submitted to the Department 
of City Planning for the file.  

  
e. A single valet operator shall be on-site who shall be responsible for enforcement of any 

conditions of this action regarding valet parking.   
  
f. Valet service shall not utilize any local streets for the parking of vehicles at any time.   

  
63. Loading.   

  
a. Commercial loading/trash pick-up/delivery will be located near the recycling room 

located on the ground floor, as identified in Exhibit A.  
  
b. Hours of operation for loading shall be limited to Monday thru Friday, 7:00 a.m.-8:00  

p.m., and Saturday and Sunday from 10 a.m.-4:00 p.m.  
  

64. Landscaping/Hardscape. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a Landscape and 
Irrigation Plan shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for approval. The 
Landscape Plan shall be in substantial conformance with the landscape plan stamped 
Exhibit A.  

  
a. Tree Wells.  

i. The minimum depth of tree wells located on a podium or rooftop shall be as 
follows:  

1. Minimum depth for trees shall be 42 inches  
2. Minimum depth for shrubs shall be 30 inches.  
3. Minimum depth for herbaceous plantings and ground cover shall be 18 

inches.  
4. Minimum depth for an extensive green roof shall be 3 inches.  

  
ii. The minimum amount of soil volume for tree wells on a podium or rooftop shall 

be based on the size of the tree at maturity:  
1. 600 cubic feet for a small tree (less than 25 feet tall at maturity).  
2. 900 cubic feet for a medium tree (25-40 feet tall at maturity).  
3. 1,200 cubic feet for a large tree (more than 40 feet tall at maturity).  

  
b. New trees planted within the public right-of-way shall be spaced not more than an 

average of 30 feet on center, unless otherwise required by the Urban Forestry Division, 
Bureau of Public Works.  

  
c. A minimum three-foot wide landscape planter, with a minimum depth of 42 inches, shall 

be installed around the perimeter of the rooftop, except where there is rooftop structure 
or other enclosed structure located at the perimeter of the building.  

  
65. Greywater Irrigation. The Project shall be constructed with an operable recycled water pipe 

system for on-site greywater use, to be served from on-site nonpotable water sources such 
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as showers, washbasins, or laundry and used as untreated subsurface irrigation for 
vegetation or for cooling equipment. The system specifics shall be required as determined 
feasible by Department of Water and Power in consultation with Department of City 
Planning.  
  

66. Solar Panels. The project shall install the equivalent of 10 percent of the rooftop of the 
proposed hotel building with solar panels as part of an operational photovoltaic system to 
be maintained for the life of the project. The 10 percent shall be calculated based on the 
area of the rooftop identified on the Roof Level Floor Plan of the stamped Exhibit A dated 
October 8, 2018.  

  
67. Construction Generators. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment 

with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. On-site power generators shall 
either be plug-in electric or solar powered.  

  
68. Rooftop Equipment. Any structures on the roof, such as air conditioning units and other 

equipment, shall be fully screened from view by any abutting properties.  
  

69. Utilities. All utilities shall be placed underground within the subterranean parking levels, 
indoors or on the roof behind parapets.   
  

70. Light. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such that the light 
source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the public right-of-way, nor from 
above.   

  
71. Glare. The exterior of the proposed structure shall be constructed of materials such as, but 

not limited to, high-performance and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no mirror-like tints or 
films) and pre-cast concrete or fabricated wall surfaces to minimize glare and reflected heat.  

  
72. Signage.   

  
a. The two free-standing billboards, located at the southeast and northeast corners of the 

existing surface parking lot, shall be removed.   
  

b. Future signage shall be limited to what is permissible under the Municipal Code.  
  
c. There shall be no off-site commercial signage on construction fencing during 

construction.  
  
Environmental Conditions  
  
73. Project Design Features  

  
a. The dining area on the roof level shall be fully enclosed from 12:00 a.m. through 2:00  

a.m. The use of retractable doors and sliding glass walls is permitted provided they are 
designed with noise-attenuating features (physical as well as operational) by a licensed 
acoustical sound engineer to assure that operational sounds shall be inaudible beyond 
the property line.  

  
b. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the audio system shall be installed 

and controlled with a digital audio processor that automatically adjusts output volume in 
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response to changing ambient noise levels. The output volume shall be set not to exceed 
ambient active dining noise levels within the outdoor gathering spaces on the ground 
floor and third level terrace by more than 10 dBA, and not more than 84 dBA as 
measured from the edge of the rooftop deck on level L11. Documentation of the audio 
system’s compliance with this measure shall be submitted to the Department of City 
Planning for the file.  

  
c. The rooftop on the 11th Floor shall be surrounded on all sides with a minimum six-foot 

tall perimeter glass curtain wall. The outdoor terrace on the third floor shall be 
surrounded by a fritted glass curtain wall system along the west and south portions of 
the building.  

  
d. Hours of operation approved herein are as follows:   

i. The ground floor and third floor bar, lounge, outdoor courtyard and dining areas: 
7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m.  

ii. The outdoor rooftop bar and lounge: 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. After 12:00 a.m., all 
rooftop activity shall be restricted to the enclosed dining (penthouse) area.  iii. The 
enclosed dining (penthouse) area on the rooftop: 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m.   

iv. Use of the outdoor rooftop areas after 12:00 a.m. and before 7:00 a.m. shall be 
restricted to routine maintenance and clean-up.   

v. The doors to the rooftop’s fully-enclosed dining (penthouse) area shall be kept 
closed from 12:00 a.m. through 2:00 a.m. Only the front door of the enclosed 
dining area (penthouse) shall be used for access. All other doors shall be equipped 
on the inside with an automatic locking device and shall be kept closed at all times 
other than to permit temporary access for delivery of supplies, trash removal, and 
emergencies. These doors shall be solid; no screen or ventilated materials 
permitted.   

vi. The doors to the rooftop’s fully-enclosed dining (penthouse) area shall be closed 
whenever live entertainment (including DJs) and/or amplified music is played in 
the dining (penthouse) area.   

vii. Between 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. if the enclosed dining (penthouse) doors and/or 
windows are open and there is a complaint from the community regarding sound 
projecting beyond that part of the premises then the applicant shall without 
protestation be required to immediately close the doors and/or windows of the 
enclosed dining area (penthouse) for the remainder of the day. Compliance with 
this requirement shall not require verification of actual noise projecting beyond the 
premises. Any continued violation of this condition shall constitute grounds for the 
Director of Planning to require the applicant/operator to file a plan approval 
application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to review 
the applicant’s compliance with, and effectiveness of, this provision.  
  

74. Air Quality  
  

a. Objectionable Odors (Commercial Trash Receptacles)  
i. Open trash receptacles shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from the property line 
of any residential zone or use. ii. Trash receptacles located within an enclosed building 
or structure shall not be required to observe this minimum buffer.  

  
75. Cultural Resources  

  
a. Historic Resources  
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i. Rehabilitation to the exterior of the apartment building at 1614-16 Schrader 
Boulevard shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation. Prior to the building’s rehabilitation, the applicant 
shall engage a historic preservation consultant that meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards to conduct a character-defining 
features analysis to record and document all extant original physical features that 
convey the historic significance of the building. Armed with this knowledge, the 
historic preservation consultant shall ensure that any rehabilitation is planned with 
a minimum loss of historic fabric in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation. The historic preservation consultant shall review 
drawings and conduct on-site construction monitoring throughout the construction 
phase.  

ii. Prior to the issuance of any excavation or construction permits for the Project, a 
qualified structural engineer with experience in historic preservation projects shall 
prepare a shoring plan to protect the adjacent historical resources from damage 
due to underground excavation and general construction procedures, and to 
reduce the possibility of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil.  

  
76. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

  
a. Hazardous Materials Site  

i. Since the exploratory excavation confirmed the presence of the UST(s) and 
product lines, the UST and associated pipelines shall be removed. The Applicant 
shall consult a certified abatement contractor to identify and assist with compliance 
with applicable state and federal rules and regulations governing the removal and 
disposal of any potentially hazardous materials such as the on-site UST and 
associated pipelines. Prior to the issuance of any grading, or building permit, the 
applicant shall obtain a sign-off from the Fire Department indicating that all on-site 
hazardous materials associated with contaminated soils and any contaminated 
debris associated with the subsurface soils, have been suitably remediated.  

  
b. Human Health Hazards  

i. The property shall be maintained in a neat, attractive, and safe condition at all 
times.  

ii. On-site activities shall be conducted so as not to create noise, dust, odor, or other 
nuisances to surrounding properties. iii.  Trash and Recycling bins shall be 
maintained with a lid in working condition; such lid shall be kept closed at all times.  

iv. Trash and garbage collection bins shall be maintained in good condition and repair 
such that there are no holes or points of entry through which a rodent could enter.  

v. Trash and garbage collection containers shall be emptied a minimum of once per 
week.  

vi. Trash and garbage bin collection areas shall be maintained free from trash, litter, 
garbage, and debris.  

  
c. Construction Activity Near Schools  

i. The Applicant and contractors shall maintain ongoing contact with administrators 
of Selma Avenue Elementary School and Larchmont Charter School. The 
administrative offices shall be contacted when demolition, grading and 
construction activity begin on the project site so that students and their parents will 
know when such activities are to occur. The developer shall obtain school walk 
and bus routes to the schools from either the administrators or from the LAUSD’s 
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Transportation Branch (323)-342-1400 and guarantee that safe and convenient 
pedestrian and bus routes to the school be maintained.  

ii. The Applicant shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure 
pedestrian and vehicle safety.   

iii. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles to 
transport workers on Selma Avenue, adjacent to the school.  

iv. Due to noise impacts on the schools, no construction vehicles or haul trucks shall 
be staged or idled on Selma Avenue, adjacent to the school, during school hours.  

v. Furthermore, no hazardous materials other than modest amounts of typical 
cleaning supplies and solvents used for housekeeping and janitorial purposes 
would be typically associated with the operation of the proposed project and the 
use of these substances would comply with State Health Codes and Regulations. 
With regulatory code compliance, the proposed project’s operational impacts 
would have a less than significant impact.  

  
77. Noise  

  
a. Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities)  

i. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday.  

ii. To the maximum extent practical, demolition and construction activities shall be 
scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, 
which causes high noise levels.  

iii. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise 
shielding and muffling devices.  

iv. The project contractor shall erect a temporary noise-attenuating sound barrier 
along the perimeter of the project site. The sound wall shall be a minimum of 8 
feet in height to block the line-of-site of construction equipment and off-site 
receptors at the ground level. The sound barrier shall include ¾ inch plywood or 
other sound absorbing material capable of achieving a 10-dBA reduction in sound 
level.  

v. An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to 
call  
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive noise levels. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified 
within 24 hours of their receipt.  

vi. The Applicant shall provide a courtesy notice of the project’s construction related 
activities to adjacent business owners a minimum of two weeks prior to 
commencement of construction.   

vii. Upon operation of the outdoor spaces on the second level and rooftop levels, the 
Applicant shall provide the adjacent residential buildings to the north, south, and 
west, a building manager contact and phone number to report any loud, 
unnecessary, and unusual noise, which disturbs the peace or quiet for the 
adjacent uses. Proof of compliance shall be submitted to the Development 
Services Center at the time of Condition Clearance.  

  
78. Public Services  

  
a. Police – Demolition/Construction Sites  
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i. Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active 
construction areas to screen construction activity from view at the local street level 
and to keep unpermitted persons from entering the construction area.  

ii. The plans shall incorporate design features (outlined in LAPD’s “Design Out Crime 
Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design”) relative to security, 
semi-public, and private spaces, which may include but is not to be limited to: 
access control to building, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key 
systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public space designed with a minimum 
of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or 
building entrances in high foot-traffic areas, and provision of security guard patrol 
throughout the project site if needed. Please refer to “Design Out Crime 
Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design,” published by the 
Los Angeles Police Department. Contact the Community Relations Division, 
located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. 
These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance 
of building permits.  

  
b. Public School Safety (LAUSD)  

i. LAUSD’s Transportation Branch shall be contacted at (213) 580-2950 regarding 
the potential impact upon existing school bus routes. The Project Manager or 
designee shall notify the LAUSD Transportation Branch of the expected start and 
ending dates for various portions of the project that may affect traffic within nearby 
school areas. To ensure that effective mitigations are employed to reduce 
construction and operation related transportation impacts on District sites, the 
following mitigation measures shall be implemented during construction:  
1. School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.  
2. During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may not 

cause traffic delays for our transported students.  
3. During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic 

light patterns, and altered bus stops may not affect school buses’ on-time 
performance and passenger safety.  

4. Construction trucks and other vehicles are required to stop when encountering 
school buses using red-flashing-lights must-stop-indicators per the California 
Vehicle Code.  

5. Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and 
signals) to ensure vehicular safety.  

6. Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school 
administrators, providing sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents 
when existing vehicle routes to school may be impacted.  

7. Parents dropping off their children must have access to the passenger loading 
areas.  
  

c. Pedestrian Safety (LAUSD)  
i. Construction activities that include street closures, the presence of heavy 

equipment and increased truck trips to haul materials on and off the project site 
can lead to safety hazards for people walking in the vicinity of the construction 
site. To ensure that effective mitigations are employed to reduce construction and 
operation related pedestrian safety impacts on District sites, the following 
mitigation measures shall be implemented:  
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• Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school 
administrators, providing sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents 
when existing pedestrian routes to school may be impacted.  

• Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby 
schools. The District will provide School Pedestrian Route Maps upon your 
request.  

• Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and 
signals) to ensure pedestrian and vehicular safety.  

• Haul routes are not to pass by any school, except when school is not in session.  
• No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including 

workertransport vehicles, will occur on or adjacent to a school property.  
• Funding for crossing guards at the contractor’s expense is required when 

safety of children may be compromised by construction-related activities at 
impacted school crossings.  

• Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and 
to minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive 
nuisances.  

• Contractors are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to 
minimize trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions.  

  
79. Transportation/Traffic  

  
a. Construction Work Plan  

i. A Construction Traffic Control Plan shall be submitted to LADOT for review and 
approval in accordance with the LAMC prior to the start of any construction 
work. The plans shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, 
traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning 
signs and access to abutting properties. All construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours.  

ii. All construction delivery truck loading and unloading shall take place on site or 
within the boundaries of an approved Construction Traffic Control Plan.  

iii. The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure 
pedestrian and vehicle safety. iv. The applicant shall be limited to no more than 
two trucks at any given time within the site’s staging area.   

v. There shall be no staging of hauling trucks on any streets adjacent to 
the project, unless specifically approved as a condition of an 
approved haul route.   

vi. No hauling shall be done before 9 A.M. or after 3 P.M.  vii. 
 Trucks shall be spaced so as to discourage a convoy effect.  
viii. On substandard hillside streets, only one hauling truck shall be 
allowed on the street at any time.   

ix. A minimum of two flag persons are required. One flag person is required at the 
entrance to the project site and one flag person at the next intersection along 
the haul route.   

x. Truck crossing signs are required within 300 feet of the exit of the project site 
in each direction.   

xi. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened 
to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times shall provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind.  xii. Loads shall be secured by 
trimming and watering or may be covered to prevent the spilling or blowing of 
the earth material.   
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xiii. Trucks and loads are to be cleaned at the export site to prevent blowing dirt 
and spilling of loose earth.   

xiv. No person shall perform grading within areas designated "hillside" unless a 
copy of the permit is in the possession of a responsible person and available 
at the site for display upon request.   

xv. A log documenting the dates of hauling and the number of trips (i.e. trucks) per 
day shall be available on the job site at all times.   

xvi. The applicant shall identify a construction manager and provide a telephone 
number for any inquiries or complaints from residents regarding construction 
activities. The telephone number shall be posted at the site readily visible to 
any interested party during site preparation, grading and construction.   

xvii. The Applicant shall plan construction and construction staging as to maintain 
pedestrian access on adjacent sidewalks throughout all construction phases. 
This requires the Applicant to maintain adequate and safe pedestrian 
protection, including physical separation (including utilization of barriers such 
as k-rails or scaffolding, etc.) from work space and vehicular traffic and 
overhead protection, due to sidewalk closure or blockage, at all times.  xviii. 
Temporary pedestrian facilities shall be adjacent to the project site and provide 
safe, accessible routes that replicate as nearly as practical the most desirable 
characteristics of the existing facility.   

xix. Covered walkways shall be provided where pedestrians are exposed to 
potential injury from falling objects.   

xx. The Applicant shall keep sidewalk open during construction until only when it 
is absolutely required to close or block sidewalk for construction staging. 
Sidewalk shall be reopened as soon as reasonably feasible taking construction 
and construction staging into account.   

  
Administrative Conditions  

  
80. 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 “Plans Approved.” A copy of the Plans Approved, supplied by the 
applicant, shall be retained in the subject case file.   

  
81. 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.  

  
82. 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.   

  
83. 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.   
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84. 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.  

  
85. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall be 

to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.  
  
86. Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date 

(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered 
null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation of, 
construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.  

  
87. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, 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 at the time of Condition Clearance for attachment to the 
subject case file.  

  
88. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS.   

  
Applicant shall do all of the following:   

  
(i) 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.   

  
(ii) 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.   

  
(iii) 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 



 CPC-2016-3750-VZC-HD-MCUP-ZAA-SPR  C-20  
 

the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (ii).   

  
(iv) 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).   

  
(v) 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.   

  
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.  

CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL RELATIVE TO THE SALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES  
  
In approving the instant grant, the City Planning Commission has not imposed Conditions specific 
to the sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages, even if such Conditions have been volunteered 
or negotiated by the applicant, in that the City Planning Commission has no direct authority to 
regulate or enforce Conditions assigned to alcohol sales or distribution. The City Planning 
Commission has identified a set of Conditions related to alcohol sales and distribution for further 
consideration by the State of California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC). In 
identifying these conditions, the City Planning Commission acknowledges the ABC as the 
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responsible agency for establishing and enforcing Conditions specific to alcohol sales and 
distribution. The Conditions identified below are based on testimony and/or other evidence 
established in the administrative record, and provide the ABC an opportunity to address the 
specific conduct of alcohol sales and distribution in association with the Conditional Use granted 
herein by the City Planning Commission.  
  

• No “Happy Hour” type of reduced-price alcoholic beverage or “2 for 1” promotion shall be 
allowed at any time. Discounted food promotions are encouraged.  

• No alcohol shall be allowed to be consumed on any adjacent property under the control 
of the applicant.  

• There shall be no exterior advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directly to 
the exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 
Interior displays of alcoholic beverages or signs which are clearly visible to the exterior 
shall constitute a violation of this condition.  

• The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the premises is prohibited.  
• The business operator shall maintain records which reflect these numbers and make them 

available to the Police Department upon request.  
• The off-site sale of alcoholic beverages as a secondary use (i.e., “take out”) is not 

permitted.  
• Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 

individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages and shall be installed on the 
premises at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale of 
any alcoholic beverages.  

• The alcoholic beverage license shall not be exchanged for a public premises type license 
nor operated as a public premises.  

  



 

FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation.

The subject property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, adopted by City
Council on December 13, 1988. The project site has an underlying General Plan land use
designation of Regional Center Commercial, which has corresponding zones of C2, C4, P,
PB, RAS3 and RAS4. The project site is currently zoned C4-2D and subject to Development
“D” Limitations contained in Ordinance No. 165,660, adopted in 1990, and which restricts
development on-site to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2:1.

The recommended Vesting Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-2D,
will result in a new “D” Limitation that would limit the FAR to 3.17:1 across the project site,
with a maximum building height of 126 feet. This density is lower than the 6:1 FAR otherwise
permitted in Height District 2 and is consistent with Footnote 9 of the Hollywood Community
Plan General Plan Land Use Map, which corresponds with the Regional Center Commercial
land use designation. The recommended Vesting Zone and Height District Change would
permit commercial uses that are consistent with the established entertainment district and
encourage the future growth of the Hollywood Center.

2. General Plan Text.

The Los Angeles General Plan sets forth goals, objectives and programs that guide both
Citywide and community specific land use policies. The General Plan is comprised of a
range of State-mandated elements, including, but not limited to, Land Use, Transportation,
Noise, Safety, Housing and Conservation. The City’s Land Use Element is divided into 35
community plans that establish parameters for land use decisions within those sub-areas of
the City.

The project is in compliance with the following Elements of the General Plan: Framework
Element, including the Commercial Citywide Design Guidelines, Housing Element, Mobility
Element and the Land Use Element – Hollywood Community Plan, Health and Wellness
Element.

Framework Element

The General Plan Framework, last adopted in August 2001, establishes the City’s long-
range comprehensive growth strategy and provides guidance on citywide land use and
planning policies, objectives, and goals. The Framework defines Citywide policies for land
use, housing, urban form and urban design, open space and conservation, transportation,
infrastructure and public spaces. The project is consistent with the following goals,
objectives and policies of the Framework Element as described below.

Chapter 3: Land Use

Goal 3A: A physically balanced distribution of land uses that contributes towards and
facilitates the City's long-term fiscal and economic viability, revitalization of economically
depressed areas, conservation of existing residential neighborhoods, equitable distribution
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of public resources, conservation of natural resources, provision of adequate infrastructure 
and public services, reduction of traffic congestion and improvement of air quality, 
enhancement of recreation and open space opportunities, assurance of environmental 
justice and a healthful living environment, and achievement of the vision for a more livable 
city.  
 

Objective 3.1: Accommodate a diversity of uses that support the needs of the City's 
existing and future residents, businesses, and visitors. 
 
Objective 3.2: Provide for the spatial distribution of development that promotes an 
improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction of vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, 
and air pollution. 
 
Objective 3.4: Encourage new multi-family residential, retail commercial, and office 
development in the City's neighborhood districts, community, regional, and downtown 
centers as well as along primary transit corridors/boulevards, while at the same time 
conserving existing neighborhoods and related districts. 

 
Policy 3.4.1: Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-intensity 
commercial districts and encourage the majority of new commercial and mixed-use 
(integrated commercial and residential) development to be located (a) in a network of 
neighborhood districts, community, regional, and downtown centers, (b) in proximity 
to rail and bus transit stations and corridors, and (c) along the City's major boulevards, 
referred to as districts, centers, and mixed-use boulevards, in accordance with the 
Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram. 

 
Goal 3F: Mixed-use centers that provide jobs, entertainment, culture, and serve the region. 

 
Objective 3.10: Reinforce existing and encourage new community centers, which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, promote 
neighborhood and community activity, are compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and 
are developed to be desirable places in which to live, work and visit, both in daytime and 
nighttime. 

 
Policy 3.10.3: Promote the development of high-activity areas in appropriate locations 
that are designed to induce pedestrian activity in accordance with the Pedestrian-
Oriented District Policies 3.16.1 through 3.16.3, and provide adequate transitions with 
adjacent residential uses at the edges of the centers.  

 
The Framework Element describes Regional Centers as having a range of FARs from 1:5:1 
to 6:1, with buildings characterized by 6- to 20-stories (or higher), and are usually major 
transportation hubs. Regional Centers typically provide a significant number of jobs and 
many non-work destinations and function as transit hubs. The project proposes to develop 
the site with an 11-story building with three levels of subterranean parking, maintain and 
rehabilitate an existing apartment building on-site, and demolish and replace an existing 
detached accessory building. The project would have a total floor area of 84,325 square 
feet, or a 3.17:1 FAR, inclusive of the existing 8,156 square-foot apartment building. As 
proposed, the project is consistent with the anticipated development of Regional Centers.  
 
The proposed 191 guest room hotel would provide an additional service and amenity in an 
area that is highly visited by tourist and business travelers. The site is located a block south 
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of Hollywood Boulevard which is serviced by a number of bus lines and Metro Lines 
including Metro Local lines 2, 210, 212, 217, 222, 237, and 656; Metro Limited lines 302 and 
312; Metro Rapid 780; and LADOT line DASH Hollywood; and the Hollywood / Vine and the 
Hollywood / Highland Subway Stations. The project’s location in a transit rich corridor and 
in close proximity to employment, retail, restaurants, and entertainment will promote the use 
of transit and pedestrian trips in lieu of vehicular trips. In addition, the proximity to public 
transit would provide alternative transportation options for hotel guests to visit other regions, 
thereby contributing to the goal of reducing traffic congestion and improving air quality. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed ground floor restaurant, coffee bar, outdoor terraces, rooftop 
bar/lounge/dining areas, and Wi-Fi lounge will provide additional amenities for visitors to 
area as well as residents of the existing apartment building to remain on-site. Redeveloping 
and underutilized site into a mixed-use project will also contribute to the City’s long-term 
goal of economic vitality as well as the revitalization of Hollywood, as the hotel and 
restaurant, bar and related uses will provide additional job opportunities. As such, the project 
would meet the goals and objectives of the Framework Element to encourage the future 
development of the designated regional center and enhancement of the urban lifestyle. 
 
Citywide Commercial Design Guidelines 
 
The Citywide Commercial Design Guidelines were created to carry out common design 
objectives that maintain neighborhood form and character while promoting design 
excellence and creative infill development solutions for Pedestrian-Oriented, Commercial 
and Mixed-Use Projects. The Commercial Design Guidelines are intended to address some 
of the most common, overarching challenges in planning commercial developments, such 
as: considering neighborhood context and linkages in building and site design; employing 
high quality architecture to define the character or commercial districts; augmenting the 
streetscape environment with pedestrian amenities; minimizing the appearance of 
driveways and parking areas; including open space to create opportunities for public 
gathering; and improving the streetscape by reducing visual clutter.  
 
The proposed project complies with the Citywide Design Guidelines in that it promotes a 
pedestrian-friendly environment and incorporates articulation of the pedestrian access entry 
along Selma Avenue with a courtyard, landscaping, guest entry fronting Selma Avenue, and 
interior and exterior dining areas along Schrader Boulevard and Selma Avenue. A fritted 
glass curtain wall system would distinguish the ground floor restaurant, and board formed 
concrete would accentuate the ground-floor level of the proposed project, while brick, metal 
paneling, and clear glass windows would characterize the skin of the upper stories. Clear 
glass handrails would delineate the outdoor rooftop activities and balconies. Painted steel 
canopies and landscaping would further provide aesthetic elements to the outdoor rooftop 
areas. Landscaping would further be provided on the ground-floor to beautify public rights-
of-way, including landscape screening along the northern property line, and street trees and 
landscaping along Schrader Boulevard and Selma Avenue. Vehicle parking spaces and 
long-term bicycle parking spaces would be provided within subterranean levels of the 
building, such that it does not dominate the streetscape. A loading driveway would be 
designed with decorating paving along the north portion of the hotel building.  
 
Housing Element  
 
The Housing Element 2013-2021 was adopted on December 3, 2013 and identifies the 
City’s housing conditions and needs, and establishes the goals, objectives and policies that 
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are the foundation of the City’s housing and growth strategy. The proposed project is 
consistent with the following goals, objectives and policies of the Housing Element as 
described below. 
 
Goal 2: Safe, Livable, and Sustainable Neighborhoods 
 

Objective 2.1: Promote safety and health within neighborhoods. 
 
Objective 2.2: Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, 
jobs, amenities, services and transit. 

 
Policy 2.2.3: Promote and facilitate a jobs/housing balance at a citywide level. 
 

While the project does not propose any new residential dwelling units, it does include the 
maintenance and rehabilitation of an existing 12-unit apartment building which currently 
exists on the project site. All hotel amenities, which include a ground floor restaurant, coffee 
bar, hotel lobby, an informal Wi-Fi lounge, roof terraces on the 3rd and 11th levels, an 
enclosed bar / lounge area, a pool deck with a pool bar, and on-site parking will be made 
accessible to the residents of the existing apartment building. As mentioned above, the 
project site is located within close proximity to transit, and will be redeveloping an existing 
surface parking lot with a mixed-use development containing active ground floor uses will 
also revitalize and activate the street frontage, thereby promoting jobs, safety and health 
within the existing neighborhood and surrounding areas. As such, the project would meets 
the goals and objectives of the Housing Element to provide safe, livable and sustainable 
neighborhoods.  

 
Mobility Element 
 
The Mobility Plan 2035 includes goals that define the City’s high-level mobility priorities. The 
Mobility Element sets forth objectives and policies to establish a citywide strategy to achieve 
long-term mobility and accessibility within the City of Los Angeles. The proposed project is 
consistent with following policies of the Mobility Element as described below. 
 
Chapter 3: Access for All Angelenos 

 
Policy 3.3: Promote Equitable land use decisions that result in fewer vehicle trips by 
providing greater proximity and access to jobs, destinations, and other neighborhood 
services. 
 
Policy 3.8: Provide bicyclists with convenient, secure and well-maintained bicycle parking 
facilities. 

 
The proposed project would provide hospitality and restaurant, bar and related uses, in 
addition to maintaining an existing 12-unit apartment building in proximity to several transit 
options, as well as amenities near existing commercial corridors. As previously mentioned, 
the site is located a block south of Hollywood Boulevard which is serviced by a number of 
bus lines and Metro Lines including Metro Local lines 2, 210, 212, 217, 222, 237, and 656; 
Metro Limited lines 302 and 312; Metro Rapid 780; and LADOT line DASH Hollywood; and 
the Hollywood / Vine and the Hollywood / Highland Subway Stations. These transit stations 
provide access to employment centers and jobs, local and regional destinations, and other 
neighborhood services for project residents.  
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The project is consistent with the Mobility Element because future hotel guests and 
employees, and existing residents of the apartment building, will have easy access to work 
opportunities and essential services, and greater mobility is assured by the plentiful transit 
options offered by the Metro Rail and Metro Bus lines, mentioned above. The availability of 
many transit options along and nearby commercial corridors creates a lesser need for the 
use of personal vehicles. Furthermore, the location of the ground floor residential lobby and 
restaurant and coffee bar uses will facilitate a pedestrian-oriented environment by providing 
transparency at the street level, and activating the streets with greater pedestrian activity, 
as residents will be encouraged to walk and use public transit. In addition, the Mobility Plan 
incorporates the complete streets principles to accommodate all modes of transportation 
including foot traffic and bicyclists. The project, as conditioned, will also provide a minimum 
of 13 short-term commercial bicycle parking spaces within 50 feet of the hotel entrance 
along Selma Avenue, and as proposed, 18 long-term commercial bicycle parking spaces 
within a convenient, secure, and easily accessible parking facility located in basement 
garage level of the hotel building. As such, the project conforms to the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the Mobility Plan 2035. 

 
Land Use Element – Hollywood Community Plan  
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was adopted by the City Council on December 13, 1988. 
The Community Plan’s purpose is to “promote an arrangement of land use, circulation, and 
services which all encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the Community.” The proposed project is consistent 
with following objectives and policy of the Land Use Element as described below. 

 
Objective 1: To further the development of Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail services, and entertainment […]. 
 
Objective 4: To promote economic well-being and public convenience through allocating 
and distributing commercial lands for retail, service, and office facilities in quantities and 
patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards. 

 
Land Use Policy: The focal point of the Community is the Hollywood Center, located 
generally on both sides of Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards between La Brea and 
Gower Street. The Hollywood Center is included in the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project area as adopted in May 1986. This center area shall function 1) as the 
commercial center for Hollywood and surrounding communities and 2) as an 
entertainment center for the entire region. Future development should be compatible 
with existing commercial and development, surrounding residential neighborhoods, and 
the transportation and circulation system. Developments combining residential and 
commercial uses are especially encouraged in this Center area.  

 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Center, which is an established commercially 
developed, entertainment center. The site is currently developed with a surface parking lot, 
a two-story, 12-unit apartment building and a one-story detached garage building. The 
proposed project would redevelop an underdeveloped site with a new 11-story mixed-use 
hotel, maintain and rehabilitate an existing two-story, 12-unit apartment building and 
demolish and replace the detach accessory building. The existing apartment building will 
continue to operate as a rental property and the proposed mixed-use hotel would include a 
new ground floor restaurant, coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 191 guest 
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room hotel. As a portion of the project site is already developed with a building that is 
identified as being a potential historic resource by the CRA/LA Survey, developing the site 
vertically has allowed for a more efficient use of the site and permitted floor area. However, 
the existing C4 zone would limit the ability to utilize the site for certain commercial uses, 
whether services or amenities, that are compatible with the present and future development 
of the Hollywood Center. Uses, such as outdoor eating or dining, would be limited to the 
ground floor and entertainment related commercial uses are generally limited. The 
recommended C2 Zone would permit commercial uses that are compatible with the 
Hollywood Center and would promote the future development and improvement of the area. 
The recommended Height District Change would modify the existing “D” Limitations to 
permit a maximum FAR of 3.17:1, ensuring that the development of the site will also be 
physically compatible with the existing and future development of the Hollywood Center. 
The project will contribute a high-quality hospitality use with various amenities to the 
Hollywood area as a high-density mixed-use development that provides employment, 
hospitality uses, restaurant, bar and related uses as well as various amenities for the 
existing and surrounding residents, as well as visitors of the area. As such, the project 
conforms to the goals, objectives, and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

 
Health and Wellness Element 
 
Adopted in March 2015, the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles lays the foundation to create 
healthier communities for all Angelenos. As the Health and Wellness Element of the General 
Plan, it provides high-level policy vision, along with measurable objectives and 
implementation programs, to elevate health as a priority for the City’s future growth and 
development. Through a new focus on public health from the perspective of the built 
environment and City services, the City of Los Angeles will strive to achieve better health 
and social equity through its programs, policies, plans, budgeting, and community 
engagement. The proposed project is consistent with the following goals, objectives and 
policies: 
 
Chapter 2: A City Built for Health 
 

Policy 2.2. Healthy Building design and construction. Promote a healthy built 
environment by encouraging the design and rehabilitation of buildings and sites for healthy 
living and working conditions, including promoting enhanced pedestrian-oriented 
circulation, lighting, attractive and open stairs, healthy building materials and universal 
accessibility using existing tools, practices, and programs. 

 
As previously mentioned, the project incorporates several pedestrian-oriented design 
elements, including concentrating commercial uses along existing commercial corridors; 
providing opportunities for neighborhood-serving uses; increasing the amount of pedestrian 
activity and safety by introducing more permanent eyes on the street; and providing ground 
floor commercial uses fronting on a major street that will provide food and outdoor eating 
areas oriented toward the street to enhance the pedestrian experience. The ground floor 
commercial uses are designed with transparent façades as well as canopies providing 
shelter and shade. The project also offers substantial hotel common open space to enhance 
recreation and open space opportunities, and create a healthful environment for both the 
existing residents of the apartment building to remain on-site, as well as hotel visitors. All of 
these amenities will help to achieve the vision for a more livable city, which also include a 
variety of planters and trees. In addition, as conditioned, the project will provide 20 percent 
of the required parking spaces as Electric Vehicle (EV) ready with 5 percent of the required 
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spaces providing EV charging stations. As such, the proposed project promotes a healthy 
built environment. 
 
Sewerage Facilities Element 
  
The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will not be affected by the 
recommended action. While the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total flows 
for the proposed project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of 
the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 
permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project. 
 

Entitlement Findings 
 
3. Zone and Height District Change Findings; “T” and “Q” Classification Findings 

Following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts as related to 
the request to rezone the project site from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-2D. 
 
a. Pursuant to Section 12.32 C of the Municipal Code, and based on these findings, 

the recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice.  

 
The project site includes five (5) contiguous lots totaling approximately 26,626 square feet 
of lot area. The project site is located at the northeast corner of Schrader Boulevard and 
Selma Avenue, with approximately 175 feet of frontage along the easterly side of Schrader 
Boulevard and approximately 130 feet of frontage along the northerly side of Selma 
Avenue, within the Hollywood Community Plan. The project site has an underlying General 
Plan land use designation of Regional Center Commercial, which has corresponding 
zones of C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3 and RAS4. The project site is currently zoned C4-2D and 
subject to Development “D” Limitations contained in Ordinance No. 165,660, adopted in 
1990, and which restricts development on-site to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2:1. The 
recommended Vesting Zone and Height District Change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would be 
consistent with the land use designation. 
 
Public Necessity, Convenience, and General Welfare. The Vesting Zone and Height 
District Change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would enable the development of the subject site with a 
proposed ground floor restaurant, coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 191 
guest room hotel, while maintaining and rehabilitating an existing 12-unit apartment 
building on the northerly end of the project site. The project would result in a building with 
a 3.17:1 FAR, inclusive of the existing 8,156 square-foot apartment building. The proposed 
project includes the demolition of a surface parking lot for the construction, use, and 
maintenance of a mixed-use hotel containing 191 guest rooms and 5,557 square feet of 
restaurant, bar and related uses, consisting of a 2,850 square-foot ground floor restaurant 
within a 1,435 square-foot dining courtyard along Selma Avenue and Schrader Boulevard, 
which would also service a 750 square-foot third-floor terrace; a 194 square-foot ground 
floor coffee bar located adjacent to the hotel entrance along Selma Avenue; and a 2,379 
square-foot bar/lounge/dining area on the rooftop. While the C4 Zone would permit 
commercial uses, the types of commercial uses are limited and contain restrictive 
development standards. An outdoor eating area is a typical amenity for a use such as a 
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restaurant or hotel. In a built urban environment, where physical constraints require 
buildings to be built vertically, the ability to have this type of amenity in the C4 Zone would 
be limited as it is only permitted on the ground floor. The ability to use the rooftop, or any 
floor above the ground floor, for this type of amenity would allow for improved site design 
at every level of the project. 
 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Center, a designated Regional Center, 
which has become an established commercial and entertainment district. The area is 
frequently visited by tourist and business travelers in the City. The development of a hotel 
and restaurant uses would provide an alternative location for visitors to stay and dine 
within the Hollywood Area. Additionally, the site’s proximity to regional transit stations 
would improve accessibility to commercial and employment centers. The inclusion of 
ground floor restaurants, outdoor terraces and the rooftop bar and lounge, would provide 
an additional amenity and service for hotel guests, as well as the existing residents and 
future employees and visitors in the area. 
 
Good Zoning Practice. The Hollywood Community Plan is intended to serve a number of 
purposes, including to guide the development, betterment, and change of the Community 
to meet existing and anticipated needs and conditions; balance growth and stability; reflect 
economic potentials and limits, land development and other trends. As recommended, the 
Vesting Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-2D would permit the 
development of a building with a floor area and height that is compatible with other mixed-
use hotel developments in the project area, which include a 9-story hotel with restaurant 
at 6417 West Selma Avenue, an 8-story hotel with restaurant located at 6421 West Selma 
Avenue (currently under construction) and a 12-story hotel with restaurant located at 1541 
North Wilcox Avenue (currently under construction), while permitting commercial uses that 
are consistent with the existing, and growing, commercial development in the Hollywood 
area. The project site is located one block to the south of Hollywood Boulevard and a block 
north of Sunset Boulevard. It is comprised of five parcels, two parcels of which are 
developed with a surface parking lot located on the northeast corner of Schrader 
Boulevard and Selma Avenue. The remaining three parcels are developed with an existing 
multi-family residential a detached garage building that will be demolished and replaced 
with an accessory building for the hotel, located north of the surface parking lot and 
fronting Schrader Boulevard. The two lots currently developed with the surface parking 
are underdeveloped when taken into consideration the proximity to public transportation 
and commercial district. The C2 Zone would permit additional commercial uses that are 
consistent with the existing entertainment district and the future growth of the district. 
While the C2 Zone would permit additional uses, the Vesting Zone Change has been 
conditioned to prohibit uses which would not promote the growth of the Hollywood Center 
as a commercial and entertainment center. Future uses would be subject to the 
regulations of the zone, and would be required to obtain a conditional use, if applicable, 
prior to any change of use or authorization of a use. As such, uses which may be 
considered a nuisance for sensitive uses, such as residential development or schools, 
would be subject to discretionary review and conditioned appropriately if approved. 
 

b. Pursuant to Section 12.32 G and Q of the Municipal Code “T” and “Q” Classification 
Findings.  
 
Per LAMC Section 12.32 G.1 and 2, the current action, as recommended, has been made 
contingent upon compliance with new “T” and “Q” conditions of approval imposed herein 
for the proposed project. The “T” Conditions are necessary to ensure the identified 
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dedications, improvements, and actions are undertaken to meet the public’s needs, 
convenience, and general welfare served by the actions required. These actions and 
improvements will provide the necessary infrastructure to serve the proposed community 
at this site. The “Q” Conditions limit the type, scale and scope of future development on 
the site are also necessary to protect the best interests of and to assure a development 
more compatible with surrounding properties and the overall pattern of development in the 
community, to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and 
to prevent or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject 
recommended action. 

 
c. Pursuant to Section 12.32 G.4 (b) of the Municipal Code, D Limitation Findings. In 

establishing D limitations, the Council shall find that any or all the limitations are 
necessary: (1) to protect the best interest of and assure a development more 
compatible with the surrounding property or neighborhood, and (2) to secure an 
appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan, or (3) 
to prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the Height District 
establishment or change.  
 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, and currently zoned C4-
2D and subject to Development “D” Limitations contained in Ordinance No. 165,660, 
restricts development on-site to an FAR of 2:1. Additional floor area may be granted, up 
to 4.5:1, but no greater than 6:1, by the City Planning Commission and/or CRA/LA, 
consistent with Footnote No. 9 of the Community Plan. The recommended Vesting Zone 
Change and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-2D, with a D Limitation would 
limit the total FAR to 3.17:1 and a maximum of 126 feet in height, or 11 stories, as shown 
in Exhibit A. Without the limitation, the C2-2 Zone would permit a maximum 6:1 FAR with 
no height limitation, which would lead to a taller, bulkier and potentially incompatible 
building with the surrounding properties. The recommended “D” Limitation would ensure 
that the proposed development is physically compatible with the surrounding properties 
and consistent with other mixed-use hotel development in the project area, which include 
a 9-story hotel with restaurant at 6417 West Selma Avenue, a 8-story hotel with restaurant 
located at 6421 West Selma Avenue (currently under construction), and a 12-story hotel 
with restaurant located at 1541 North Wilcox Avenue (currently under construction). The 
proposed limitations would allow the development of the project, which as described 
above, would promote the objectives of the General Plan and Hollywood Community Plan, 
as described in Finding No. 2. As such, the “D” Limitations would protect the best interest 
of and assure a development that is compatible with the surrounding property or 
neighborhood and secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of 
the General Plan. 
 

3. Master Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol) 
The following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts as related 
to the request for a Master Conditional Use Permit to allow the sales and service of a full-line 
of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within a ground floor restaurant and bar / 
lounge, a ground floor outdoor dining area, a third-floor outdoor terrace, a rooftop restaurant 
and bar/lounge, an outdoor rooftop patio area and hotel room controlled-access liquor 
cabinets. 

 
a. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or 

will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 
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The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-
line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction within a 2,850 square-foot ground floor 
restaurant containing 139 indoor seats, and 66 outdoor seats within a 1,435 square-foot 
courtyard along Selma Avenue, which would also service a 750 square-foot third-floor 
terrace containing 37 seats; a 2,379 square-foot bar/lounge/dining area on the rooftop 
containing 118 seats; a rooftop pool deck containing 47 seats; a pool bar with 6 seats; and 
hotel room controlled-access liquor cabinets. The proposed hotel and restaurant, bar and 
related uses would be developed primarily on the southwesterly portion of an L-shaped 
site located at the northeast corner of Selma Avenue and Schrader Boulevard. The 
northern portion of the site would remain developed and existing 12-unit apartment 
building and new detached accessory building replacing an existing detached garage.  
 
The site is located one block south of Hollywood Boulevard and one block north of Sunset 
Boulevard. The project site is located within a dense, urban environment, one block south 
of the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District. The surrounding areas are developed 
with residential uses, hotels, restaurants, and various retail and commercial uses. The 
proposed restaurant would provide a service amenity in an area which is not only a vibrant 
international destination, but also developed with a number of businesses and residences. 
The proposed ground floor restaurant, bar/lounge and outdoor dining area are anticipated 
to operate as a bona-fide restaurant with the proposed sale of alcoholic beverages 
anticipated to be incidental to food service. The proposed hotel will serve to provide 
temporary residency for tourist and business travelers within close proximity to commercial 
and employment centers, as well as regional servicing public transit. The request to sell 
alcoholic beverages within controlled-access liquor cabinets is intended to serve as an 
amenity for hotel guests, accessory to the operations of the hotel. The ground floor 
restaurant, bar/lounge and outdoor dining area, third-floor outdoor terrace, rooftop 
restaurant and bar/lounge, an outdoor rooftop patio would serve hotel guests, as well as 
the general public. As such, the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages is anticipated 
to be an incidental amenity for patrons of the operations of the proposed restaurant and 
bar/lounge, which would provide an additional amenity for those who are employed or 
visiting the Hollywood area.  
 

b. The project’s location, size, height, operation and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and safety.  
 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, approximately one block 
south of the Hollywood Entertainment District. The site is currently developed with a 
surface parking lot and a two-story, 12-unit apartment building and a one-story detached 
garage building. The mixed-use hotel would include a new ground floor restaurant, coffee 
bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 191 guest room hotel. As proposed, the 
subterranean parking structure would accommodate up to 100 parking spaces. Parking 
on-site would be serviced by valet, with a drop off/pick up area subject to LADOT approval. 
In addition, the site is located within close proximity to the Metro Red Line and other forms 
of public transit, and it is anticipated that patrons and guests of the project would utilize 
public transit or other forms of ride-share services that would not require the parking of 
vehicles at the site or within the off-site parking location.  
 
The proposed restaurant and hotel will be located within close proximity to Hollywood 
Boulevard, which is a developed with commercial and entertainment uses. However, there 
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are existing multi-family developments within the area as well. As designed and 
conditioned, the outdoor terrace on the third floor, which will also be surrounded by a fritted 
glass curtain wall system along the west and south portions of the building; and a minimum 
six-foot high glass wall would be installed along the perimeter of the rooftop 
bar/lounge/dining area, for which the retractable doors and sliding glass walls shall be 
designed with noise-attenuating features (physical as well as operational) by a licensed 
acoustical sound engineer to assure that operational sounds shall be inaudible beyond 
the property line. The LAPD Hollywood Vice Unit also recommended additional operating 
conditions, including for the rooftop and outdoor operations, to limit live entertainment and 
amplified music, as well as the hours of operations of the outdoor areas in order to further 
address the potential for noise concerns, which include additional security; and requiring 
that the rooftop is enclosed at 10:00 p.m. instead of 12:00 a.m., as originally proposed. 
Conditions related to live entertainment, amplified and ambient music, and hours of 
operation, which were reviewed and recommended by the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD), would prevent late night noise, ensuring that its operations will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public 
health, welfare and safety. 

 
c. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 

General Plan, the applicable Community Plan, and any applicable Specific Plan.  
 
The project site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan with a land use 
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The site is currently developed with a surface 
parking lot, a two-story, 12-unit apartment building and a one-story detached garage 
building. The proposed project would redevelop an underdeveloped and underutilized site 
with a new 11-story mixed-use hotel, maintain and rehabilitate an existing two-story, 12-
unit apartment building and demolish and replace the detach accessory building. The 
recommended Vesting Zone and Height District Change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would permit the 
construction of an approximately 126-foot tall, 11-story mixed-use building, including a 
new ground floor restaurant, coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area within a 191 guest 
room hotel. As discussed in Finding No. 2, the project would redevelop an underutilized 
site with uses that are compatible with the existing development in the surrounding area 
and would be in conformance with the objectives and policies of the Community Plan. The 
sale of a full-line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the operations of the proposed 
restaurant and hotel, would be an added amenity for guests and patrons of the project. As 
such, the project is in substantial conformance with the General and Community Plans. 

 
d. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

 
The project proposes to develop the site with a 126-foot tall, mixed-use hotel that would 
include a new ground floor restaurant, coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 
191 guest room hotel. The proposed restaurant is anticipated to operate as a bona-fide 
restaurant and the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages incidental to food service 
is a common amenity found with the operations of a restaurant. The proposed hotel would 
include rooftop amenities including a bar/lounge/dining area, which would be partially 
covered and enclosed with retractable glass doors. The request to serve alcoholic 
beverages within the guest rooms and as an incidental service within the third-floor 
outdoor terrace and rooftop bar/lounge is a common amenity that is found with the 
operations of a hotel. The project site is located within close proximity to Hollywood 
Boulevard, which is a commercially developed entertainment district. The proposed 
restaurant and hotel will be compatible with the range of commercial uses such as 
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restaurants, nightclubs, theaters, retail, and other hotels. As conditioned, the proposed 
restaurant and hotel operations as it relates to the sale and dispensing of alcoholic 
beverages have been conditioned as to not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent 
community.  
 

e. The granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration to applicable State 
laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control’s guidelines 
for undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of these establishments within a one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate 
in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale 
or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), 
and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in 
the area. 

 
According to the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control licensing 
criteria, there are 3 on-site and 2 off-site licenses allocated to the subject Census Tract 
Number 1907.00, based on a population of 3,379. Within the subject Census Tract, there 
are currently 56 active licenses, including 53 on-site and 3 off-site licenses. 

 
The number of existing on-site licenses within the census tract where the subject site is 
located exceeds ABC guidelines. The site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan 
and is located approximately one block south of the Hollywood Entertainment District. The 
area is developed with a diverse range of commercial uses, which include restaurants, 
theaters, and retail uses. In active commercial areas where there is a demand for licenses 
beyond the allocated number, the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) has 
recognized that high activity retail and commercial centers are supported by a significant 
and growing employee, visitor, and resident population in the area. The ABC has 
discretion to approve an application if there is evidence that normal operations will not be 
contrary to the public welfare and will not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by 
residents in the area. Negative impacts commonly associated with the sale of alcoholic 
beverages, such as criminal activity, public drunkenness, and loitering are mitigated by 
the imposition of conditions requiring responsible management and deterrents against 
loitering. As proposed by the submitted application and conditioned herein by the City, the 
requested application will be implemented with conditions intended to prevent public 
drinking, driving under the influence, and public drunkenness. These conditions will 
safeguard the welfare of the community. Concentration can be undue when the addition 
of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. Concentration is not undue when the 
approval of a license does not negatively impact an area, but rather such a license benefits 
the public welfare and convenience. As conditioned, allowing the sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the proposed restaurant and the hotel for on-site 
consumption is not undue or anticipated to create a law enforcement issue. Consequently 
this approval will not result in an undue concentration of premises selling and dispensing 
of a full-line of alcoholic beverages. 
 
According to statistics provided by the LAPD’s Hollywood Vice Unit within Crime Reporting 
District No. 646 which has jurisdiction over the subject property, a total of 1,777 crimes 
were reported in 2017 (662 Part I and 1,115 Part II crimes), compared to the Citywide 
Average of 191 crimes for the and the High Crime Reporting District Average of 229 
crimes. Alcohol related Part II Crimes reported include Narcotics (167), Liquor Laws (58), 
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Public Drunkenness (27), Disturbing the Peace (2), Disorderly Conduct (159), Gambling 
(2), DUI related (29), and other offenses (269). These numbers do not reflect the total 
number of arrests in the subject reporting district over the accountable year. Arrests for 
this calendar year may reflect crimes reported in previous years. 
 
Although the site is located within a crime reporting district where the crime rate is higher 
than the area wide average, on July 18, 2018, LAPD Hollywood Vice submitted a list of 
proposed operating conditions for the proposed hotel and restaurant, bar and related uses, 
pertaining to the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages, so as to reduce the potential 
impact for anticipated to result in late night nuisance activity or contribute to the area’s 
crime rate. The project has been conditioned to prevent negative impacts and integrate 
the use into the community as well as protect community members from adverse potential 
impacts. 

 
In addition, the subject grant has been conditioned to allow the Zoning Administrator to 
require a Plan Approval application to evaluate the operations of the project if 
documentation is submitted showing that the project is not in compliance with the 
approved conditions. A record of poor compliance and/or nuisance complaints would allow 
the City the discretion to not grant a conditional use and thus avoid the need to proceed 
with prolonged nuisance abatement proceedings. As such, the proposed hotel and 
restaurant, bar and related uses in conjunction with the sale and dispensing of a full-line 
of alcoholic beverages will be compatible with the surrounding development and will not 
adversely affect the welfare of the surrounding community.  

 
f. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 

communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the 
distance of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and 
wine. 
The following sensitive uses are located within 1-000 feet of the project site: 
 

• Blessed Sacrament Church (6660 West Selma Avenue) 
• Y.M.C.A. (6560 West Selma Avenue) 
• Blessed Sacrament School (6641 Sunset Boulevard) 
• Selma Elementary School (6611 West Selma Avenue) 
• King’s College (1555 Cassil Place) 
• Selma Park (6561 West Selma Avenue) 
• First Baptist Church (6682 Selma Avenue) 
• Frances Howard Goldwyn Hollywood Regional Branch Library (1623 Ivar Ave) 

 
The proposed hotel and restaurant, bar and related uses are located within the proximity 
of sensitive uses, including residential development. The site is located within a 
commercial corridor along Selma Avenue and in the Regional Center, which has long been 
a center of entertainment in the City. As mentioned previously, conditions related to live 
entertainment, amplified and ambient music, and hours of operation, recommended by the 
Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), have also been included to prevent late night 
noise. With the conditions referenced herein, the impacts of the on-site consumption and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcoholic beverages would be reduced and not detrimentally 
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affect nearby residentially zoned or developed communities and other sensitive uses 
within the area.  

 
4. Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment Findings 

The following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts as related 
to the request for a Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment to maintain non-conforming setbacks 
for the existing apartment building, and to allow reduced setbacks for the detached accessory 
building: 
 
a. While site characteristics or existing improvements make strict adherence to the 

zoning regulations impractical or infeasible, the project nonetheless conforms with 
the intent of those regulations. 

 
The project site is comprised of five parcels, two parcels of which are developed with a 
surface parking lot located on the northeast corner of Schrader Boulevard and Selma 
Avenue. The remaining three parcels are developed with an existing multi-family 
residential a detached garage building, located north of the surface parking lot and fronting 
Schrader Boulevard, built in 1930 in its current configuration.  

 
Pursuant to the LAMC Section 12.14 C.2, a residential building would be required to 
provide 5-foot side yard setback, with one additional foot added for every story over the 
second story; and a 15-foot rear yard setback, with one additional foot added for every 
story over the third story. For an existing two-story building, a 5-foot side yard and a 15-
foot rear yard setback would be required. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 C.5 (j), an 
accessory structure may be located in any portion of a required rear yard, and may be 
located on that portion of the required side yard which is within 30 feet of the rear lot line; 
and in a side yard required for a building more than two stories in height if the accessory 
building is not closer than 5 feet to the side lot line. For an accessory structure to an 11-
story building, the accessory structure may observe a 0-foot rear yard and 0-foot side yard 
for the portion within 30 feet of the rear lot line, and 5 feet thereafter. The applicant has 
requested an adjustment to maintain an existing non-conforming 7-foot rear yard setback 
for the existing apartment building to remain; and a 1-foot easterly side yard setback for 
the reconstructed detached accessory building. Further, the intent of these setback 
regulations is to allow adequate light and ventilation on adjoining properties. 
 
The two-story apartment building was identified as eligible for historic listing in the 2010 
Hollywood Redevelopment Area Survey, and analyzed as such in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. The Historic Resources Group prepared an Historic Resources Impacts 
Assessment, dated April 2018, and an Addendum to the Assessment, dated August 2018, 
which analyzed the proposed scope of work and disclosed that, provided the garage 
building is original to the property, its demolition would remove original historic fabric from 
the property, and the integrity of the apartment building would be somewhat reduced by 
its removal. However, given the existing garage building is a small-scale, ancillary building 
of very simple, utilitarian design, and only partially visible from the public right-of-way, the 
historic significance of the apartment building would not be threatened with the 
replacement of a building that is substantially similar in location, style and size. Both the 
Assessment and Addendum were reviewed by the Department of City Planning Office of 
Historic Resources, who concurred with its conclusions. As such, the proposed project 
includes the maintenance and exterior rehabilitation of southerly and westerly elevations 
of the existing apartment building, and the demolition and replacement of the existing 
detached garage into an accessory building for the hotel. 
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It should be noted that no new construction is proposed to the apartment building, and 
that this portion of the property was already developed in this configuration since 1930. 
To require compliance with the current setback regulations would result in significant 
alteration and/or demolition of the existing historic apartment building. While the detached 
garage building does not hold the same level of historic significance as the apartment 
building, compliance with the required setbacks would not allow the project to maintain as 
much semblance to the original development as possible. In addition, the development 
abutting the existing detached accessory structure is a surface parking lot for the existing 
United States Post Office – Hollywood Station, which would not be impacted by the 
reduced setback which, again, has also existed in this location since 1930. Furthermore, 
the US Post Office is also considered historic, which would make it unlikely that this site 
would be redeveloped in the future. 
 
As such, the site characteristics and existing improvements make strict adherence to the 
zoning regulations infeasible; and the provided yards would still conform to the intent of 
the provisions to not obstruct light or ventilation on any of the adjoining properties. 

 
b. In light of the project as a whole including any mitigation measures imposed, the 

project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, 
the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

 
The L-shaped site is located at the northeast corner of Selma Avenue and Schrader 
Boulevard, with approximately 175 feet of frontage along the easterly side of Schrader 
Boulevard and approximately 130 feet of frontage along the northerly side of Selma 
Avenue. As previously mentioned, the existing apartment building and detached garage 
building were constructed in 1930 and identified as eligible for historic listing in the 2010 
Hollywood Redevelopment Area Survey. The existing apartment, to be maintained and 
rehabilitated, is two-stories and measures 28 feet, 6 inches in height. The existing 
detached accessory building currently measures 16 feet in height, and will be replaced 
with a new single-story detached accessory structure measuring 25 feet, 6 inches in height 
in order to accommodate a LADWP vault. 
 
To adjacent property to the north, where the existing apartment building would be 
observing a 7-foot rear yard setback, is developed with a two-story multifamily residential 
building, located at 1618 Schrader Boulevard. The adjacent property to the east, where 
the proposed replacement of the detached garage building would be observing a 1-foot 
side yard setback, is developed with the United States Post Office – Hollywood Station’s 
surface parking lot. As mentioned, the apartment building has existed in its current location 
since 1930. It is presumed that the existing condition has not been affecting or degrading 
the public health, welfare of safety of the surrounding neighborhood, as neighboring 
tenants have been active in their participation in the public process, and no complaints or 
concerns were expressed regarding this request. While the detached accessory structure 
will be demolished and reconstructed, it is located adjacent to a surface parking lot of an 
existing historic resource, which is unlikely to ever be redeveloped and potentially suffer 
from future impacts of the proposed location of the building. Last, the change of use of the 
detached accessory structure from parking to the storage of mechanical equipment in the 
proposed location is not anticipated to create any discernible impacts on the neighboring 
properties. Therefore, it can be found that the size, height, and operations of the proposed 
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project compatible with and would not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

 
c. The project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions 

of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan. 
 

The project site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, with a land use 
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The applicant has requested a Vesting Zone 
Change and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-4D. The project proposes to 
construct a new 11-story mixed-use hotel with three levels of subterranean parking, 
maintain the existing apartment building, and demolish and replace the existing detached 
accessory building. The mixed-use hotel would include a new ground floor restaurant, 
coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 191 guest rooms. With the approval and 
adoption of the requested Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change, the project 
would be in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan, as described in Finding No. 2.  

 
5. Site Plan Review Findings 

Following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant facts as related to 
the request to permit the development resulting in a 191 guest room hotel. 
 
a. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 

of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
 
 The project site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, with a land use 

designation of Regional Center Commercial. The applicant has requested a Vesting Zone 
Change and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-4D. The project proposes to 
construct a new 11-story mixed-use hotel with three levels of subterranean parking, 
maintain the existing apartment building, and demolish and replace the existing detached 
accessory building. The mixed-use hotel would include a new ground floor restaurant, 
coffee bar, rooftop bar/lounge/dining area and a 191 guest rooms. With the approval and 
adoption of the requested Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change, the project 
would be in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan, as described in Finding No. 2. In addition, as 
conditioned, the project shall provide for the immediate installation and use, as well as the 
future use of EV chargers, and solar panels to an operating photovoltaic system; in 
addition to all on-site power generators as either plug-in electric or solar powered. 

 
b. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 

height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will 
be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties and 
neighboring properties. 

 
As proposed, the development of the project site with a mixed-use hotel would be 
consistent and compatible with existing and future development on neighboring and other 
properties within close proximity, highly urbanized area that is generally characterized by 
a variety of land uses that include residential uses, commercial uses, a park and school 
facilities. 
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Building Arrangement (Height, Bulk, Setbacks) 
 

The project site includes five (5) contiguous lots totaling approximately 26,626 square feet 
of lot area. The project site is located at the northeast corner of Schrader Boulevard and 
Selma Avenue, with approximately 175 feet of frontage along the easterly side of Schrader 
Boulevard and approximately 130 feet of frontage along the northerly side of Selma 
Avenue. The project site is generally bound by a two-story residential building to the north; 
surface parking and the United States Post Office - Hollywood Station to the east; Selma 
Avenue to the south; and Schrader Boulevard to the west. 

 
The proposed project is comprised of three main components: the proposed hotel building, 
the existing 12-unit apartment building and a detached garage building. The hotel, located 
along northeast corner of Schrader Boulevard and Selma Avenue, is comprised of an 11-
story building with a maximum height of 126 above grade, over three levels of 
subterranean parking. The existing two-story, 12-unit apartment building, located along 
the northerly end of the project site along Schrader Boulevard, currently measures 28 feet, 
6 inches above grade and contains 8,156 square feet of residential floor area. The 
detached garage building, located to the east of the apartment building and which currently 
measures 16 feet in height, will be replaced with a single-story accessory building within 
the same building footprint as the existing garage, measuring 25 feet, 8 inches,. In total, 
the project includes 84,325 square feet of floor area, for a total floor area ratio (FAR) of 
3.17:1. The proposed development of a building proposes a floor area and height that is 
compatible with other mixed-use hotel development in the project area, which include a 9-
story hotel with restaurant at 6417 West Selma Avenue, a 8-story hotel with restaurant 
located at 6421 West Selma Avenue (currently under construction), and a 12-story hotel 
with restaurant located at 1541 North Wilcox Avenue (currently under construction) while 
permitting commercial uses that are consistent with the existing, and growing, commercial 
development in the Hollywood area. 

 
No setbacks are provided along the southern property line fronting Selma Avenue or for 
the ground floor commercial uses, while the proposed hotel observes a 14 ½-foot side 
yard setback on the eastern property line and a 69-foot, 9-inch rear yard setback for the 
hotel portions of the building above the ground floor commercial uses. In conjunction with 
a Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment, the existing apartment building would retain its 
existing setbacks, which include a 135-foot, 7-inch front yard setback, a 5-foot westerly 
and a 40-foot, 2-inch easterly side yard setback, and a 7-foot rear yard setback, and the 
re-constructed accessory building would maintain its original 1-foot , 2-inch easterly side 
yard existing setback; a 169-foot, 10-inch westerly side yard setback; and a 4-foot, 11-
inch rear yard setback, while reducing the building footprint to comply with the 5-foot 
southerly side yard setback required for an accessory building to an 11-story hotel 
building.  

 
As conditioned, all rooftop equipment and/or infrastructure shall be screened to ensure 
development compatible with existing properties; and utilities shall be placed underground 
within the subterranean parking levels, indoors or on the roof behind parapets.  
Off-Street Parking Facilities 

 
Parking will be provided within three levels of valet-serviced subterranean parking. The 
project proposes a valet/guest drop-zone along Selma Avenue adjacent to the main lobby. 
As conditioned, the drop off/pick up areas shall be subject to the review and approval from 
the Department of Transportation. Parking shall be accessed from a driveway on Selma 
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Avenue. There will be a minimum of 100 total underground on-site parking spaces, 
inclusive of the 6 parking spaces for the existing apartment building, to serve the site. 
Additionally, the project will have 18 short-term bicycle parking spaces on the ground floor 
northeast corner of the building; and 18 long-term bicycle parking spaces within the 
basement garage level of the hotel building. At present, the short-term bicycle parking 
does not comply with the locational requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 A.16; however, 
as conditioned, the plans shall be revised to demonstrate compliance at the time of 
clearance.  

 
In addition, as conditioned, the project will include at least 20 percent of the total code-
required parking spaces, provided on-site, capable of supporting future electric vehicle 
supply equipment (EVSE); and 5 percent of the total code required parking spaces, 
provided on-site, will be further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate 
electric vehicles within the parking areas. Any parking spaces which are provided in 
excess of the code-required parking requirement shall be capable of supporting EVSE 
and installed with EV chargers to immediately accommodate electric vehicles within the 
parking areas.  
 
Lighting 

 
The project plans submitted do not indicate the type or location of proposed lighting. As 
conditioned, the applicant shall provide wall mounted lighting fixtures to accent and 
complement architectural details at night shall be installed on the new mixed-use building 
to provide illumination to pedestrians and motorists throughout the project site; and 
indicate appropriate buffers and light deflection such as screening, landscaping, and walls 
as necessary, to ensure that no noise or lighting disturbance would be created on 
neighboring residential properties to the north. Furthermore, exterior of the proposed 
structure shall be constructed of materials such as, but not limited to, high-performance 
and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no mirror-like tints or films) and pre-cast concrete or 
fabricated wall surfaces to minimize glare and reflected heat. 

 
Landscaping 

 
The hotel includes approximately 8,313 square feet of landscaped common areas, 
including approximately 3,775 square feet of landscaped areas and seating areas on the 
ground floor, approximately 1,471 square feet of landscaped lounging area on the third 
floor roof terrace, and approximately 3,067 square feet landscaped lounging areas on the 
11th floor. The proposed project would maintain an existing Date Palm located along 
Schrader Boulevard adjacent to the apartment building, and plant two (2) new trees on-
site along Selma Avenue; and include three (3) trees each along the public right-of-way 
along Selma Avenue and Schrader Boulevard. In addition, as conditioned, the project shall 
be constructed with an operable recycled water pipe system for on-site greywater use, to 
be served from on-site non-potable water sources such as showers, washbasins, or 
laundry and used as untreated subsurface irrigation for vegetation or for cooling 
equipment. 
 
Loading & Trash Collection 

 
As proposed and conditioned, commercial loading/trash pick-up/delivery will be located 
near the recycling room located on the ground floor, and is identified on the ground floor 
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plan of the enclosed plan set. Hours of operation for loading shall be limited to Monday 
thru Friday, 7:00 a.m.-8:00 p.m., and Saturday and Sunday from 10:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m. 

 
Fences and/or Walls 

 
The perimeter of the existing surface parking lot is currently secured with a metal fence 
and sliding gate across the driveway to limit access on-site during non-operational hours. 
The multi-family residential building is secured with metal fencing and shrubs to limit 
access to residents and guests only. The applicant has indicated that they may keep or 
replace portions of the existing fence, but has not presented any specific details at this 
time. Therefore, it has been conditioned that any future fences or walls surrounding the 
subject site shall feature decorative architectural elements or landscaping. 

 
c. The residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 

habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
 The project includes the renovation of an existing 12-unit apartment building that would 

undergo renovations. While the proposed hotel use is defined as a residential use, it is not 
required to provide open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 G as there are no dwelling 
units proposed. Although recreational and service amenities are not required, the hotel will 
provide amenities for hotel guests such as use of the rooftop deck, which includes a 
swimming pool. Regardless, the proposed project would include a total of 8,745 square 
feet of hotel common open space, which includes approximately 8,313 square feet of 
landscaped common areas plus a 432 square-foot pool. Amenities proposed within the 
hotel common open space areas include approximately 3,775 square feet of landscaped 
and seating areas on the ground floor; approximately 1,471 square feet of landscaped 
lounging area on the third floor roof terrace; and approximately 3,067 square feet of 
landscaped lounging areas, a pool, and a pool terrace on the 11th floor roof terraces. The 
outdoor areas include water features, fire features, benches, and planters. The proposed 
project also includes painted steel shade canopies with possible vegetation on the roof 
terraces and street trees along Selma and Schrader. The outdoor areas would include 
water features, fire features, benches, and planters. The proposed project would place 
benches on the public right-of-way along Selma Avenue. All amenities would be available 
for use by the residents of the existing apartment building.  

 
  In addition, as conditioned, the project will include at least 20 percent of the total code-

required parking spaces, provided on-site, capable of supporting future electric vehicle 
supply equipment (EVSE), and 5 percent of the total code required parking spaces, 
provided on-site, will be further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate 
electric vehicles within the parking areas. The electric vehicle charging spaces and solar 
panels will improve habitability for residents and neighboring properties by reducing the 
level of greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumption from the project site, in spite of 
increased parking capacity, through encouraging the use of low or zero emission vehicles. 
The EV ready parking spaces will also provide residents who use an electric vehicle a 
direct service amenity. As such, the proposed project provides recreational and service 
amenities that would improve habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on 
neighboring properties.  
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CEQA Finding 
 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2016-3751-MND), corresponding Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (MMP) and an Errata dated August 20, 2018, August 28, 2018 and October 18, 2018, 
were prepared for the proposed project. The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) is a document 
that is separate from the MND and is prepared and adopted as part of the project’s approval. 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted 
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” In addition to the mitigation 
measures required of the project and any proposed project design features, the applicant is 
required to adhere to applicable RCMs required by law.  
 
The Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and 
analysis. The records upon which this decision is based are with the Central Project Planning 
Division in Room 621, 201 North Spring Street. The Department found that potential negative 
impact could occur from the project’s implementation due to: Air Quality, Cultural Resources, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, Public Services, Transportation/Traffic, Mandatory 
Findings of Significance. The MND was circulated for public review on May 3, 2018 through June 
7, 2018. The Planning Department received seven (7) comment letters during the comment 
period. Following the comment period, staff received an additional 12 comment letters pertaining 
to both CEQA and non-CEQA related items. The environmental consultant retained for the project 
prepared responses to these comments, appended as “Attachment A” and “Attachment B” to the 
Letter of Determination for Case No. VTT-74521. The City concurs with the responses prepared 
by the consultant. Following the distribution of the original Staff Recommendation Report dated 
September 13, 2028, four (4) additional comment letters were received pertaining, again, to both 
CEQA and non-CEQA related items, for which the environmental consultant also prepared 
responses, appended as Exhibit D to the Staff Recommendation Report. The City also concurs 
with these responses. Therefore, on the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency 
including any comments received, the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation 
measures described in the MND, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will 
have a significant effect on the environment. 
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Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial 
review. 
 
Attachments:  Zone Change Ordinance, Modified Conditions of Approval, Findings  
 
c: Nicholas Hendricks, Senior City Planner  

May Sirinopwongsagon, City Planner  
  

                 

 



ORDINANCE NO. _________________ 

An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code by 
amending the zoning map.  

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby amended 
by changing the zone and zone boundaries shown upon a portion of the zone map 
attached thereto and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, so that such portion of the zoning map shall be as follows:   
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 (Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS 
 
Pursuant to Section 12.32 G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the “Q” Qualified classification. 
 
1. Uses. The uses on the subject property shall be limited to the C2 Zone, pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.14, except that Automotive Uses shall be prohibited. 
 

2. Development. The use and development of the subject property shall be in substantial 
conformance with the site plan, floor plan, elevations, and renderings labeled Exhibit “A” dated 
July 2, 2018. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code. 

 
 

 



 CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING (T) 
TENTATIVE CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

 
Pursuant to Section 12.32-G of the Municipal Code, the (T) or [T] Tentative Classification shall be 
removed by the recordation of a final parcel or tract map or by posting of guarantees through the 
B-permit process of the City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los 
Angeles, with copies of any approval or guarantees provided to the Department of City Planning 
for attachment to the subject planning case file. 
 
Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights-of-way adjoining the subject property 
shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional, and Federal government 
agencies as may be necessary). 
 
1. Responsibilities/Guarantees.  

 
a. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, the 

applicant/developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure that any necessary 
dedications and improvements are specifically acknowledged by the 
applicant/developer. 
 

b. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project permits by the 
Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall provide written verification to 
the Department of City Planning from the responsible agency acknowledging the 
agency’s consultation with the applicant/developer. The required dedications and 
improvements may necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project 
design required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted for 
review by the Department of City Planning. 

 
2. Dedication(s) and Improvement(s). 

 
a. Dedication. A minimum 20-foot radius property line return or a 15-foot by 15-foot 

property line cut corner be dedicated at the intersections of Selma Avenue and Wilcox 
Avenue adjoining the site. 
 

b. Improvements. Improve Selma Avenue and Wilcox Avenue adjoining the site by the 
reconstruction of the existing concrete sidewalks to complete full-width concrete 
sidewalks including the corner radius cuts with tree wells including any necessary 
removal and reconstruction of the existing improvements satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

 
3. Bureau of Street Services, Urban Forestry: 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. 

 
Note: All protected tree removals and removal of trees located within the public right-of-way 
must be approved by the Board of Public Works. Contact Urban Forestry Division at 213-
847-3077 
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4. Bureau of Street Lighting: No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights; one (1) on Wilcox 
Avenue. 
 

5. Department of Transportation. Driveway Access and Circulation shall be reviewed and 
approved with Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 North Figueroa Street, Room 
550, at 213-482-7024). New driveways should be a Case 2 – designed with a recommended 
width of 30 feet for wo-way operations. Delivery truck loading and unloading should take 
place on site with no vehicles having to back into the project via the proposed project 
driveway, or as approved by the Department of Transportation and Department of Building 
and Safety. 

 
6. Fire Department. Prior to the issuance of building permit, a plot plan shall be submitted to 

the Fire Department for approval. 
 

Notice: If conditions dictate, connections to the public sewer system may be postponed until 
adequate capacity is available. 
 
Notice: Certificates of Occupancy for the subject property will not be issued by the City until the 
construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, etc.) as required herein, 
are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
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“D” DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
 
Pursuant to Section 12.32 G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the “D” Development Limitations. 
 
1. Height. The height of all buildings and structures, except for mechanical and other rooftop 

equipment, on the subject property shall not exceed 89 feet from the proposed grade, as 
shown in Exhibit “A” stamp dated July 2, 2018, excluding the parapet. 
 

2. Floor Area. The total floor area of all buildings or structures located on a lot shall not exceed 
a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3.7:1. 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
As modified by the City Planning Commission on July 12, 2018 

 
Pursuant to Section 12.24-W,1, 12.28, and 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
following conditions are hereby imposed upon the use of the subject property: 

 
A. Development Conditions: 

 
1. [Modified] Site Plan. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial 

conformance with the illustrative site plan, floor plans, elevations, sections, and renderings 
labeled Exhibit “A”, dated July 2, 2018, except as may be revised as a result of this action. 
 

2. [Added] Building Location. Each level of the subterranean parking structure shall be 
located at the following depths, as identified on the stamped Exhibit A Section Sheet 01C: 
 
a. Level P1: -11’-5 ⅝” 
b. Level P2: -22’-6” 
c. Level P3: -33’-2 ¾” 

 
The configuration of Levels P2 and P3 shall be in substantial conformance with stamped 
Exhibit A Sheets 2 and 3 and shall not be expanded in area. Use of the areas within the 
subterranean structure shall be in substantial conformance with those identified on the 
stamped Exhibit A. 

 
3. [Added] Building Articulation. The northerly and easterly elevations shall be revised to 

utilize façade articulation utilized on the southerly and westerly elevations to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Planning. The variation in brick articulation utilized on the 
westerly and southerly elevations shall be carried over to the northerly and easterly 
elevations, respectively. 
 

4. Density. A maximum of 114 guest rooms may be permitted.  
 

5. Rooftop.  
 
a. The covered bar and lounge area indicated on the roof plan stamped Exhibit “A”, shall 

designed to be able to be fully enclosed with noise-attenuating features (physical as 
well as operational) by a licensed acoustical sound engineer to assure that operational 
sounds shall be inaudible beyond the property line. 
 

b. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the sound levels shall be measured 
consistent with the procedures in LAMC Section 111.02. Documentation of the 
measurements shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for the file. 
 

c. A minimum six (6) foot high glass wall shall be installed around the perimeter of the 
rooftop deck, except where there is rooftop structure or other enclosed structure 
located at the perimeter of the building. 

 
6. Parking. 

 
a. [Modified] Automobile parking spaces shall be provided pursuant to LAMC Section 

12.21-A,4 and may be reduced utilizing bicycle parking replacement. Automobile 
parking may further be reduced by up to 20 percent, provided that the reduction is only 
applied to parking provided off-site. 
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Pursuant to Condition No 37, as part of the review of the effectiveness of, and 
compliance with the terms of this grant, the Zoning Administrator shall also assess the 
demand for parking. Upon review of evidence that there is a demand for the total 
number of Code required parking spaces, the Zoning Administrator may determine 
that the 20 percent reduction in parking is no longer granted and require that the 
applicant provide the total number of parking spaces required by LAMC Section 12.21-
A,4. 
  

b. [Added] Automobile parking spaces may be provided off-site, within 750 feet, and 
shall be provided in compliance with LAMC Section 12.21-A,4(g) and 12.26-E,5. The 
applicant shall submit a copy of the recorded covenant and any lease agreements to 
the Department of City Planning to be placed in the file.  
  

c. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A,4 and 16, 
as effective on March 13, 2013. 
 

d. [Modified] Electric Vehicle Parking. The Project will include at least 20 percent (20%) 
of the total code-required parking spaces capable of supporting future electric vehicle 
supply equipment (EVSE).  Plans will indicate the proposed type and location(s) of 
EVSE and also include raceway method(s), wiring schematics and electrical 
calculations to verify that the electrical system has sufficient capacity to simultaneously 
charge all electric vehicles at all designated EV charging locations at their full rated 
amperage.  Plan design will be based upon Level 2 or greater EVSE at its maximum 
operating ampacity.  Five percent (5%) of the total code required parking spaces will 
be further provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate electric vehicles 
within the parking areas.  When the application of either the required 20 percent or 5 
percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number.  A label 
stating “EV CAPABLE” will be posted in a conspicuous place at the service panel or 
subpanel and next to the raceway termination point. 

 
7. Drop off/Pick Up.  

 
a. If valet service is used a copy of the contract with the valet company shall be submitted 

to the Department of City Planning demonstrating that valet service is made available 
to customers/guests of the petitioner(s). If valet service is implemented the 
petitioner(s) will additionally be required to provide the Department of City Planning 
with information pertaining to the valet rates or cost of valet service as it relates to 
customers utilizing said service. The availability of valet parking/service shall be made 
known to the public via the restaurant menu or hotel brochure, a posting of the 
information on readily visible locations in the hotel lobby and the hotel restaurant and 
on any hotel or hotel restaurant website.  
 

b. A drop off/pick up area may be designated off-site, within the area of the subject 
property’s street frontage, for hotel guests and patrons of establishments on site.  
 

c. The drop off/pick up areas shall be subject to the review and approval from the 
Department of Transportation. The approved plan shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning for the file. 

 
8. Landscaping/Hardscape. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a landscape and 

irrigation plan shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for approval. The 
landscape plan shall be in substantial conformance with the landscape plan stamped 
Exhibit A. 



Case No. CPC-2016-2601-VZC-HD-CUB-ZAA-SPR  C-3 

 
a. Tree Wells. 

i. The minimum depth of tree wells located on a podium or rooftop shall be as follows: 
1. Minimum depth for trees shall be 42 inches 
2. Minimum depth for shrubs shall be 30 inches. 
3. Minimum depth for herbaceous plantings and ground cover shall be 18 inches. 
4. Minimum depth for an extensive green roof shall be 3 inches. 

 
ii. The minimum amount of soil volume for tree wells on a podium or rooftop shall be 

based on the size of the tree at maturity: 
1. 600 cubic feet for a small tree (less than 25 feet tall at maturity). 
2. 900 cubic feet for a medium tree (25-40 feet tall at maturity). 
3. 1,200 cubic feet for a large tree (more than 40 feet tall at maturity). 
 

b. New trees planted within the public right-of-way shall be spaced not more than an 
average of 30 feet on center, unless otherwise required by the Urban Forestry Division, 
Bureau of Public Works. 
 

c. A minimum three (3) foot wide landscape planter, with a minimum depth of 42 inches, 
shall be installed around the perimeter of the rooftop, except where there is rooftop 
structure or other enclosed structure located at the perimeter of the building. 

 
9. Irrigation. The Project shall be constructed with an operable recycled water pipe system 

for onsite greywater use, to be served from onsite non-potable water sources such as 
showers, washbasins, or laundry and to be used as untreated subsurface irrigation for 
vegetation or for cooling equipment. The system specifics shall be required as determined 
feasible by DWP in consultation with DCP. 
 

10. Solar Panels. The project shall install the equivalent of 10 percent of the rooftop of the 
eight-story building or 595 square feet, whichever is greater, of solar panels as part of an 
operational photovoltaic system to be maintained for the life of the project. The 10 percent 
shall be calculated based on the area of the rooftop identified on the Rooftop Deck Floor 
Plan of the stamped Exhibit A dated July 2, 2018. 
 

11. Light. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such that the light 
source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the public right-of-way, nor 
from above.  
 

12. Glare. The exterior of the proposed structure shall be constructed of materials such as, 
but not limited to, high-performance and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no mirror-like tints 
or films) and pre-cast concrete or fabricated wall surfaces to minimize glare and reflected 
heat. 

 
13. Construction Generators. The project contractor shall use power construction 

equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. On-site power 
generators shall either be plug-in electric or solar powered. 

 
B. Alcohol Related Conditions: 

 
14. Approved herein is the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 

consumption in conjunction with: 
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a. the operations of a 1,939 square-foot restaurant which may have a maximum of 100 
seats (60 indoor and 40 outdoor seats). Outdoor seating located within the public right-
of-way shall obtain a revocable permit prior to the issuance of a permit.; 
 

b. the operations of a 114 guest room hotel within: 
 

i. the hotel lobby bar, which may have a maximum of 48 seats; 
ii. “mini-bars” located within the hotel guest rooms; 
iii. the rooftop outdoor bar and lounge and covered lounge, with a maximum of 187 

seats.  
 

15. Hours of operation approved herein are as follows: 
 
a. the 1,939 square-foot restaurant: 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily; 

 
b. the hotel lobby bar: 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., daily; 
 
c. the rooftop bar and lounge. 
 

i. Outdoor patio areas: 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. (Midnight), daily 
 

ii. Enclosed patio area: 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. (Midnight), daily, subject to the 
following: 

 
When the enclosed bar and lounge doors or windows are open between 7:00 a.m. 
and 12:00 a.m., any music, sound, noise, or vibration shall not be audible or felt 
beyond that part of the premises which is under the control of the applicant. 
 
The doors to the rooftop’s covered bar and lounge area shall be closed whenever 
live entertainment, including DJs, and/or amplified music is played in the indoor 
area. 

 
d. After-hour use of the facilities, other than routine clean-up and maintenance is not 

permitted. 
 

16. Restaurant.  
 
a. The 1,939 square-foot ground floor restaurant shall operate as a bona-fide restaurant, 

with its kitchen open for all hours of restaurant operations and food shall be available 
during all such hours. Customers of all ages shall be permitted during all hours of 
operations. 
 

b. The exterior windows and glass doors of the hotel premises/ground floor restaurant 
and bar/lounge areas shall be maintained substantially free of signs and other 
materials from the ground to at least 6 feet in height above the ground so as to permit 
surveillance into the store by Police and private security.  

 
17. Age Verification. 

 
a. Electronic age verification device(s) shall be retained and installed on the premises at 

each point of sale location and available for use during operational hours. The device 
shall be maintained in an operational condition and all employees shall be instructed 
in its use prior to the sale of any alcoholic beverage. 
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b. Hotel Guest Room Mini-Bars. The hotel manager(s) shall require proof of identification 
and age for all registered guests at check-in. Rooms where the registered guest is 
under twenty-one years of age, or where the age of the guest cannot be determined, 
shall have their in-room liquor cabinet disabled and locked if any such lockers are 
provided in the room 

 
18. Live Entertainment: 

 
a. Restaurant. Live entertainment, amplified music, or ambient music may be permitted 

indoors within the 1,939 square-foot restaurant and the outdoor seating area. 
 

b. Hotel.  
 

i. Live entertainment, amplified music, or ambient music may be permitted within the 
within the hotel lobby and enclosed rooftop bar and lounge area. 
 

ii. No live entertainment or amplified music shall be permitted in any patio or outdoor 
areas, including the outdoor rooftop patio or bar and lounge area. Ambient music 
may be permitted. 

 
c. Live entertainment is subject to any required permits to be reviewed and approved by 

the Los Angeles Police Commission, as applicable. Live entertainment may include 
but not be limited to live bands, a DJ or karaoke, provided the latter is not conducted 
in private rooms.  
 

d. Any ambient or amplified music, sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the 
control of the petitioner(s) shall not be audible or otherwise perceivable beyond the 
subject premises. Any sound, vibration or noise emitted that is under the control of the 
petitioner which is discernible outside of the subject premises shall constitute a 
violation of Section 116.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, including any loud, 
unnecessary or unusual noise that disturbs the peace and quiet of any neighborhood 
or that causes discomfort. The establishment will make an effort to control any 
unnecessary noise made by restaurant/hotel staff or any employees contracted by the 
restaurant or bar facilities located within the hotel facility, or any noise associated with 
the operation of the establishment, or equipment of the restaurants.   

 
e. No Dance Hall or Hostess Dance Hall, as defined by LAMC Section 12.03, use shall 

be permitted without the approval of a Conditional Use Permit pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24 W,18. Patron Dancing is not permitted nor shall the Petitioner(s) 
accommodate or endorse dancing features in any fashion. 

 
f. There shall be no pool table or billiards table, electronic games, coin-operated games, 

dart games, or video machines maintained upon the premises at any time. 
 

19. A “Free Designated Driver Program” shall be implemented in which “FREE Non-Alcoholic 
Beverages” will be offered to the designated drivers: such as coffee, tea, or sodas 
approved by the Zoning Administrator. An explanation of the program shall be printed on 
the restaurant menus and/or made known to patrons via a two-sided card placed on all 
restaurant tables. Information pertaining to the “Designated Driver Program” shall 
additionally be detailed on the hotel website or page and/or any social media account 
dedicated to the hotel/hotel restaurant operations.  
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20. [Modified] Security. Between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 2:30 a.m., the applicant shall 
provide a minimum of two (2) security guards in the ground floor hotel restaurant on 
Thursdays, Fridays and Saturdays.  
 
During the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m., the applicant shall provide a minimum of 
two (2) security guards in the rooftop enclosed bar/lounge area and in the outdoor rooftop 
patio areas, Thursday, Fridays, and Saturdays.  
 
In addition to the security guard requirements delineated above, the applicant shall be 
required to provide a minimum of two (2) security guards on the premises during the all 
hours of hotel operation. The additional security employment required per this provision 
for the ground floor restaurant and bar/lounge areas as well as the rooftop bar/lounge 
area, will be employed in addition to and in enhancement of the three security guards who 
are mandated to be employed on the hotel premises during all hours of operation.  

 
The security guards shall not have any other activities other than those that are security 
related. Security personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles 
Police Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross first-aid card. 
The security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 
 

21. Admission and Third Party Promoters.  
 
a. The applicant/operator shall not require an admission or cover charge. Any advertising 

of an admission charge or cover is prohibited. 
 

b. The applicant shall not sublet the premises to outside “promoters” for nightclub or 
concert activity. Private parties hosted by the hotel or future operators of the ground 
floor dining area and rooftop bar/lounge, in which general public are excluded from the 
entire ground floor bar, lounge, outdoor courtyard and dining areas or the entire rooftop 
area are permitted provided that an appropriate one-day permit is submitted for 
approval to LAPD and ABC. 

 
c. The facility shall not be leased or contracted out to third party promoters that will 

require a cover charge or prepayment for admission to the facility for uses such as or 
similar to rave parties, electronic music parties, or record release parties advertised 
and open to the general public. 
 

d. At no time shall any form of membership card or compensation be a pre-requisite for 
admission to the facility at large unless the applicant is featuring a special event which 
has received prior written approval from the Hollywood Vice Office to commence in 
conjunction with the operation of the subject premises.  

 
22. There shall be no Adult Entertainment of any type pursuant to Section 12.70 of the LAMC. 

Any proposed Adult Entertainment shall be subject to the requirements of Section 12. 70 
and require the filing of the appropriate application. 
 

23. Partitions separating booth/dining areas in the ground floor and rooftop restaurants and 
bar/lounge areas shall not exceed 54 inches in height. No obstructions shall be attached, 
fastened or connected to the booth/dining areas within the interior space for the facility 
that restrict, limit, or obstruct the clear observation of the occupants. 

 
24. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing of value from 

a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with customers while in 
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the premises, nor shall the licenses provide, permit, or make available either gratuitously 
or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as escorts, companions, or guests 
of and for the customers. 
 

25. No loitering on the premises, public way adjacent to the premises, or property adjacent to 
the premises over which the applicant has control. 

 
26. The applicant shall be responsible for maintaining free of litter, the premises and the area 

adjacent to the premises over which they have control. Any graffiti painted or marked upon 
the premises or on any adjacent area under the control of the Petitioner(s) shall be 
removed or painted over within 24 hours of being applied. 
 

27. Within six months of the date of this determination and within six months of hire, all 
personnel acting in the capacity of a manager of the premise and all personnel who serve 
alcoholic beverages shall attend Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers (STAR) 
session sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department. All employees who serve 
alcoholic beverages shall attend follow-up STAR classes every 24 months. Upon 
completion of the training, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Zoning Administrator 
that such training was provided. 

 
28. The applicant / hotel operator / restaurant operator shall identify a contact person and 

provide a 24-hour “hot line” telephone number for any inquiries or complaints from the 
community regarding the subject facility.  Prior to the utilization of this grant, the phone 
number shall be posted on the site so that is readily visible to any interested party. The 
hot line shall be: 

a. Posted at the entry, and the cashier or customer service desk, 
 

b. Provided to the immediate neighbors, schools, and the Neighborhood Council, and 
 

c. Responded to within 24-hours of any complains/inquires received on this hotline. 
 

29. Petitioner(s) shall install and maintain security cameras and a three-month DVR/video 
library that covers all common areas of the business, high-risk areas, sidewalk areas, and 
entrances or exits.  The DVRs shall be made available as required by law.  

 
30. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 

showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
Director’s designee shall have the right to require the applicant to file a plan approval 
application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to review the 
applicant’s compliance with, and effectiveness of, the conditions of the grant.  The 
applicant shall be required to submit a summary and supporting documentation 
demonstrating how compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained.  Upon 
review, the Director’s Designee may modify, add or delete conditions and reserves the 
right to conduct the public hearing for nuisance abatement revocation purposes if so 
warranted by documentation. 
 

31. The approved conditions shall be retained on the premises at all times and produced upon 
request of the Police Department, the Department of Building and Safety or City Planning. 
All licenses, permits and conditions shall be posted in a conspicuous location at the facility. 
Additionally, copies of the ABC operating conditions and conditional use permit conditions 
shall be provided to all employees working in the facility. Establishment employees are 
required to be knowledgeable of the establishment operating conditions and shall sign a 



Case No. CPC-2016-2601-VZC-HD-CUB-ZAA-SPR  C-8 

document acknowledging that they have read and understood all of the ABC and 
conditional use permit conditions. Said acknowledgment form(s) shall be maintained at 
the location by the operator and/or manager who shall present the document(s) to Police 
Department personnel, ABC Investigators or any other City agency upon request.   
 

32. Petitioner(s) shall maintain on the premises and present upon request to any law 
enforcement officer, a copy of the Business Permit, Insurance information and a valid 
emergency contact phone number for the Security Company service(s), Valet Company 
service(s), and the property owner.  
 

33. Smoking tobacco or any non-tobacco substance, including from electronic smoking 
devices, is prohibited in or within 10 feet of the outdoor dining areas in accordance with 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 41.50 B 2 C.  This prohibition applies to all outdoor 
areas of the establishment if the outdoor area is used in conjunction with food service 
and/or the consumption, dispensing or sale of alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages.  
 

34. The applicant shall comply with 6404.5(b) of the Labor Code, which prohibits smoking 
within any place of employment. The applicant shall not possess ashtrays or other 
receptacles used for the purpose of collecting trash or cigarettes/cigar butts within the 
interior of the subject establishment. 
 

35. The business operator and/or the operator’s agents shall comply with California Labor 
Code Section 6404.5(c) which prohibits the smoking of tobacco or any non-tobacco 
substance, including from electronic smoking devices, within any place of employment.  
 

36. Prior to the beginning of operations, the manager of the facility shall be made aware of 
the conditions and shall inform his/her employees of the same.  A statement with the 
signature, printed name, position and date signed by the manager and his/her employees 
shall be provided to the Department of City Planning.   The statement shall state, 
 

We, the undersigned, have read and understood the conditions of approval to allow 
the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site 
consumption, in conjunction with the retail store, known as [OPERATION NAME], 
and agree to abide and comply with said conditions. 

 
A copy of the conditions of this letter of determination, business permit and insurance 
information shall be retained on the premises at all times and produced upon request by 
the Police Department, the Department of Building and Safety or the State Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control.   
 

37. [Added] Plan Approval. The applicant shall file a Plan Approval application twenty-four 
(24) months from the operational date of this determination. The operational date of this 
determination shall be identified and confirmed by the Department of City Planning. The 
Plan Approval application shall be subject to filing fees established by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 19.01-E. A public hearing shall be conducted subject to 
notification requirements established by the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-
D. The purpose of the Plan Approval is to review the effectiveness of, and compliance with 
the express terms of this grant, including but not limited to the approval of a 20 percent 
reduction in parking pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 S. The applicant shall provide 
documentation which reflect the parking demands of the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants. Upon review of the effectiveness of and compliance with the conditions, the 
Zoning Administrator may modify such conditions, delete, or add new ones as appropriate 
and require a subsequent plan approval, as necessary, and reserves the right to conduct 
this public hearing for nuisance abatement/revocation purposes. 
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38. Should there be a change in the ownership and/or the operator of the business, the 

property owner and the business owner or operator shall provide the prospective new 
property owner and the business owner/operator with a copy of the conditions of this 
action prior to the legal acquisition of the property and/or the business.  Evidence that a 
copy of this determination has been provided to the prospective owner/operator, including 
the conditions required herewith, shall be submitted to the BESt (Beverage and 
Entertainment Streamlined Program) in a letter from the new operator indicating the date 
that the new operator/management began and attesting to the receipt of this approval and 
its conditions.  The new operator shall submit this letter to the BESt (Beverage and 
Entertainment Streamlined Program) within 30 days of the beginning day of his/her new 
operation of the establishment along with the dimensioned floor plan, seating arrangement 
and number of seats of the new operation.   
 

39. The applicant(s) shall provide the Zoning Administrator a copy of each license, suspension 
thereof, or citation issued by the State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control or the 
Los Angeles Police Department upon such instance. 
 

40. MViP – Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Program.  At any time, before, during, 
or after operating hours, a City inspector may conduct a site visit to assess compliance 
with, or violations of, any of the conditions of this grant.  Observations and results of said 
inspection will be documented and used to rate the operator according to the level of 
compliance.  If a violation exists, the owner/operator will be notified of the deficiency or 
violation and will be required to correct or eliminate the deficiency or violation.  Multiple or 
continued documented violations or Orders to Comply issued by the Department of 
Building and Safety which are not addressed within the time prescribed therein, may result 
in denial of future requests to renew or extend this grant. 
 

41. Within 30 days of the effective date of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
license, and within 30 days of the effective date of any modification or alteration of terms 
of said license, the applicant shall transmit a copy of the valid Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control license to the Department of City Planning for attachment to the case 
file. 

 
C. Environmental Conditions: 

 
42. Public Services (Police – Demolition/Construction Sites). Temporary construction 

fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active construction areas to screen as 
much of the construction activity from view at the hotel street level and to keep unpermitted 
persons from entering the construction area. 
 

43. Public Services (Police).  
 
a. The plans shall incorporate a design that references the “Design Out Crime 

Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design”, published by the 
LAPD. These measures shall be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 
 

b. Public Services (Police). Upon completion of the Project, the LAPD Hollywood Area 
commanding officer shall be provided with a diagram of each portion of the property. 
The diagram shall include access routes and any additional information that might 
facilitate police response. 
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44. Construction Traffic Control/Management Plan. A construction work site traffic control 
plan shall be submitted to DOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction 
work. The plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. All construction-related traffic shall be restricted to off-peak hours. 
 

45. Transportation Demand Management and Monitoring Program. 
 
a. The Applicant shall prepare and submit a preliminary Transportation Demand 

Management Plan (TDM) to the Department of Transportation prior to the issuance of 
the first building permit for the Project. A final TDM shall be submitted and approved 
by the Department of Transportation prior to the issuance of the first certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 
 
The TDM shall include strategies, as determined to be appropriate by the 
Department of Transportation, which would have a minimum ten (10) percent 
effectiveness in reducing new vehicle trips. 
 
In the event that the Project would provide twenty (20) or more required parking 
spaces off-site, the TDM shall demonstrate a minimum twenty (20) percent 
effectiveness in reducing new vehicle trips. 
 

b. In the event that the Project would provide twenty (20) or more parking spaces off- site 
and is required to implement a TDM which has a minimum twenty (20) percent 
effectiveness in reducing the total net project trips, a Monitoring Program (MP) shall 
be prepared to provide continued monitoring of the TDP’s effectiveness. The MP shall 
be prepared by a licensed Traffic Engineer and submitted to the Department of 
Transportation for review. The MP shall continue until such time that the Project has 
shown, for three consecutive years, at a minimum of 85 percent occupancy, 
achievement of the peak hour trip volume requirements listed. Should the review show 
that the peak hour trip cap threshold has been exceeded the Project shall have one 
year to attain compliance or be subject to a penalty program. 

 
Implementation of the TDM shall be at the Project’s expense.  
 
Strategies may include, but shall not be limited to, the following: 

 
1. Provide guest assistance on arrival and departure to find options to personal or 

rented vehicles to access the site. 
 

2. If found feasible by LADOT and Metro, improve the existing bus stop on the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard east of Wilcox Avenue where there is an existing sign, 
bench and trash receptacle with a weather protected cover. Improve the bus stop 
on the south side of Hollywood Boulevard west of Cahuenga Boulevard where a 
bus sign only with a bench, trash receptacle, weather protected cover and bench. 
Improve the bus stop on the north side of Sunset Boulevard west of Wilcox Avenue 
where a bus sign, a bench, and trash receptacle with a weather protected cover; 
 

3. Provide a visible on-site kiosk with options for ridesharing, bus routes and bike 
routes in a prominent area(s) in view for hotel guests, employees and patrons of 
the restaurants; 
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4. Provide information for guests of the hotel upon check in that includes the transit, 
bike routes, and nearby walking opportunities as options to use rather than person 
vehicles; 
 

5. Provide an on-site TDM manager to assist hotel guests navigate the alternative 
modes of transportation options, in matching rideshare partners for the employees, 
determining transit routes for employees, and promoting TDM program; 
 

6. Provide access pass and transit pass reductions for employees; 
 

7. Provide bicycle spaces to encourage cycling as an alternative to single occupant 
vehicles; 
 

8. Provide bicycle sharing service for guests and employees use; 
 

9. Provide amenities to encourage guests of the hotel spend some of their time 
eating, relaxing and recreating on-site. 

 
46. Transportation (Pedestrian Safety). The developer and contractors shall maintain 

ongoing contact with administrator of Selma Elementary School. The administrative 

offices shall be contacted when demolition, grading and construction activity begin on the 

project site so that students and their parents will know when such activities are to occur. 

The developer shall obtain school walk and bus routes to the schools from either the 

administrators or from the LAUSD's Transportation Branch (213)580-2950 or (213)580-

2900 and guarantee that safe and convenient pedestrian and bus routes to the school 

be maintained. 

 

D. Administrative Conditions  
 

47. Approvals, Verification and Submittals.  Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, reviews or approval, plans, etc, as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 
 

48. Code Compliance.  All area, height and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except wherein these conditions explicitly allow 
otherwise. 

 
49. Covenant.  Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 

concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder’s Office.  The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assign.  The agreement must be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded.  After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City 
Planning for attachment to the file. 

 
50. Definition.  Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions shall 

mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation. 

 
51. Enforcement.  Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 

be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and any designated agency, or 
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the agency’s successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any 
amendments thereto. 

 
52. Building Plans.  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. 

 
53. Corrective Conditions.  The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 

regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the Municipal Code, 
to impose additional corrective conditions, if, in the Commission’s or Director’s opinion, 
such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood 
or occupants of adjacent property. 

 
54. Expedited Processing Section.  Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant 

shall show proof that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited 
Processing Section. 
 

55. INDEMNIFICATION AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION COSTS. 
 
Applicant shall do all of the following: 
 
a. 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. 

 
b. 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. 

 
c. 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 (b). 

 
d. 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. (b) 

 
e. If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interests, execute an indemnity 

and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition. 
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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, commission, 
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. 
 

NOTE TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
CONTROL (ABC) 
 
CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL RELATIVE TO THE SALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 
 
In approving the instant grants, the City Planning Commission has not imposed Conditions 
specific to the sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages, even if such Conditions have been 
volunteered or negotiated by the applicant, in that the City Planning Commission has no direct 
authority to regulate or enforce Conditions assigned to alcohol sales or distribution.   
 
The City Planning Commission has identified a set of Conditions related to alcohol sales and 
distribution for further consideration by the State of California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control (ABC).  In identifying these conditions, the City Planning Commission acknowledges the 
ABC as the responsible agency for establishing and enforcing Conditions specific to alcohol sales 
and distribution.  The Conditions identified below are based on testimony and/or other evidence 
established in the administrative record, and provide the ABC an opportunity to address the 
specific conduct of alcohol sales and distribution in association with the Conditional Use granted 
herein by the City Planning Commission. 
 
They may include those identified during hearing testimony, received as part of correspondence 
via stakeholder groups, city agency, other responsible agency, Council District, Mayor’s office, 
etc.) 
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• There shall be no exterior advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directly to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. Interior 
displays of alcoholic beverages or signs which are clearly visible to the exterior shall constitute 
a violation of this condition. 

• No signs are permitted on the outside of the building or directed from the inside to the outside 
which display or advertise the availability of alcoholic beverages.  

• The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the premises is prohibited. 

• The off-site sale of alcoholic beverages as a secondary use (i.e., “take out”) is not permitted. 

• All service of alcoholic beverages shall be conducted by a wait person or bartender. 

• The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurant shall not be exchanged for a public premises 
type license nor operated as a public premises. 

• There shall be no service, sales or possession of an alcoholic beverage on any abutting 
private property area not under the immediate control of the applicant/facility operator with the 
exception of the approved patio/outdoor dining areas.  

• Bottle and/or Table service involving the distribution of distilled spirits shall be prohibited 
during regular restaurant/hotel operations and is only permitted during special events that 
have been authorized by the Los Angeles Police Department. “Buckets” of beer and portable 
bars are prohibited. There shall be no “Minimum drink” required of patrons. In addition, there 
shall be NO sales of table(s) and/or seating where alcoholic beverages are in any way 
included in the sale cost of the seating. The sale of poolside cabanas and lounge chairs may 
be permitted in conjunction with the restrictions set forth above related to alcohol sales. 

• “Happy Hour” is permitted between the hours of 4:00 pm and 8:00 pm, daily. There may be 
no more than a fifty percent discount on alcoholic beverages. 

• The quarterly gross sales of food shall not exceed the gross sales of alcohol. The business 
operator shall maintain records which reflect these numbers and make them available to the 
Police Department of the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control upon 
request. 
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FINDINGS 
 
General Plan/Charter Findings (Charter Section 556) 
 
1. General Plan Land Use Designation. The Project Site is located within the Hollywood 

Community Plan, adopted by the City Council on December 13, 1988. The site has a land 
use designation of Regional Center Commercial, as designated on the plan map. The 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation lists the following corresponding zones: 
C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, and RAS4. The site is currently zoned C4-2D and is subject to the 
Development “D” Limitations contained within Ordinance No. 165,660, adopted in 1990. The 
Community Plan indicates within the footnotes that development intensity is limited to 4.5:1 
FAR and a maximum of 6:1 FAR with the approval from City Planning Commission. 
Additionally, the Framework Element characterizes designated Regional Centers as having 
a range of FARs from 1.5:1 to 6:1. The proposed Project will have a maximum 3.7:1 FAR. 
The recommended Vesting Zone and Height District Change would permit commercial uses 
that are consistent with the established entertainment district and encourage the future 
growth of the Hollywood Center. 

 
2. General Plan Text.  The Hollywood Community Plan text includes the following relevant 

objectives: 
 

Objective 1: To coordinate the development of Hollywood with that of other parts of the 
City of Los Angeles and the metropolitan area. To further the development of Hollywood 
as a major center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment; and to 
perpetuate its image as the international center of the motion picture industry. 
 
Objective 4: To promote economic well-being and public convenience through: 
 

a. Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, service, and office facilities 
in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards. 

 
Policy: The focal point of the Community is the Hollywood Center, located generally on 
both sides of Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards between La Brea and Gower Street. 
The Hollywood Center is included in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area as 
adopted in May 1986. This center area shall function 1) as the commercial center for 
Hollywood and surrounding communities and 2) as an entertainment center for the entire 
region. Future development should be compatible with existing commercial and 
development, surrounding residential neighborhoods, and the transportation and 
circulation system. Developments combining residential and commercial uses are 
especially encouraged in this Center area.  

 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Center, which is an established 
commercially developed, entertainment center. The proposed Project would develop the 
underdeveloped and underutilized site, with a new eight-story building. The site is currently 
developed with a one-story building and a partially constructed, three-level, subterranean 
parking structure on the northeastern portion of the site. The Project would maintain the 
existing building, complete construction of the subterranean structure on the western portion 
of the site, and construct an eight-story building which would be located primarily on the 
western portion of the site. A portion of the building would be constructed over the existing 
building along Selma Avenue. The existing building will continue to operate as a bona-fide 
restaurant and the proposed building would include a new ground floor restaurant and a 114 
guest room hotel. As the Project Site is an L-shaped site located within a built urban 
environment, developing the site vertically has allowed for a more efficient use of the site 
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and permitted floor area. However, the existing C4 zone would limit the ability to utilize the 
site for certain commercial uses, whether services or amenities, that are compatible with the 
present and future development of the Hollywood Center. Uses, such as outdoor eating or 
dining, would be limited to the ground floor and entertainment related commercial uses are 
generally limited. The recommended C2 Zone would permit commercial uses that are 
compatible with the Hollywood Center and would promote the future development and 
improvement of the area. The recommended Height District Change would modify the 
existing D Limitations to permit a maximum FAR of 3.7:1 and would ensure that the 
development of the site is physically compatible with the existing and future development of 
the Hollywood Center. 
 

3. Framework Element.  The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) 
was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001.  
The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the Project Site.  The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such 
issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic 
development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services.  The Framework Element 
includes the following provisions, objectives and policies relevant to the instant request:  

 
Regional Centers 
 
GOAL 3F: Mixed-use centers that provide jobs, entertainment, culture, and serve the region. 
 

Objective 3.10: Reinforce existing and encourage the development of new regional 
centers that accommodate a broad range of uses that serve, provide job 
opportunities, and are accessible to the region, are compatible with adjacent land 
uses, and are developed to enhance urban lifestyles. 

 
The Framework Element describes Regional Centers as having a range of FARs from 1:5:1 
to 6:1, with buildings characterized by 6- to 20-stories (or higher). And are usually major 
transportation hubs. The Project proposes to develop the site with an eight-story building 
with three levels of subterranean parking. The building would have a total floor area of 
79,878 net square feet, or a 3.7:1 FAR. As proposed the Project is consistent with the 
anticipated development of Regional Centers. The proposed 114 guest room hotel would 
provide an additional service and amenity in an area that is highly visited by tourist and 
business travelers. The site is located a block south of Hollywood Boulevard which is 
serviced by a number of bus lines as well as the Metro Red Line. The site is located between 
the Metro Red Line Hollywood/Cahuenga and Hollywood/Vine stations. The proximity to 
public transit would provide alternative transportation options for hotel guest to visit other 
regions. Additionally, the proposed restaurant and hotel lobby bar and rooftop bar and 
lounge provides an additional amenity for visitors to area. The establishment of the hotel, 
bar, lounges, and dining areas would also provide an increase in employment opportunities 
than the previously existing one-story commercial development. As such, the Project would 
meet the goals and objectives of the Framework Element to encourage the future 
development of the designated regional center and enhancement of the urban lifestyle. 

 
4. The Mobility Element. The Project Site is located one block south of Hollywood Boulevard, 

which is serviced by the Metro Red Line, which began operating in stages between 1993 
and 2000. The site is located to the west of the Hollywood/Highland stop and to the east of 
the Hollywood/Vine stop. In addition to the Metro Red Line, the site is serviced by a number 
of bus lines which operate along Hollywood Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, and Highland 
Avenue. The Mobility Element (Mobility Plan 2035) of the General Plan is not likely to be 
affected by the recommended action herein. Selma Avenue is a designated Local Street – 
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Standard, dedicated to a width of 60 feet and is improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 
Wilcox Avenue is a designated Modified Avenue III, dedicated to a width of 65 feet at the 
Project Site’s frontage and is improved with roadway, curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The Project 
has been conditioned to require compliance with dedication and improvement required by 
the Bureau of Engineering, which would be consistent with the Mobility Element. In addition 
to establishing Street Standards, the Mobility Element encourages “the adoption of low and 
zero emission fuel sources, new mobility technologies, and supporting infrastructure” (Policy 
5.4). The Project proposes to provide the required number of automobile parking spaces, 
while also utilizing reductions permitted by the Zoning Code, and from the City Planning 
Commission pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 S. The Project has been conditioned to 
require that 20 percent of the required parking spaces are to be wired for the installation of 
future EV chargers, and that 5 percent of the required parking spaces are to be installed 
with EV chargers. As conditioned, the Project would be able to provide a service to local 
residents and employees in the area, while encouraging the use of low and zero emission 
fuel sources and the infrastructure to support it. Additionally, the Project would comply with 
existing Green Building codes, which were adopted to help facilitate the reduction of energy 
consumption. 
 

5. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will not be affected by the 
recommended action. While the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total flows 
for the proposed project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of 
the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 
permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.  
 

6. Health and Wellness Element and Air Quality Element. Policy 5.1 and 5.7 of the Plan for 
a Healthy LA, the Health and Wellness Element, and Policy 4.2.3 of the Air Quality Element 
are policy initiatives related to the reduction of air pollution and greenhouse gases. As 
conditioned herein, the Project would be required to provide parking spaces which would be 
equipped for the immediate installation and use of EV Charging Stations, as well as for 
future use. The Project has also been conditioned to install solar panels to an operating 
photovoltaic system. The installation and operation of the solar panels would help to reduce 
the site’s dependence on fossil fuels and carbon generating public utility electrical power. 
Taken together, the conditions would provide for the public welfare and public necessity by 
reducing the level of pollution or greenhouse gas emissions to the benefit of the 
neighborhood and the City. As conditioned, the Project would be consistent with the 
aforementioned policies, as well as Policy 5.1.2 of the Air Quality Element, by ensuring that 
future developments are compatible with alternative fuel vehicles and shift to non-polluting 
sources of energy. The solar and EV conditions are also good zoning practice because they 
provide a convenient service amenity to the occupants or visitors who use electric 
vehicles and utilize electricity on site for other functions. As such, the Project provides 
service amenities to improve habitability for the patrons of the Project and to minimize 
impacts on neighboring properties. 
  

Entitlement Findings 
 
7. Zone Change and Height District Change Findings (Charter 558 and LAMC 12.32). 

 
a. Pursuant to Section 12.32 C of the Municipal Code, and based on these findings, 

the recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.  
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The Project Site is comprised of five parcels located at the northeast corner of Selma 
Avenue and Wilcox Avenue within the Hollywood Community Plan area. The site has 65 
feet of frontage along the western side of Wilcox Avenue and approximately 200 feet of 
frontage along the northern side of Selma Avenue. The northeastern portion of the site 
extends 185 feet to the north, midblock between Wilcox Avenue and Cahuenga 
Boulevard. The site has a land use designation of Regional Center Commercial and is 
zoned C4-2D. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation lists the following 
corresponding zones: C2, C4, P, PB, RAS3, and RAS4. The recommended Vesting 
Zone and Height District Change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would be consistent with the land use 
designation. 
 
Public Necessity, Convenience, and General Welfare. The vesting zone and height 
district change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would enable the development of the subject site with a 
proposed ground floor restaurant and a 114 guest room hotel, while maintaining the 
operations of the existing restaurant. The Project would complete the construction of the 
subterranean parking structure and construct a new eight-story building over the western 
portion of the site, resulting in a building with a 3.7:1 FAR. The ground floor of the 
building would consist of a 1,939 square-foot restaurant and the lobby of the proposed 
eight-story hotel. The northeastern portion of the site would remain developed with the 
one-story building and subterranean structure, with a portion of the proposed building 
being constructed over it along Selma Avenue. While the C4 Zone would permit 
commercial uses, the types of commercial uses are limited and contain restrictive 
development standards. A typical amenity of a use such as a restaurant or hotel is an 
outdoor eating area. In a built urban environment, where physical constraints require 
buildings to be built vertically, the ability to have this type of amenity in the C4 Zone 
would be limited as it is only permitted on the ground floor. The ability to use the rooftop, 
or any floor above the ground floor, for this type of amenity would allow for improved site 
design at every level of the Project. 
 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Center, a designated Regional Center, 
which has become an established commercial and entertainment district. The area is 
frequently visited by tourist and business travelers in the City. The development of a 
hotel and restaurant uses would provide an alternative location for visitors to stay and 
dine within the Hollywood Area. Additionally, the site’s proximity to regional transit 
stations would improve accessibility to commercial and employment centers. The 
inclusion of ground floor restaurants and the rooftop bar and lounge, would provide an 
additional amenity and service for hotel guest, as well as the existing residents and 
employees, and visitors in the area. 
 
Good Zoning Practice. The Hollywood Community Plan is intended to serve a number 
of purposes, including to guide the development, betterment, and change of the 
Community to meet existing and anticipated needs and conditions; balance growth and 
stability; reflect economic potentials and limits, land development and other trends. As 
recommended, the vesting zone and height district change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-2D 
would permit the development of a building with a floor area and height that is compatible 
with existing buildings, while permitting commercial uses that are consistent with the 
existing, and growing, commercial development in the Hollywood area. The Project Site 
is located one block to the south of Hollywood Boulevard and a block north of Sunset 
Boulevard. The site is partially developed with an existing restaurant on the northeastern 
portion of the site, is underdeveloped and underutilized when taken into consideration 
the proximity to public transportation and commercial district. The C2 Zone would permit 
additional commercial uses that are consistent with the existing entertainment district 
and the future growth of the district. While the C2 Zone would permit additional uses, 
the vesting zone change has been conditioned to prohibit uses which would not promote 
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the growth of the Hollywood Center as a commercial and entertainment center, as 
discussed in Finding No. 2. Future uses would be subject to the regulations of the zone, 
and would be required to obtain a conditional use, if applicable, prior to any change of 
use or authorization of a use. As such, uses which may be considered a nuisance for 
sensitive uses, such as residential development or schools, would be subject to 
discretionary review and conditioned appropriately if approved. 

 
b. Pursuant to Section 12.32-G and Q of the Municipal Code “T” and “Q” 

Classification Findings. The current action, as recommended, has been made 
contingent upon compliance with new “T” and “Q” conditions of approval imposed herein 
for the proposed project. The “T” Conditions are necessary to ensure the identified 
dedications, improvements, and actions are undertaken to meet the public’s needs, 
convenience, and general welfare served by the actions required. These actions and 
improvements will provide the necessary infrastructure to serve the proposed 
community at this site. The “Q” conditions that limits the scale and scope of future 
development on the site are also necessary to protect the best interests of and to assure 
a development more compatible with surrounding properties and the overall pattern of 
development in the community, to secure an appropriate development in harmony with 
the General Plan, and to prevent or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects 
of the subject recommended action. 
 

c. Pursuant to Section 12.32-G,4(b) of the Municipal Code, D Limitation Findings. In 
establishing D limitations, the Council shall find that any or all the limitations are 
necessary: (1) to protect the best interest of and assure a development more 
compatible with the surrounding property or neighborhood, and (2) to secure an 
appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan, or 
(3) to prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the Height 
District establishment or change. The Project Site is currently zoned C4-2D and is 
subject to the D Limitations contained within Ordinance No. 165,660. The D Limitations 
limits the total floor area on a site to a 2:1 FAR. Additional floor area may be granted, up 
to 4.5:1, but no greater than 6:1, FAR; however, the additional floor area would have to 
be approved by the City Planning Commission and/or CRA/LA. The limitation is 
consistent with Footnote No. 9 of the Community Plan.  Pursuant to the Zoning Code, 
Height District 2 permits a maximum 6:1 FAR, with no limitation on the height of the 
building in the recommended C2 Zone. The recommended D Limitation would limit the 
total FAR to 3.7:1, with a maximum height of 89 feet. Without the limitation, due to the 
site’s physical constraints, the maximum 6:1 FAR would lead to a building which would 
be taller and incompatible with the surrounding properties. The limitation would ensure 
that the proposed development is physically compatible with the surrounding properties, 
which range from one to ten stories. The proposed limitations would permit the 
development of the project, as described in Finding Nos. 2 and 6.a, which would promote 
the objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. As such the D Limitations would 
protect the best interest of and assure a development that is more compatible with the 
surrounding property or neighborhood and secure an appropriate development in 
harmony with the objectives of the General Plan. 
 

8. Conditional Use Findings.  
 
a. That the project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding 

neighborhood or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or 
beneficial to the community, city or region. 
 
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction within a proposed 1,939 square-foot ground 
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floor restaurant and within three locations of the proposed hotel. The proposed 
restaurant would have 60 indoor seats and 40 outdoor seats. Within the hotel, alcohol 
sales and consumption is proposed within the hotel lobby, “mini-bars” within the 114 
guest rooms, and the rooftop bar and lounge area. The proposed restaurant and hotel 
would be developed primarily on the western portion of the L-shaped site located at the 
northeast corner of Selma Avenue and Wilcox Avenue. The northeastern portion of the 
site would remain developed with the existing restaurant, which was previously 
approved a Conditional Use, Case No. ZA-2015-2671-CUB, by the Zoning Administrator 
in 2016.  
 
The site is located one block south of Hollywood Boulevard and one block north of 
Sunset Boulevard. The Project Site is located within a dense, urban environment, one 
block south of the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District. The surrounding areas 
are developed with residential uses, hotels, restaurants, and various retail and 
commercial uses. The proposed restaurant would provide an alternative service amenity 
in an area which is not only a vibrant international destination, but is developed with a 
number of businesses and residences. The proposed restaurant is anticipated to 
operate as a bona-fide restaurant with the proposed sale of alcoholic beverages 
anticipated to be incidental to food service. The proposed hotel will serve to provide 
temporary residency for tourist and business travelers within close proximity to 
commercial and employment centers, as well as regional servicing public transit. The 
request to sell alcoholic beverages within “minibars” is intended to serve as an amenity 
for hotel guest, accessory to the operations of the hotel. The proposed lobby bar and 
rooftop bar and lounge would serve hotel guests, as well as the general public. The sale 
and dispensing of alcoholic beverages is anticipated to be an incidental amenity for 
patrons of the operations. The operations of the proposed restaurant, hotel lobby bar 
and rooftop bar and lounge will provide an additional amenity for those who are 
employed or visiting the Hollywood area.  
 

b. That the project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features 
will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 
 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and is located 
approximately one block south of the Hollywood Entertainment District. The site is 
presently developed with a restaurant and partially constructed parking structure on the 
northeastern portion of the site. The Project would complete construction of the 
subterranean parking structure in the excavated area on the western portion of the site 
and construct a new eight-story building. As proposed, the subterranean parking 
structure would accommodate up to 52 parking spaces. The Project proposes to provide 
up to 37 parking spaces off-site at 1541 North Wilcox Avenue. Parking on- and off-site 
would be serviced by valet, with a drop off/pick up area proposed along Selma Avenue 
and Wilcox Avenue. As previously discussed, the site is located within close proximity 
to the Metro Red Line and other forms of public transit. It is anticipated that patrons and 
guests of the Project would utilize public transit or other forms of ride-share services that 
would not require the parking of vehicles at the site or within the off-site parking location. 
As such, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 S, the required number of spaces may be 
further reduced by 20 percent provided that the reduction occurs with the parking 
provided off-site.  
 
The proposed building would include a 1,939 square-foot ground floor restaurant and a 
114 guest room hotel with rooftop amenities such as a pool and rooftop bar and lounge 
area. As designed and conditioned, a minimum six-foot high glass wall would be installed 
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along the perimeter of the rooftop area. The proposed restaurant and hotel will be 
located within close proximity to Hollywood Boulevard, which is a developed with 
commercial and entertainment uses. However, there are existing multi-family 
developments within the area as well. The proposed operations of the rooftop and 
outdoor operations have been conditioned to limit live entertainment and amplified 
music, as well as the hours of operations of the outdoor areas. The conditions related to 
live entertainment, amplified and ambient music, and hours of operation, which were 
reviewed and recommended by the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), would 
prevent late night noise, ensuring that its operations will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare 
and safety. 
 

c. That the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific 
plan. 

 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan with a land use 
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The site is not located within a specific 
plan. The site is presently developed as a one-story commercial building and partially 
constructed subterranean parking structure on the northeastern portion of the site. The 
recommended vesting zone change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would permit the construction of an 
approximately 89-foot tall, eight-story commercial building. The building would maintain 
the existing restaurant located on the northeastern portion of the site, and proposes a 
new 1,939 square-foot restaurant on the western corner of the site. The two restaurants 
would be separated by the lobby of the proposed 114 guest room hotel. As discussed in 
Finding No. 2, the Project would redevelop an underutilized site with uses that are 
compatible with the existing development in the surrounding area and would be in 
conformance with the objectives and policies of the Community Plan. The sale of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with the operations of the proposed restaurant 
and hotel, would be an added amenity for guests and patrons of the Project. 
 
Additionally, the Project has been conditioned to require parking spaces to be 
constructed for the immediate installation and use of EV Chargers, as well as for future 
use, and for the installation of solar panels to an operating photovoltaic system. As such, 
the project is in substantial conformance with the General Plan and the Community Plan. 
 

d. Additional required findings for the sale of alcoholic beverages: 
i. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent 

community. 
 
The Project proposes to develop the site with a new commercial building which 
would maintain the existing restaurant, and proposes to construct a new ground floor 
restaurant and an eight-story, 114 guest room hotel. The proposed restaurant is 
anticipated to operate as a bona-fide restaurant and the sale and dispensing of 
alcoholic beverages incidental to food service is a common amenity found with the 
operations of a restaurant. The proposed hotel would include rooftop amenities 
including a bar and lounge area, which would be partially covered. The request to 
serve alcoholic beverages within the guest rooms and as an incidental service within 
the lobby bar and rooftop bar and lounge is a common amenity that is found with the 
operations of a hotel. The Project Site is located within close proximity to Hollywood 
Boulevard, which is a commercially developed entertainment district. The proposed 
restaurant and hotel will be compatible with the range of commercial uses such as 
restaurants, nightclubs, theaters, retail, and other hotels. As conditioned, the 
proposed restaurant and hotel operations as it relates to the sale and dispensing of 
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alcoholic beverages have been conditioned as to not adversely affect the welfare of 
the pertinent community.  

 
ii. The granting of the application will not result in an undue concentration of 

premises for the sale or dispensing for consideration of alcoholic beverages, 
including beer and wine, in the area of the City involved, giving consideration 
to applicable State laws and to the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control’s guidelines for undue concentration; and also giving 
consideration to the number and proximity of these establishments within a 
one thousand foot radius of the site, the crime rate in the area (especially those 
crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal sale or use of narcotics, drugs 
or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly conduct), and whether 
revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for any use in the area. 
 
According to the California State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control licensing 
criteria, there are 3 on-site and 2 off-site licenses allocated to the subject Census 
Tract Number 1907.00, based on a population of 3,379. Within 1,000 feet of the 
subject site, there are currently 62 active licenses, including 59 on-site and 3 off-site 
licenses. 
 
The number of existing on-site licenses within the census tract where the subject site 
is located exceeds ABC guidelines. Concentration can be undue when the addition 
of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. Concentration is not undue when 
the approval of a license does not negatively impact an area, but rather such a 
license benefits the public welfare and convenience. The site is located within the 
Hollywood Community Plan and is located approximately one block south of the 
Hollywood Entertainment District. The area is developed with a diverse range of 
commercial uses, which include restaurants, theaters, and retail uses. In active 
commercial areas where there is a demand for licenses beyond the allocated 
number, the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) has recognized that 
high activity retail and commercial centers are supported by a significant and growing 
employee, visitor, and resident population in the area. The ABC has discretion to 
approve an application if there is evidence that normal operations will not be contrary 
to the public welfare and will not interfere with the quiet enjoyment of property by 
residents in the area. Negative impacts commonly associated with the sale of 
alcoholic beverages, such as criminal activity, public drunkenness, and loitering are 
mitigated by the imposition of conditions requiring responsible management and 
deterrents against loitering. As proposed by the submitted application and 
conditioned herein by the City, the requested application will be implemented with 
conditions intended to prevent public drinking, driving under the influence, and public 
drunkenness. These conditions will safeguard the welfare of the community. As 
conditioned, allowing the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with 
the proposed restaurant and the hotel for on-site consumption is not undue or 
anticipated to create a law enforcement issue. Consequently this approval will not 
result in an undue concentration of premises selling and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages. 

 
According to statistics provided by the Los Angeles Police Department’s Hollywood 
Vice Unit, within Crime Reporting District No. 646 which has jurisdiction over the 
subject property, a total of 1,777 crimes were reported in 2017 (662 Part I and 1,115 
Part II crimes), compared to the Citywide Average of 191 crimes for the and the High 
Crime Reporting District Average of 229 crimes. Alcohol related Part II Crimes 
reported include Narcotics (167), Liquor Laws (58), Public Drunkenness (27), 
Disturbing the Peace (2), Disorderly Conduct (159), Gambling (2), DUI related (29), 
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and other offenses (269). These numbers do not reflect the total number of arrests 
in the subject reporting district over the accountable year. Arrests for this calendar 
year may reflect crimes reported in previous years. 

 
Although the site is located within a crime reporting district where the crime rate is 
higher than the area wide average, no evidence or communications were received 
indicating that the location of the proposed restaurant and hotel has been the subject 
of criminal or nuisance activity. On March 24, 2018, LAPD Hollywood Vice submitted 
a list of proposed operating conditions for the proposed restaurant and hotel as it 
relates to the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages. These proposed operating 
conditions are included herein, thus, the approval of the request is not anticipated to 
result in late night nuisance activity or contribute to the area’s crime rate.  
 
The subject grant has been conditioned to allow the Director’s designee to require a 
Plan Approval application to evaluate the operations of the project if documentation 
is submitted showing that the project is not in compliance with the approved 
conditions. A record of poor compliance and/or nuisance complaints would allow the 
City the discretion to not grant a conditional use and thus avoid the need to proceed 
with prolonged nuisance abatement proceedings. The project has been conditioned 
to prevent negative impacts and integrate the use into the community as well as 
protect community members from adverse potential impacts. As such, the proposed 
restaurant and hotel with the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages will be 
compatible with the surrounding development and will not adversely affect the 
welfare of the surrounding community.  

 
iii. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 

communities in the area of the City involved, after giving consideration to the 
distance of the proposed use from residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds and other similar uses, and other 
establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine.  
 
The following sensitive uses are located within 1000 feet of the project site: 

 

• Selma Park (6561 West Selma Avenue) 

• Selma Avenue Elementary School (6611 West Selma Avenue) 

• Y.M.C.A. (6560 West Selma Avenue) 

• Blessed Sacrament Church (6660 West Selma Avenue) 

• King’s Education (1555 Cassil Place) 

• First Baptist Church (6682 Selma Avenue) 
 

The proposed restaurant and hotel are located within the proximity of sensitive 
uses, including residential development. While the proposed restaurant and hotel 
proposes the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption, it is anticipated 
that the sale and consumption will be ancillary to the primary operations of the 
proposed restaurant and hotel. The site is located within a developing commercial 
corridor along Selma Avenue and in the Regional Center Commercial, which has 
long been a center of entertainment in the City. With the conditions referenced 
herein, the impacts of the on-site consumption and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages would be reduced and will not detrimentally affect nearby 
residentially zoned or developed communities and other sensitive uses within the 
area.  
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9. Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment Findings. In order for an adjustment from the zoning 
regulations to be granted, all of the legally mandated findings delineated in Section 12.28 of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made in the affirmative: 
 
a. While site characteristics or existing improvements make strict adherence to the 

zoning regulations impractical or infeasible, the project nonetheless conforms 
with the intent of those regulations. 
 
The Project Site is an L-shaped site with 65 feet of frontage along the western side of 
Wilcox Avenue and approximately 200 feet of frontage along the northern side of Selma 
Avenue. The northeastern portion of the site extends 185 feet to the north, midblock 
between Wilcox Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard, as shown in the map below. The 
northeastern portion of the site is developed with an existing commercial building with a 
partially constructed subterranean structure. The Project proposes to complete the 
construction of the subterranean structure, to be utilized for parking, and to construct a 
new eight-story building. While the building will be located primarily on the western 
portion of the site, a portion of the building would be constructed over the existing 
building along Selma Avenue, which will be maintained as part of the Project. 
 
Pursuant to the LAMC Section 12.14 C,2 and 12.22 A,18, a building would be required 
to provide five-foot side yard, with one additional foot added for every story over the 
second story. For the rear yard, the Zoning Code requires a minimum fifteen-foot 
setback, with one additional foot added for every story over the third story. As an eight-
story building, the Project is required to provide an eleven-foot northerly side yard and a 
twenty-foot easterly rear yard setback. The applicant has requested an adjustment to 
permit a reduced northerly side yard setback of ten feet and a reduced easterly rear yard 
setback of nineteen feet. 
 
As proposed and requested, the Project would comply with the setback requirements of 
a seven-story building. However, as the rooftop will include a covered rooftop bar and 
lounge seating area and will be used for other amenities, it is considered an eighth story. 
The rooftop includes outdoor amenities such as a pool and amenity deck and an 
uncovered bar and lounge seating area. Along the northern elevation, fully enclosed 
structures are limited to roof structures and storage, which would otherwise be permitted 
to be located at the perimeter of the building. Outdoor seating areas which are located 
along the northern elevation are further setback from the perimeter of the building and 
are buffered with a landscape planter. Along the eastern elevation, the rooftop amenities 
and fully enclosed structures are setback further than the required twenty feet and the 
requested nineteen feet. The second through seventh stories would observe the 
requested nineteen feet, which is consistent with the required rear yard setback of a 
seven-story building. As such, the provided yards would still conform to the intent of the 
provisions to not obstruct light or ventilation on any of the adjoining properties. 
 

b. In light of the project as a whole including any mitigation measures imposed, the 
project’s location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and 
safety. 
 
The L-shaped site is located at the northeast corner of Selma Avenue and Wilcox 
Avenue, with 65 feet of frontage along Wilcox Avenue and 200 feet of frontage along 
Selma Avenue. The proposed building has largely been configured to be oriented along 
Selma Avenue. As described in Finding No. 9.a, the second through seventh story would 
observe a reduced northerly side yard of ten feet and a reduced easterly rear yard of 
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nineteen feet. To the north, the adjacent property is developed with a surface parking 
lot. To the west, the adjacent property is developed with a ten story hotel. As designed, 
the reduced yards would provide an adequate setback to maintain access to light and 
ventilation for existing and future developments on adjacent properties. Additionally, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (Case No. ENV-2016-2602-MND) was prepared for the 
proposed Project. The mitigation measures identified in the MND have been 
incorporated as enforceable conditions of approval. The mitigation measures, in 
conjunction with conditions of approval related to the size, height, and operations of the 
proposed Project would ensure that the Project as a whole would be compatible with 
and would not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding 
neighborhood, or the public health, welfare and safety. 

 
c. The project is in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions 

of the General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any specific plan. 
 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, with a land use 
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The applicant has requested a Vesting 
Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D to (T)(Q)C2-4D. The Project 
proposes to maintain the existing commercial building and to complete construction of 
the subterranean parking structure and to construct a new eight-story building. The 
building would consist of a 1,939 square-foot restaurant and a 114 guest room hotel. 
The hotel would include a lobby bar and rooftop amenities such as a pool, rooftop bars 
with both outdoor and indoor bar and lounge seating areas. With the approval and 
adoption of the requested Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change, the Project 
would be in substantial conformance with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan, as described in Finding Nos. 2 
through 5. The site is not located within a specific plan area. 
 

10. Site Plan Review Findings. In order for the site plan review to be granted, all three of the 
legally mandated findings delineated in Section 16.05-F of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
must be made in the affirmative: 
 
a. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 

provisions of the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable 
specific plan. 
 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan, with a land use 
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The site is presently developed with a one-
story commercial building and partially constructed subterranean parking structure on 
the northeastern portion of the site. The recommended Vesting Zone and Height District 
Change to (T)(Q)C2-2D would permit the construction of the approximately 89-foot tall, 
eight-story building on the western portion of the site and the maintenance of the existing 
building on the northeastern portion of the site. The Project would continue operations 
of the existing restaurant, and proposes a new 1,939 square-foot restaurant and a 114 
guest room hotel. The hotel would have a ground floor lobby bar, and would include 
additional amenities on the rooftop such as a pool and bar and lounge area. The Project 
has been conditioned to require parking spaces to be constructed for the immediate 
installation and use of EV Chargers, as well as for future use, and for the installation of 
solar panels to an operating photovoltaic system. As discussed in Finding Nos. 2 through 
6, the Project would redevelop an underutilized site with uses that are compatible with 
the existing development in the surrounding area and would be in substantial 
conformance with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and the Hollywood 
Community Plan.  
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b. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements, that is or 
will be compatible with existing and future development on adjacent properties 
and neighboring properties. 
 
The Project proposes to construct an approximately 89-foot tall, eight-story building with 
three-levels of subterranean parking. The Project would maintain the existing one-story 
building which is currently operating as a restaurant, and proposes a new 1,939 square-
foot restaurant and a 114 guest room hotel. The existing restaurant would maintain the 
existing entryway along Selma Avenue. The proposed restaurant, located directly at the 
corner of Selma Avenue and Wilcox Avenue would have a separate entrance on Selma 
Avenue, but would also be accessible from an interior entrance from the hotel reception 
area. The proposed building would be constructed over three levels of subterranean 
parking, which would be accessible from a driveway located along Wilcox Avenue. It is 
intended that a valet drop off/pick up area will be provided along Selma Avenue and 
Wilcox Avenue to park the cars either on-site or at the off-site parking location. Short 
term bicycle parking is proposed within the public right-of-way along Selma Avenue and 
Wilcox Avenue and long term bicycle parking is proposed on the first subterranean level.  
 

c. Any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 
habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
The hotel use is defined as a residential use due to the habitable rooms; however, it is not 
required to provide open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 G as there are no dwelling 
units proposed. Although recreational and service amenities are not required, the hotel will 
provide amenities for hotel guests such as use of the rooftop deck, which includes a 
swimming pool. As conditioned, the Project would installed electric vehicle charging 
stations for five percent of the required parking provided on-site and the installation of 
an operational photovoltaic system (solar) that will offset the electrical demand of the EV 
chargers and other on-site electrical uses.  The electric vehicle charging spaces and 
solar panels will improve habitability for residents and neighboring properties by 
reducing the level of greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumption from the project 
site, in spite of increased parking capacity, through encouraging the use of low or zero 
emission vehicles.  The EV ready parking spaces will also provide guests and patrons 
who use an electric vehicle a direct service amenity.   

 
Environmental Findings 
 
11. Environmental Finding. A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), along with mitigation 

measures and a Mitigation Monitoring Program (ENV-2016-2602-MND), was prepared for 
the proposed project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Comments were received from members of the public stating that the MND fails to 
adequately analyze impacts of the Project related to air quality, greenhouse gases, and 
traffic. No technical studies were submitted with the comments which were received. The 
MND analyzes the potential impacts of the Project from two baselines referred to as the 
Original Baseline and the Current Baseline. The Original Baseline analyzes the Project’s 
potential impact as it existed at the time of submittal of Case No. ENV-2015-2672-MND. 
The Current Baseline analyzes the Project’s potential impact as the site currently exists. 
Projects in the surrounding area have been identified and analyzed as part of the MND. The 
MND incorporates mitigation measures to address identified impacts under both baselines. 
On the basis of the whole of the record before the lead agency including any comments 
received, the lead agency finds that, with imposition of the mitigation measures described 
in the MND there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant 
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effect on the environment. The attached Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the lead 
agency’s independent judgement and analysis. The records upon which this decision is 
based are with the Environmental Review Section of the City Planning Department in Room 
750, 200 North Spring Street.  

 
12. Flood Insurance.  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 this project is located in Zone 
C, areas of minimal flooding. 

 



























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit B 



Section 310 Residential Group R

310.1 Residential Group R

Residential Group R includes, among others, the use of a building or structure, or a portion thereof, for sleeping purposes when not classified as an
Institutional Group I or when not regulated by the California Residential Code.

310.2 Residential Group R-1

Residential Group R-1 occupancies containing sleeping units where the occupants are primarily transient in nature, including:

Boarding houses (transient) with more than 10 occupants

Congregate residences (transient) with more than 10 occupants

Hotels (transient)

Motels (transient)

[HCD 1] Efficiency dwelling units (transient)

310.3 Residential Group R-2

Residential Group R-2 occupancies containing sleeping units or more than two dwelling units where the occupants are primarily permanent in nature,
including:

Apartment houses

Congregate residences (nontransient) with more than 16 occupants

Boarding houses (nontransient)

Convents

Dormitories

Fraternities and sororities

Monasteries

Hotels (nontransient)

Live/work units

Motels (nontransient)

Vacation timeshare properties

[HCD 1] Efficiency dwelling units (transient)

310.3.1 Residential Group R-2.1

Residential Group R-2.1 occupancies shall include buildings, structures or parts thereof housing clients, on a 24-hour basis, who because of age,
mental disability or other reasons, live in a supervised residential environment that provides personal care services.

   This occupancy may contain more than six nonambulatory and/or bedridden clients. (See Section 435 Special Provisions for Licensed 24-Hour
Care Facilities in a Group R-2.1, R-3.1 or R-4 Occupancy). This group shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

Assisted living facilities such as:

Residential care facilities,

Residential care facilities for the elderly (RCFEs),

Adult residential facilities,

Congregate living health facilities,

Group homes,

Residential care facilities for the chronically ill,

Congregate living health facilities for the terminally ill.
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Social rehabilitation facilities such as:

Halfway houses,

Community correctional centers,

Community correction reentry centers,

Community treatment programs,

Work furlough programs,

Alcoholism or drug abuse recovery or treatment facilities.

310.3.2 Residential Group R-2.2 (CDCR Only)

Residential occupancies operated by CDCR in a community located facility that provides housing and community-based program services for
nontransient ambulatory participants in a nonlicensed facility with 24/7 supervision.

310.4 Residential Group R-3

Residential Group R-3 occupancies where the occupants are primarily permanent in nature and not classified as Group R-1, R-2, R-2.1, R-2.2, R-3.1, R-4
or I, including:

Buildings that do not contain more than two dwelling units

Congregate residences (nontransient) with 16 or fewer occupants

Boarding houses (nontransient)

Convents

Dormitories

Fraternities and sororities

Monasteries

Congregate residences (transient) with 10 or fewer occupants

[HCD 1] Efficiency dwelling units

Boarding houses (transient)

Adult care facilities that provide accommodations for six or fewer clients of any age for less than 24 hours.

Licensing categories that may use this classification include Adult Day Programs.

Alcoholism or drug abuse recovery homes (ambulatory only)

Child care facilities that provide accommodations for six or fewer clients of any age for less than 24 hours.

Licensing categories that may use this classification include, but are not limited to: 

Day-Care Center for Mildly Ill Children,

Infant Care Center,

School Age Child Day-Care Center.

Family Day-Care Homes that provide accommodations for 14 or fewer children, in the provider's own home for less than 24-hours.

Adult care and child care facilities that are within a single family home are permitted to comply with the California Residential Code.

Lodging houses (transient) with five or fewer guest rooms and 10 or fewer occupants

310.4.1 Care Facilities Within a Dwelling

310.4.1 Residential Group R-3.1

This occupancy group may include facilities licensed by a governmental agency for a residentially based 24-hour care facility providing
accommodations for six or fewer clients of any age. Clients may be classified as ambulatory, nonambulatory or bedridden. A Group R-3.1
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occupancy shall meet the requirements for construction as defined for Group R-3, except as otherwise provided for in Section 435 Special
Provisions For Licensed 24-Hour Care Facilities in a Group R-2.1, R-3.1 or R-4 Occupancy. This group may include:

Adult residential facilities

Congregate living health facilities

Intermediate care facilities for the developmentally disabled habilitative

Intermediate care facilities for the developmentally disabled nursing

Nurseries for the full-time care of children under the age of six, but not including "infants" as defined in Chapter 2

Residential care facilities for the elderly

Small family homes and residential care facilities for the chronically ill

Exception: Group Homes licensed by the Department of Social Services which provide nonmedical board, room and care for six or fewer
ambulatory children or children two years of age or younger, and which do not have any nonambulatory clients shall not be subject to
regulations found in Section 435.

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 13143 with respect to these exempted facilities, no city, county or public district shall adopt or enforce
any requirement for the prevention of fire or for the protection of life and property against fire and panic unless the requirement would be
applicable to a structure regardless of the special occupancy. Nothing shall restrict the application of state or local housing standards to such
facilities if the standards are applicable to residential occupancies and are not based on the use of the structure as a facility for ambulatory
children. For the purpose of this exception, ambulatory children do not include relatives of the licensee or the licensee's spouse.

310.4.2 Lodging Houses

Owner-occupied lodging houses with five or fewer guest rooms and 10 or fewer total occupants shall be permitted to be constructed in accordance
with the California Residential Code.

310.5 Residential Group R-4

Residential Group R-4 occupancy shall include buildings, structures or portions thereof for more than six ambulatory clients, but not more than 16
persons, excluding staff, who reside on a 24-hour basis in a supervised residential environment and receive custodial care. This group shall include,
but not be limited to, the following:

   Group R-4 occupancies shall meet the requirements for construction as defined for Group R-3, except as otherwise provided for in this code. This
occupancy classification may include a maximum six nonambulatory or bedridden clients (see Section 435, Special Provisions for Licensed 24-Hour
Care Facilities in a Group R-2.1, R-3.1 or R-4). Group R-4 occupancies shall meet the requirements in Section 420.

310.6 Large Family Day-Care Homes

See Section 455.

310.5.1 Condition 1

310.5.2 Condition 2
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Introduction 

Excessive alcohol consumption is the second-leading cause of premature death and disability in Los 
Angeles County (LAC), and is a serious public health concern with major health, economic, and social 
consequences.1 Annually, more than 2,800 people die from alcohol-attributable causes that result in 
approximately 80,000 years of potential life lost (YPLL)2*, and an estimated $10.3 billion in healthcare and 
lost productivity costs.3 A review of scientific literature found that alcohol outlet density is positively 
associated with alcohol consumption4 and related consequences including violent crimes,5 vehicle 
crashes,6 emergency department (ED) visits,7 hospital admissions (hospitalizations),8 and deaths9 among 
other adverse outcomes. 

In this report, on- and off-premises alcohol outlet densities and the rates of the five consequences noted 
above were examined for 78 cities, 27 unincorporated areas or communities, 8 Service Planning Areas 
(SPAs), and 5 Supervisorial Districts (SDs) in LAC.  

Study Methods 

Defining Cities and Communities in Los Angeles County 

A total of 88 cities and 59 unincorporated communities in LAC were identified using the Census 2010 
Incorporated Places and Census Designated Places.10 Ten cities and 32 communities with less than 
10,000 residents produced unstable estimates, and were excluded from this report.  Data for the City of 
Los Angeles was further divided into its 15 city council districts to provide more local information.11

Determining Alcohol Outlet Density  

Information on alcohol outlets within LAC in 2013 was obtained from the California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC).12 ABC categorizes alcohol outlets as follows: 

 On-premises – outlets where alcohol is served to be consumed on site (e.g. bars and
restaurants).

 Off-premises – outlets where alcohol is sold in original, sealed containers to be consumed off
site (e.g. liquor stores and grocery stores).

The 2013 population estimates for each city and community were used to determine alcohol outlet 
densities.13 The density (number of outlets per 10,000 residents) of on-premises and off-premises 
alcohol outlets for each city/community was categorized into three equal groups: “low,” “medium,” or 
“high” density. 

* Years of potential life lost (YPLL) is an estimate of the average time a person would have lived had he or she not died prematurely.  This 
measure is used to help quantify social and economic loss owing to premature death, and it has been promoted to emphasize specific causes of 
death affecting younger age groups.  YPLL inherently incorporates age at death, and weights the total deaths by applying values to death at each 
age. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/25759821. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/25759821
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Measuring Alcohol-related Consequences 

Five consequences related to alcohol outlet densities (violent crimes,14 vehicle crashes,15 ED visits,16 

hospitalizations,16 and deaths17) were examined using 2013 data.  Violent crimes include 

homicide/murder, sexual assault (rape and attempted rape), all other assaults (including domestic 

violence), and robbery.  Alcohol-involved vehicle crashes include any motor vehicle crashes in which 

a driver, pedestrian, or bicyclist had been drinking.  Alcohol-related ED visits and hospitalizations 

include records that listed an alcohol-related primary or secondary diagnosis, or external cause of 

injury.  Alcohol-involved deaths include any mention of alcohol in toxicology data provided by Los 

Angeles County Department of Medical Examiner - Coroner. Death data reflects the location where 

a death occurred, not the place of residence. 

Rates per 10,000 residents for each of the five alcohol-related consequences were calculated using the 
2013 population estimates for each city/community, SPA, and SD, and were categorized into three equal 
groups: “low,” “medium,” or “high” rate.  

Determining the Relationship between Alcohol Outlet Density and Alcohol-Related Consequences 

Logistic regression modeling was performed to examine the associations between on- and off-premises 
alcohol outlet densities (high - values above the county median; low - values below the county median) 
and alcohol-related consequences (high - values above the county median; low -values below the county 
median). All models were adjusted for the Economic Hardship Index (EHI) 18 to account for neighborhood 
socioeconomic conditions that include crowded housing, poverty level, unemployment, educational 
achievement, family dependency, and per capita income. Statistical significance was determined using  
p < 0.1. 

Findings 

Alcohol Outlets 

A total of 15,253 alcohol outlets were identified in LAC, of which 9,025 (59.2%) were on-premises, and 
6,228 (40.8%) were off-premises. In 2013, the average density of on-and off-premises alcohol outlets 
was 8.9 and 6.2 outlets per 10,000 population, respectively.  On-premises outlet density varied widely 
among cities and communities across the County, ranging from 0.0 (West Puente Valley and Westmont) 
to 51.1 (West Hollywood), with 40 (33.6%) cities/communities above the countywide average rate of 
8.9. Off-premises outlet density ranged from 0.8 (San Marino) to 15.9 (Santa Fe Springs), with 56 (47.1%) 
cities/communities above the countywide average rate of 6.2.  Tables 1A, 1B, and 1C present the 
densities of on-premises and off-premises alcohol outlets by cities and communities, SPAs, and SDs, 
respectively.   

The geographical distribution of on- and off-premises outlets varied across LAC (Maps 1 and 2).  A higher 
density of on-premises outlets was significantly associated with lower EHI, or more affluent 
communities such as West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, El Segundo, Hermosa Beach, and Santa Monica 
(Map 1, p < 0.01).  On the other hand, a higher density of off-premises outlets was associated with 
higher EHI or less affluent communities (Map 2, p = 0.08) such as the City of Commerce and Santa Fe 
Springs.   

http://coroner.lacounty.gov/
http://coroner.lacounty.gov/


Alcohol Outlet Density and Consequences, LAC, 2013 |  3 

Map 1. On-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) Among Cities, 
Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), Los Angeles County, 2013 
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Map 2. Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) Among Cities, 
Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), Los Angeles County, 2013 
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Association Between Alcohol-related Consequences and Alcohol Outlet Density 

The rates of alcohol-related consequences (violent crimes, vehicle crashes, ED visits, 
hospitalizations, and death) are presented by each city and community (Table 2A, Maps 3 to 7), 
SPA (Table 2B), and SD (Table 2C).   

Violent Crimes 

The violent crime rate within Los Angeles County cities/communities ranged from 0.0 (Santa Fe 
Springs) to 159.5 (Westmont), with 36 (30.3%) cities/communities above the County average of 
40.3 per 10,000 population (Table 2A, Map 3).  

 
 
 

The association between on-premises outlets and violent crimes was not statistically significant. 

Alcohol-involved Vehicle Crashes 

The alcohol-involved vehicle crash rate within Los Angeles County cities/communities ranged 
from 0.0 (Lomita and Temple City) to 22.3 (Santa Fe Springs), with 42 (35.3%) 
cities/communities above the County average of 4.4 per 10,000 population (Table 2A, Map 3). 

The association between alcohol outlet density and alcohol-involved vehicle crashes was not 
statistically significant.  

Alcohol-related ED Visits 

The alcohol-related ED visit rate within Los Angeles County cities/communities ranged from 
12.4 (San Marino) to 134.1 (Willowbrook), with 33 (37.8%) cities/communities above the 
County average of 58.1, per 10,000 population (Table 2A, Map 4).   

 
 
 

The association between on-premises outlets and alcohol-related ED visits was not statistically 
significant. 

Cities and communities with a high density of off-premises alcohol outlets were 3.7 times more likely 
to have high violent crime rates than cities and communities with a low density of off-premises alcohol 
outlets, even after accounting for Economic Hardship Index (p < 0.01).  

Cities and communities with a high density of off-premises alcohol outlets were 2.2 times more likely 
to have high alcohol-related ED visit rates than cities and communities with a low density of off-
premises alcohol-outlets, even after accounting for Economic Hardship Index (p < 0.05). 
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Alcohol-related Hospitalizations 

The alcohol-related hospitalization rate within Los Angeles County cities/communities ranged 
from 10.6 (West Puente Valley) to 115.6 (Willowbrook), with 45 (37.8%) cities/communities 
above the County average of 45.1 per 10,000 population (Table 2A, Map 6).   

 
 
 

 

Alcohol-related Deaths 

The alcohol-related death rate within Los Angeles County cities/communities ranged from 0.0 
(Artesia, San Marino, South Pasadena, El Segundo, Temple City) to 2.7 (Willowbrook), with 35 
(29.4%) above the County average of 45.1 per 10,000 population (Table 2A, Map 7).   

The association between alcohol outlet density and alcohol-involved deaths was not statistically 
significant. 

Cities and communities with a high density of on-premises alcohol outlets were 2.1 times more likely 
to have high alcohol-related hospitalization rates than cities and communities with a low density of on-
premises outlets, even after accounting for Economic Hardship Index (p = 0.07). 

Cities and communities with a high density of off-premises alcohol were 2.0 times more likely to have 
high alcohol-related hospitalization rates than cities and communities with a low density of off-
premises outlets, even after accounting for Economic Hardship Index (p = 0.08). 
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Map 3. Density (per 10,000 population) of Violent Crimes Among Cities, 
Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), Los Angeles County, 2013
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Map 4. Density (per 10,000 population) of Alcohol-Related Vehicle Crashes 

Among Cities, Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), 
Los Angeles County, 2013  
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Map 5. Density (per 10,000 population) of Alcohol-related Emergency Department Visits 

Among Cities, Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), 
Los Angeles County, 2013 
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Map 6. Density (per 10,000 population) of Alcohol-related Hospitalizations 

Among Cities, Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), 
Los Angeles County, 2013 
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Map 7. Density (per 10,000 population) of Alcohol-related Deaths 

Among Cities, Communities, and Service Planning Areas (SPAs), 
Los Angeles County, 2013 
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Table 1A. On-Premises and Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) 

by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

* Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded.

† For the city of Los Angeles, on-premises Alcohol Outlet Density was high and off-premises alcohol density was medium (66th and 46th percentile, 

respectively). 

City/Community Name 
On-premises 

AOD 
Off-premises  

AOD 
City/Community Name 

On-premises 
AOD 

Off-premises 
AOD 

Los Angeles County 8.9 - 6.2 - Glendale 9.9 ████ 7.1 ████ 

Agoura Hills 16.5 ████ 7.8 ████ Glendora 8.8 ████ 4.1 ████ 

Alhambra 7.8 ████ 4.5 ████ Hacienda Heights 4.5 ████ 4.2 ████ 

Altadena 1.9 ████ 4.0 ████ Hawaiian Gardens 11.1 ████ 9.0 ████ 

Arcadia 12.9 ████ 6.3 ████ Hawthorne 5.0 ████ 5.7 ████ 

Artesia 20.9 ████ 10.1 ████ Hermosa Beach 36.0 ████ 11.7 ████ 

Azusa 6.4 ████ 7.9 ████ Huntington Park 7.1 ████ 9.3 ████ 

Baldwin Park 3.8 ████ 6.0 ████ Inglewood 4.6 ████ 8.1 ████ 

Bassett-Avocado Heights 3.9 ████ 6.5 ████ La Canada Flintridge 10.7 ████ 6.8 ████ 

Bell 5.8 ████ 7.2 ████ La Crescenta-Montrose 1.5 ████ 3.5 ████ 

Bell Gardens 4.5 ████ 9.4 ████ La Mirada 6.3 ████ 5.1 ████ 

Bellflower 4.8 ████ 7.1 ████ La Puente 6.4 ████ 7.7 ████ 

Beverly Hills 38.1 ████ 7.5 ████ La Verne 12.0 ████ 5.6 ████ 

Burbank 15.3 ████ 6.7 ████ Lake Los Angeles 0.8 ████ 3.9 ████ 

Calabasas 12.5 ████ 6.3 ████ Lakewood 7.4 ████ 8.0 ████ 

Carson 5.0 ████ 5.3 ████ Lancaster 6.0 ████ 4.6 ████ 

Castaic 4.1 ████ 5.6 ████ Lawndale 5.4 ████ 8.1 ████ 

Cerritos 12.3 ████ 4.0 ████ Lennox 1.7 ████ 5.6 ████ 

Claremont 13.9 ████ 3.6 ████ Lomita 16.0 ████ 8.7 ████ 

Commerce 7.7 ████ 13.1 ████ Long Beach 10.7 ████ 6.8 ████ 

Compton 1.5 ████ 6.1 ████ City of Los Angeles† 8.9 - 6.0 - 
Covina 10.3 ████ 8.4 ████     Council District 01 5.6 ████ 6.7 ████ 

Cudahy 2.1 ████ 6.6 ████     Council District 02 7.3 ████ 6.2 ████ 

Culver City 26.6 ████ 11.7 ████     Council District 03 8.6 ████ 5.5 ████ 

Del Aire 4.0 ████ 5.0 ████     Council District 04 14.2 ████ 4.8 ████ 

Diamond Bar 7.1 ████ 4.4 ████     Council District 05 16.7 ████ 5.1 ████ 

Downey 8.2 ████ 5.5 ████     Council District 06 4.0 ████ 5.5 ████ 

Duarte 8.8 ████ 8.8 ████     Council District 07 2.8 ████ 5.1 ████ 

East Los Angeles 3.9 ████ 8.2 ████     Council District 08 1.1 ████ 5.1 ████ 

East Rancho Dominguez 0.6 ████ 3.8 ████     Council District 09 2.5 ████ 6.0 ████ 

East San Gabriel 1.9 ████ 3.2 ████     Council District 10 11.8 ████ 5.9 ████ 

El Monte 4.1 ████ 6.3 ████    Council District 11 16.0 ████ 5.7 ████ 

El Segundo 39.7 ████ 10.7 ████     Council District 12 6.4 ████ 5.7 ████ 

Florence-Graham 3.2 ████ 9.6 ████     Council District 13 14.5 ████ 7.0 ████ 

Gardena 16.9 ████ 8.8 ████     Council District 14 16.1 ████ 9.0 ████ 

    Council District 15 5.9 ████ 6.4 ████ 
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Table 1A. On-Premises and Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) 

by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* (continued) 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

* Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded.

City/Community 
On-premises 

AOD 
Off-premises  

AOD 
City/Community 

On-premises 
AOD 

Off-premises  
AOD 

Lynwood 3.4 ████ 6.2 ████ Santa Monica 27.6 ████ 7.4 ████ 

Malibu 27.3 ████ 11.7 ████ Sierra Madre 10.8 ████ 2.7 ████ 

Manhattan Beach 25.3 ████ 7.3 ████ Signal Hill 11.5 ████ 8.9 ████ 

Maywood 4.3 ████ 11.2 ████ South El Monte 7.8 ████ 11.8 ████ 

Monrovia 15.1 ████ 6.7 ████ South Gate 4.1 ████ 6.4 ████ 

Montebello 7.4 ████ 6.3 ████ South Pasadena 8.9 ████ 4.2 ████ 

Monterey Park 9.4 ████ 4.7 ████ South San Jose Hills 0.5 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Norwalk 4.4 ████ 5.9 ████ South Whittier 2.4 ████ 6.2 ████ 

Palmdale 5.0 ████ 3.5 ████ Stevenson Ranch 8.9 ████ 4.4 ████ 

Palos Verdes Estates 4.4 ████ 3.7 ████ Sun Village 0.9 ████ 5.3 ████ 

Paramount 6.4 ████ 6.0 ████ Temple City 5.3 ████ 6.1 ████ 

Pasadena 18.1 ████ 5.6 ████ Torrance 13.1 ████ 7.0 ████ 

Pico Rivera 7.2 ████ 8.5 ████ Valinda 1.3 ████ 3.9 ████ 

Pomona 6.5 ████ 5.5 ████ View Park-Windsor Hills 2.9 ████ 4.8 ████ 

Quartz Hill 5.4 ████ 7.2 ████ Walnut 3.6 ████ 1.7 ████ 

Rancho Palos Verdes 4.0 ████ 2.6 ████ Walnut Park 3.7 ████ 4.4 ████ 

Redondo Beach 17.4 ████ 8.1 ████ West Carson 3.7 ████ 8.8 ████ 

Rosemead 8.4 ████ 5.3 ████ West Covina 6.6 ████ 4.6 ████ 

Rowland Heights 8.9 ████ 3.0 ████ West Hollywood 51.1 ████ 10.0 ████ 

San Dimas 9.4 ████ 7.4 ████ West Puente Valley 0.0 ████ 1.7 ████ 

San Fernando 7.0 ████ 9.1 ████ West Rancho Dominguez 2.3 ████ 5.1 ████ 

San Gabriel 18.1 ████ 6.2 ████ West Whittier-Los Nietos 3.5 ████ 5.4 ████ 

San Marino 3.8 ████ 0.8 ████ Westmont 0.0 ████ 6.5 ████ 

Santa Clarita 8.7 ████ 5.8 ████ Whittier 9.7 ████ 6.6 ████ 

Santa Fe Springs 14.7 ████ 15.9 ████ Willowbrook 0.5 ████ 4.6 ████ 
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Table 1B. On-Premises and Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) 
by Service Planning Area (SPA), Los Angeles County, 2013 

SPA On-premises AOD Off-premises AOD 

Los Angeles County 8.9 - 6.2 - 
Antelope Valley (SPA 1) 5.3 ████ 4.5 ████ 

San Fernando (SPA 2) 7.8 ████ 5.8 ████ 

San Gabriel (SPA 3) 8.3 ████ 5.5 ████ 

Metro (SPA 4) 15.7 ████ 7.2 ████ 

West (SPA 5) 18.3 ████ 6.2 ████ 

South (SPA 6) 2.0 ████ 5.4 ████ 

East (SPA 7) 6.4 ████ 7.2 ████ 

South Bay (SPA 8) 10.4 ████ 6.9 ████ 

Table 1C. On-Premises and Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density (per 10,000 population) 
by Supervisorial District (SD), Los Angeles County, 2013 

SD On-premises AOD Off-premises AOD 

Los Angeles County     8.9 - 6.2 - 
District 1 7.6 ████ 7.0 ████ 

District 2 5.6 ████ 6.1 ████ 

District 3 12.5 ████ 5.9 ████ 

District 4 10.5 ████ 6.5 ████ 

District 5 8.8 ████ 5.5 ████ 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 
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Table 2A. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 

by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* 

City/Community Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

Los Angeles County 40.3 - 4.4 - 58.1 - 45.1 - 1.0 -
Agoura Hills 9.2 ████ 2.4 ████ 41.9 ████ 33.5 ████ 0.4 ████

Alhambra 19.2 ████ 3.7 ████ 36.9 ████ 30.3 ████ 0.7 ████

Altadena 13.9 ████ 3.8 ████ 51.7 ████ 55.5 ████ 0.8 ████

Arcadia 13.5 ████ 2.4 ████ 26.2 ████ 30.3 ████ 0.4 ████

Artesia 37.6 ████ 4.8 ████ 31.6 ████ 37.0 ████ 0.0 ████

Azusa 51.0 ████ 3.3 ████ 44.6 ████ 40.0 ████ 0.8 ████

Baldwin Park 28.7 ████ 1.6 ████ 43.2 ████ 39.7 ████ 0.5 ████

Bassett-Avocado 
Heights 

20.7 ████ 5.2 ████ 39.5 ████ 34.7 ████ 0.8 ████

Bell 57.8 ████ 6.4 ████ 41.3 ████ 35.7 ████ 0.5 ████

Bell Gardens 28.1 ████ 1.9 ████ 41.3 ████ 35.8 ████ 0.5 ████

Bellflower 35.9 ████ 2.6 ████ 51.1 ████ 40.7 ████ 0.6 ████

Beverly Hills 22.2 ████ 0.3 ████ 60.4 ████ 32.6 ████ 0.6 ████

Burbank 16.2 ████ 3.5 ████ 54.2 ████ 40.8 ████ 0.3 ████

Calabasas 8.4 ████ 2.1 ████ 34.4 ████ 23.8 ████ 0.4 ████

Carson 43.2 ████ 3.2 ████ 45.5 ████ 34.5 ████ 0.3 ████

Castaic 125.0 ████ 1.5 ████ 50.4 ████ 61.3 ████ 1.5 ████

Cerritos 16.5 ████ 4.0 ████ 14.9 ████ 39.2 ████ 0.2 ████

Claremont 10.3 ████ 3.9 ████ 44.7 ████ 29.6 ████ 1.1 ████

Commerce 63.8 ████ 13.8 ████ 55.9 ████ 53.7 ████ 0.7 ████

Compton 126.7 ████ 3.0 ████ 66.4 ████ 53.2 ████ 1.8 ████

Covina 28.4 ████ 0.6 ████ 43.8 ████ 53.9 ████ 0.7 ████

Cudahy 46.0 ████ 1.2 ████ 41.2 ████ 35.7 ████ 0.5 ████

Culver City 40.9 ████ 4.1 ████ 72.0 ████ 53.7 ████ 0.3 ████

Del Aire 19.9 ████ 3.0 ████ 26.7 ████ 15.5 ████ 0.6 ████

Diamond Bar 11.0 ████ 3.7 ████ 18.2 ████ 17.8 ████ 0.2 ████

Downey 28.8 ████ 6.7 ████ 39.4 ████ 29.5 ████ 0.6 ████

Duarte 18.9 ████ 0.5 ████ 52.5 ████ 50.6 ████ 0.4 ████

East Los Angeles 47.1 ████ 5.7 ████ 59.6 ████ 48.1 ████ 0.8 ████

East Rancho 
Dominguez 

67.4 ████ 3.2 ████ 57.2 ████ 50.6 ████ 1.2 ████

East San Gabriel 11.0 ████ 0.6 ████ 29.7 ████ 31.0 ████ 0.5 ████

El Monte 29.6 ████ 3.5 ████ 45.1 ████ 44.7 ████ 0.9 ████

El Segundo 21.9 ████ 1.8 ████ 36.7 ████ 35.5 ████ 0.0 ████

Florence-Graham 75.8 ████ 6.0 ████ 78.8 ████ 66.3 ████ 1.3 ████

Gardena 40.9 ████ 5.8 ████ 70.6 ████ 40.8 ████ 1.1 ████

Glendale 9.3 ████ 2.3 ████ 40.9 ████ 37.8 ████ 0.8 ████

Glendora 12.8 ████ 2.2 ████ 35.4 ████ 53.4 ████ 0.8 ████

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

*Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded. 
** Death data reflects location where a death occurred, not place of residence. 
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Table 2A. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 

by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* (continued) 

City/Community Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

Hacienda Heights 13.8 ████ 4.9 ████ 23.4 ████ 22.5 ████ 0.5 ████ 

Hawaiian Gardens 38.8 ████ 0.7 ████ 43.4 ████ 44.1 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Hawthorne 67.5 ████ 5.4 ████ 72.1 ████ 38.5 ████ 1.6 ████ 

Hermosa Beach 13.7 ████ 3.5 ████ 59.5 ████ 27.7 ████ 1.5 ████ 

Huntington Park 60.9 ████ 2.7 ████ 60.3 ████ 35.0 ████ 0.3 ████ 

Inglewood 66.1 ████ 1.2 ████ 104.1 ████ 61.1 ████ 1.0 ████ 

La Canada Flintridge 5.8 ████ 2.4 ████ 28.5 ████ 28.6 ████ 1.0 ████ 

La Crescenta-Montrose 8.1 ████ 2.0 ████ 29.1 ████ 38.8 ████ 0.6 ████ 

La Mirada 14.6 ████ 2.4 ████ 34.0 ████ 31.1 ████ 1.2 ████ 

La Puente 35.4 ████ 4.0 ████ 45.2 ████ 37.7 ████ 0.3 ████ 

La Verne 11.4 ████ 3.4 ████ 34.4 ████ 33.5 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Lake Los Angeles 17.9 ████ 2.3 ████ 57.6 ████ 43.0 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Lakewood 27.7 ████ 1.7 ████ 41.4 ████ 35.2 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Lancaster 52.2 ████ 4.4 ████ 62.7 ████ 41.0 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Lawndale 48.8 ████ 2.4 ████ 65.0 ████ 34.3 ████ 0.6 ████ 

Lennox 46.0 ████ 3.4 ████ 55.9 ████ 37.3 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Lomita 32.0 ████ 0.0 ████ 63.8 ████ 49.8 ████ 2.3 ████ 

Long Beach 49.9 ████ 4.6 ████ 67.9 ████ 58.1 ████ 1.4 ████ 

City of Los Angeles† 42.5 - 5.1 - 50.1 - 68.0 - 1.2 - 
Council District 1 49.9 ████ 5.9 ████ 52.4 ████ 67.6 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Council District 2 25.3 ████ 5.2 ████ 49.8 ████ 65.3 ████ 1.5 ████ 

Council District 3 23.8 ████ 5.4 ████ 43.0 ████ 61.4 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Council District 4 23.1 ████ 5.3 ████ 43.6 ████ 76.9 ████ 1.0 ████ 

Council District 5 16.5 ████ 4.5 ████ 33.5 ████ 66.4 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Council District 6 35.0 ████ 5.5 ████ 49.8 ████ 66.1 ████ 1.8 ████ 

Council District 7 25.5 ████ 4.7 ████ 50.0 ████ 59.4 ████ 1.2 ████ 

Council District 8 102.7 ████ 5.6 ████ 64.1 ████ 77.9 ████ 1.5 ████ 

Council District 9 85.0 ████ 5.4 ████ 53.8 ████ 69.3 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Council District 10 62.2 ████ 5.0 ████ 50.0 ████ 66.2 ████ 1.0 ████ 

Council District 11 25.1 ████ 3.8 ████ 32.5 ████ 45.8 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Council District 12 14.0 ████ 5.7 ████ 41.5 ████ 54.2 ████ 1.3 ████ 

Council District 13 53.1 ████ 5.4 ████ 50.6 ████ 72.3 ████ 1.0 ████ 

Council District 14 80.7 ████ 6.3 ████ 87.6 ████ 106.2 ████ 1.5 ████ 

Council District 15 55.0 ████ 4.0 ████ 49.9 ████ 66.7 ████ 1.4 ████ 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

*Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded.
** Death data reflects location where a death occurred, not place of residence. 

† For the City of Los Angeles, most alcohol-related consequences measures ranked high (violent crimes, vehicle crashes, deaths, and hospitalizations 

were at 75th, 79th, 83rd, and 97th percentile, respectively) and ED visits ranked medium (59th percentile). 
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Table 2A. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 
by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* (continued) 

City/Community Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

Lynwood 61.2 ████ 2.5 ████ 80.1 ████ 58.5 ████ 1.1 ████ 

Malibu 21.8 ████ 10.9 ████ 74.6 ████ 44.1 ████ 1.7 ████ 

Manhattan Beach 18.0 ████ 3.4 ████ 25.7 ████ 22.0 ████ 0.6 ████ 

Maywood 40.4 ████ 0.7 ████ 38.4 ████ 39.1 ████ 1.1 ████ 

Monrovia 15.3 ████ 4.0 ████ 63.3 ████ 66.2 ████ 0.5 ████ 

Montebello 28.8 ████ 3.9 ████ 68.2 ████ 45.2 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Monterey Park 16.8 ████ 3.6 ████ 45.3 ████ 24.9 ████ 0.3 ████ 

Norwalk 38.2 ████ 3.2 ████ 46.1 ████ 45.1 ████ 0.6 ████ 

Palmdale 48.9 ████ 3.5 ████ 48.1 ████ 27.9 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Palos Verdes Estates 4.4 ████ 4.4 ████ 30.9 ████ 31.2 ████ 0.4 ████ 

Paramount 40.4 ████ 3.6 ████ 37.1 ████ 29.9 ████ 0.6 ████ 

Pasadena 30.8 ████ 3.9 ████ 61.0 ████ 62.2 ████ 1.0 ████ 

Pico Rivera 32.4 ████ 3.1 ████ 64.8 ████ 59.9 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Pomona 53.3 ████ 4.5 ████ 74.9 ████ 42.0 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Quartz Hill 28.7 ████ 2.7 ████ 60.8 ████ 44.0 ████ 1.6 ████ 

Rancho Palos Verdes 7.1 ████ 0.5 ████ 22.9 ████ 23.6 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Redondo Beach 23.6 ████ 5.5 ████ 59.5 ████ 40.9 ████ 1.0 ████ 

Rosemead 27.2 ████ 1.3 ████ 30.1 ████ 31.5 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Rowland Heights 14.0 ████ 2.6 ████ 20.7 ████ 22.2 ████ 0.4 ████ 

San Dimas 19.2 ████ 3.5 ████ 46.5 ████ 46.3 ████ 0.6 ████ 

San Fernando 35.0 ████ 2.1 ████ 65.7 ████ 52.8 ████ 0.5 ████ 

San Gabriel 25.5 ████ 4.0 ████ 28.6 ████ 23.4 ████ 0.3 ████ 

San Marino 15.0 ████ 4.5 ████ 12.4 ████ 22.1 ████ 0.0 ████ 

Santa Clarita 13.4 ████ 1.8 ████ 35.6 ████ 36.5 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Santa Fe Springs 0.0 ████ 22.3 ████ 57.6 ████ 51.1 ████ 1.2 ████ 

Santa Monica 35.3 ████ 6.0 ████ 105.5 ████ 54.4 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Sierra Madre 11.7 ████ 0.9 ████ 48.7 ████ 59.4 ████ 0.9 ████ 

Signal Hill 28.3 ████ 9.7 ████ 41.5 ████ 52.8 ████ 1.7 ████ 

South El Monte 43.1 ████ 2.9 ████ 43.0 ████ 39.8 ████ 1.1 ████ 

South Gate 51.8 ████ 5.1 ████ 44.8 ████ 35.8 ████ 0.8 ████ 

South Pasadena 11.2 ████ 1.9 ████ 31.9 ████ 40.8 ████ 0.0 ████ 

South San Jose Hills 17.8 ████ 0.5 ████ 45.9 ████ 38.4 ████ 0.3 ████ 

South Whittier 17.5 ████ 2.6 ████ 55.9 ████ 35.9 ████ 0.5 ████ 

Stevenson Ranch 16.1 ████ 5.0 ████ 31.2 ████ 31.8 ████ 1.2 ████ 

Sun Village 21.4 ████ 4.5 ████ - - -
Temple City 13.3 ████ 0.0 ████ 28.4 ████ 33.5 ████ 0.0 ████ 

Torrance 12.7 ████ 3.3 ████ 39.4 ████ 34.7 ████ 1.1 ████ 

Valinda 18.1 ████ 2.2 ████ 41.6 ████ 34.4 ████ 0.2 ████ 

View Park-Windsor Hills 30.5 ████ 8.6 ████ 75.1 ████ 73.3 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

*Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded.
** Death data reflects location where a death occurred, not place of residence. 
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Table 2A. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 
by City and Community, Los Angeles County, 2013* (continued) 

City/Community Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

Walnut 12.3 ████ 2.0 ████ 17.0 ████ 21.6 ████ 0.2 ████ 

Walnut Park 28.7 ████ 7.5 ████ 60.8 ████ 35.3 ████ 0.3 ████ 

West Carson 27.2 ████ 6.9 ████ 46.6 ████ 34.8 ████ 1.1 ████ 

West Covina 21.4 ████ 4.3 ████ 33.7 ████ 36.6 ████ 0.5 ████ 

West Hollywood 61.7 ████ 5.7 ████ 80.7 ████ 45.9 ████ 1.0 ████ 

West Puente Valley 13.2 ████ 1.7 ████ 12.5 ████ 10.6 ████ 0.1 ████ 

West Rancho Dominguez 23.5 ████ 9.2 ████ 18.2 ████ 14.9 ████ 0.6 ████ 

West Whittier-Los Nietos 25.3 ████ 5.4 ████ 48.2 ████ 43.5 ████ 0.3 ████ 

Westmont 159.5 ████ 5.6 ████ 111.1 ████ 89.2 ████ 2.3 ████ 

Whittier 25.8 ████ 4.0 ████ 62.0 ████ 48.7 ████ 0.7 ████ 

Willowbrook 154.1 ████ 10.1 ████ 134.1 ████ 115.6 ████ 2.7 ████ 

Table 2B. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 
by Service Planning Area (SPA), Los Angeles County, 2013 

SPA Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

Antelope Valley (SPA 1) 39.5 ████ 5.0 ████ 53.4 ████ 34.4 ████ 1.2 ████ 

San Fernando (SPA 2) 21.2 ████ 4.8 ████ 55.3 ████ 43.7 ████ 0.9 ████ 

San Gabriel (SPA 3) 24.4 ████ 3.3 ████ 42.6 ████ 39.2 ████ 0.6 ████ 

Metro (SPA 4) 54.6 ████ 5.6 ████ 80.8 ████ 56.2 ████ 1.4 ████ 

West (SPA 5) 26.4 ████ 4.1 ████ 59.2 ████ 36.8 ████ 0.9 ████ 

South (SPA 6) 87.2 ████ 4.9 ████ 72.0 ████ 57.9 ████ 1.4 ████ 

East (SPA 7) 34.1 ████ 4.4 ████ 49.1 ████ 40.9 ████ 0.7 ████ 

South Bay (SPA 8) 42.5 ████ 3.9 ████ 62.5 ████ 46.5 ████ 1.1 ████ 

Table 2C. Alcohol-related Consequences (rates per 10,000 population) 
by Supervisorial District (SD), Los Angeles County, 2013 

SD Violent Crimes Vehicle Crashes   ED Visits Hospitalizations Deaths** 

District 1 42.4 ████ 4.5 ████ 57.8 ████ 46.1 ████ 0.9 ████ 

District 2 70.5 ████ 4.6 ████ 70.1 ████ 52.1 ████ 1.3 ████ 

District 3 28.3 ████ 5.4 ████ 68.0 ████ 44.6 ████ 1.0 ████ 

District 4 29.8 ████ 4.1 ████ 49.3 ████ 41.4 ████ 0.9 ████ 

District 5 25.0 ████ 3.6 ████ 45.2 ████ 40.9 ████ 0.8 ████ 

Low (0-33%) ████ Medium (34-66%)  ████ High (67-100%)  ████ 

*Cities/communities with a population of less than 10,000 are excluded.
** Death data reflects location where a death occurred, not place of residence. 
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Discussion 

Excessive alcohol consumption continues to be a serious public health concern with substantial 
implications for disease, violent crimes, traffic collisions, work loss, and social relationships.2 
During 2013 in Los Angeles County, alcohol was involved in an estimated 4,420 motor vehicle 
crashes, 6,338 motor vehicle injuries, 246 motor vehicle fatalities, 63,424 ED visits, 56,191 
hospitalizations,3 and more than 2,800 alcohol-attributable deaths.2  

Drinking among youth and adults is strongly influenced by environmental or structural factors, 
such as alcohol control policies, retailer marketing strategies19, as well as alcohol access and 
availability.  The findings of this report are consistent with the research literature on the 
relationship between alcohol availability, measured by alcohol outlet density, and alcohol-
related adverse public health consequences.  Communities and cities with higher alcohol outlet 
density were more likely to have higher rates of violent crimes, alcohol-related ED visits, and 
alcohol-related hospitalizations, even after accounting for economic hardship.  High alcohol 
outlet density can increase alcohol consumption and its consequences by increasing local 
availability of alcohol, reducing alcohol prices due to retailer competition, and establishing and 
reinforcing drinking behavior norms.20 

Alcohol misuse and abuse is highly preventable and treatable.  The findings in this report 
underscore the need to take targeted preventive actions to reduce alcohol outlet density and 
adverse alcohol-related consequences among adults and youth, especially among those 
cities/communities that had particularly high (e.g. in the “high” category or above County 
average presented in Tables 1A, 2A) alcohol outlet densities and rates of alcohol-related social 
and health consequences.   

Limit Alcohol Outlet Density 

Limiting alcohol outlet density has been found to be effective in limiting the availability of 

alcohol and reducing harms in communities.  For example, eliminating one bar per zip code was 

estimated to lead to 290 fewer serious assaults per year in California.4  

Although the California Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) has sole authority over the issuing and 

renewal of alcohol retail licenses in California, local jurisdictions, law enforcement, and 

community advocates can play an important role in the ABC decision-making process, including 

commenting on or protesting an application, and encouraging revocation of an existing ABC 

license for continued violations.21,22  Furthermore, local jurisdictions can use land use powers to 

influence the process by limiting the number of new alcohol outlets allowed by the city or 

county general plans, or by imposing operating restrictions on new or existing outlets.4  

New Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can require applicants to obtain a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) or implement zoning ordinances prior to new ABC license approval, 
which place legal conditions on the operation of alcohol outlets, such as restrictions on 
locations/density, hours of sale, training of staff, types of beverage sold, alcohol ads on 
public property, and operations for business (e.g. no drinking allowed outside of the 
premises).23  
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Existing Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can implement “deemed approved” 
ordinances that require off-premises outlets to comply with business performance 
standards (e.g. properly maintained premises that do not adversely affect the 
surrounding community), require owner/employees to not permit or facilitate unlawful 
behavior (e.g. alcohol sales to minors, public consumption on property or surrounding 
sidewalk, or conducting other illegal activities),24 and recommend replacement of strong 
alcohol beverages with products of lower alcohol content and healthy alternative drinks.  
Community advocates can inform or work with ABC in identifying problem outlets or 
encouraging revocation of a license for continued violations.  

In addition to these interventions, policymakers, schools, businesses, health care providers, and 
other community stakeholders can collaborate and implement a more comprehensive array of 
the following strategies to reduce the burden of excessive alcohol consumption in our cities and 
communities: 

1. Enforce Restrictions on Alcohol Availability and Accessibility to Minors
2. Enforce Restrictions on Alcohol Marketing to Minors
3. Expand Available Community and Social-Support Programs for Alcohol Consumers and

Their Families
4. Provide Educational Services for Minors Regarding the Risks of Substance Use
5. Increase Screening, Brief Intervention, and Referral to Treatment
6. Increase Access to Substance Use Disorder Treatment Services

1. Enforce Restrictions on Alcohol Availability and Accessibility to Minors

Early initiation and use of alcohol by youth increases the risk of alcohol-related problems in 

adulthood.25 Restricting the ability of minors to obtain alcohol at home or in the community can 

change perceived norms regarding the permissibility of underage drinking, and may delay early 

initiation of alcohol use.26 Parents and guardians should closely monitor alcoholic beverages in 

the home and ensure underage drinking does not occur at family events.  Cities can implement 

and enforce social host ordinances that increase consequences for parents, guardians, or adults 

who knowingly permit underage drinking in private settings, such as parties.  Cities can also 

influence the availability and accessibility of alcohol to minors by enforcing regulations focused 

on commercial availability (e.g. restricting alcohol sales at community events), social/public 

accessibility (e.g. implementing teen party ordinances, highly visible enforcement of youth 

access sales laws), and possession (e.g. banning false identification).27  Further, enforcing 

geographic buffer zones (e.g. 600 feet28) between alcohol outlets and schools or other youth 

facilities may also reduce accessibility of alcohol for minors.29   

2. Enforce Restrictions on Alcohol Marketing to Minors

A substantial body of scientific research establishes a positive link between youth exposure to 
marketing and early initiation and consumption.30 Restrictions on marketing ads in public places 
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(e.g. billboards, sporting events, street-front stores) or enforcing signage restrictions at liquor 
and convenience stores (e.g. no more than 33% of square footage of window ads, specific area 
for alcohol product placement) can help reduce youth exposure to alcohol marketing.31,32,33  In 
addition, restrictions for alcohol ads on social media may also be important in limiting alcohol 
exposure among youth. 

3. Expand Available Community and Social-Support Programs for Alcohol Consumers and
Their Families

Community-wide efforts have been shown to effectively reduce alcohol consumption and its 
consequences34 by developing and expanding community programs and social groups to 
provide emotional support for alcohol drinkers and their families, and decreasing stigmatization 
or discrimination against affected groups or individuals who are struggling with addiction.  
Through these awareness and educational programs, communities can also help to change 
social norms about drinking, raise awareness and recognition of alcohol-related harms, and 
promote alcohol use disorder treatment programs. 

Workplaces can play an important role in reducing alcohol-related harms among employees 
through prevention and intervention programs, such as implementing policies restricting 
alcohol use in workplaces, creating health and wellness programs, and providing support for 
screening and brief interventions.35 These programs may benefit workers and reduce 
productivity loss. 

4. Provide Educational Services for Minors Regarding the Risks of Substance Use

Educating the public on recognizing substance misuse and abuse, skills in dealing with alcohol 
issues and concerns, along with educating on the short-term effects and long-term dangers of 
alcohol, is a key tool to reduce alcohol use and alcohol-related harms.  Schools can provide 
education-based curricula (e.g., Building Skills, Creating Lasting Family Connections) to help 
youth develop personal and social skills, to help students identify internal stressors (e.g. fears, 
anxiety) and external pressures (e.g. peer pressure, advertising) to use alcohol, and to give 
students the skills to resist these pressures while maintaining relationships.36 School-based 
educational programs that have parental or community involvement (e.g., Communities 
Mobilizing for Change on Alcohol) can play an important role in reducing alcohol use among 
youth.37,38 

5. Increase Screening, Brief Intervention, and Referral to Treatment

Early screening and intervention is a cost-effective way to help individuals with or at risk of 
developing alcohol use disorders recognize and avoid problem alcohol use. A substantial body 
of evidence supports that universal Screening, Brief Intervention, and Referral to Treatment 
(SBIRT) reduces alcohol consumption and heavy drinking, particularly in the primary care 
setting. SBIRT for alcohol is recommended by the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force,39,40 and 
ranks among the best in return on investment of preventive services. Although SBIRT can easily 
be incorporated into clinical workflows, it is currently not commonly practiced in primary 
care.41 Health care providers who are unable to directly provide alcohol use disorder treatment 
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should refer patients that screen positive to further assessment and treatment services, and 
follow-up with patients to ensure that necessary services were received.  

6. Increase Access to Substance Use Disorder Treatment Services

Alcohol use disorder treatment can be provided in a variety of health settings including 
substance use disorder treatment clinics, primary care, or mental health clinics. As such, it is 
important for health care providers and the community to be aware of where they can receive 
treatment services for alcohol and other drugs. Importantly, alcohol use disorder treatment is 
effective and can reduce alcohol-related hospitalizations42, ED visits, homelessness43, and 
motor vehicle accidents44, and improve productivity and quality of life.45 Ensuring access to 
necessary substance use disorder treatment can help to prevent alcohol-related individual and 
societal impacts.  

In LAC, individuals with alcohol problems, including persons eligible for Medi-Cal or without 
insurance, can call the Community Assessment Services Centers at (888) 742-7900 to find the 
nearest appropriate treatment centers. 

In summary, alcohol outlet densities were significantly associated with a variety of alcohol-
related consequences. However, by working together, policymakers, health care providers, 
schools, and community stakeholders can reduce the burden of these human, economic, and 
societal repercussions by focusing on strategies to limit alcohol outlet densities, reducing 
access/availability/marketing to minors, ensuring access to educational services and 
community/social support programs, and increasing access to necessary substance abuse 
screening and treatment.  

Notes 

This is an ongoing report of alcohol density, alcohol-related consequences, and their association 

in Los Angeles County.  Some results from this report may not be comparable to the results 

from previous reports due to the use of different data sources or measurement methods. This 

report is subject to limitations due to data availability (e.g. aggregated city level of data based 

on zip codes, use of de-identified data precludes data verification, potential unknown or 

unmeasured confounders not controlled for), and thus results should be interpreted with 

caution. 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM  
 
Date:  July 6, 2020 
 
To:  Steven Edwards – Wynkoop Properties 
 
From:  Brian Marchetti, AICP 
 
Subject: Trip Reduction Effectiveness of Proposed TDM Plan – Venice Place Project,  

1027-½ South Abbot Kinney 
 
 
Comments received during the appeal process on the project have requested documentation of the 
effectiveness of the Venice Place project Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, which was 
included as a Project Design Feature (PDF) in the project description and the EIR traffic analysis. The project 
traffic scoping and MOU creation process with City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
defined a 15 percent reduction in trips for project TDM efforts. That percentage value was defined based 
on the expected reduction in trips from LADOT experience in defining and enforcing previously-adopted 
TDM plans on projects.   
 
The Project Design Feature TRANS-PDF-2 of the project Mitigation Monitoring Program in the Final EIR of 
July 2019 identified certain transportation demand management measures for the project.  Minor changes 
to TRANS-PDF-2 have been identified as follows:  
 
TRANS-PDF-2: The Project Applicant shall submit to DOT a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Plan designed to reduce the total net project trips during the peak commute periods. The “peak trip goal” 
shall be 80 (driveway) P.M. peak hour trips generated by the project as shown in Table 4 provided in 
Attachment “A” of Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR. The TDM Plan will include strategies to promote non-auto 
travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips. As appropriate, these measures would be 
designed to provide incentives for use of transit and rideshare, to reduce the number of vehicle trips, and 
facilitate LADOT’s First and Las Mile Program. A full detailed description of the TDM Program shall be 
prepared by a licensed Traffic Engineer and submitted to DOT for will be subject to review and approval, 
prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. The TDM Program strategies shall include, but shall 
not be limited to, the following: 
 

 Implementation of an interactive, digital transit information display; 
 Implementing flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
 Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g. improve sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent 

to the project, and pedestrian level lighting, etc.); 
 Design the project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian and transit friendly environment; 
 Providing bicycle amenities such as bicycle racks and lockers for employees; 
 Participation in the Metro Business Transit Access Pass (B-TAP) Program; 
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 Providing bicycles for patrons and employees to use; 
 Provide parking as an option only (i.e. unbundle the parking); 
 Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car share amenities; 
 Provide rideshare program and support for project employees and tenants; 

 
The project will provide a mitigation monitoring system to confirm that the project is achieving the trip 
reduction target as needed. 
 
Based on analysis using the LADOT VMT Calculator spreadsheet, which uses updated survey data and 
specific trip factors for sub-areas within the City, the proposed project would generate a net increase of 665 
daily vehicle trips, based on existing land uses generating 317 trips and the proposed project generating 
982 trips.  
 
The following related measures that match categories within the Calculator were assumed to be part of the 
proposed project operations, based on the TDM plan: 
- Transit subsidies for employees 
- Voluntary travel behavior change program for employees 
- Required commute trip reduction program for employees 
- A bicycle share facility 
- Bicycle parking per LAMC 
- Secure bike parking and showers 
 
Daily vehicle trips would decrease from the pre-mitigation total of 982 trips to 829 trips, a 15.6 percent 
reduction in trips. This meets the TDM goal of a 15 percent trip reduction. Implementation of these TDM 
measures also yields a decline in daily VMT from 8,323 to 6,999.  
 
The VMT Calculator worksheet pages are provided in Attachment A.   
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Attachment A 

VMT Calculator Worksheets 
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Net Daily Trips

Net Daily VMT

ksf

Students

If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your 
macros are enabled and you have connection to the 

Internet. If you don't have connection to the 
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address bar 

to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

1021 S ABBOT KINNEY BLVD, 90291Address:

Venice PlaceProject:

Project Information

2.027Office | General Office

2018 Traffic Study Land UseScenario:

Housing | Multi-Family 4 DU
Housing | Hotel 78 Rooms
Retail | General Retail 4.67 ksf
Retail | Quality Restaurant 3.81 ksf
Office | General Office 2.027 ksf

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Is the project replacing an existing number of 
residential units with a smaller number of 
residential units AND is located within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit 

Yes No

Project Screening Criteria: Is this project required to conduct a vehicle miles traveled analysis?
Project Screening Summary

The proposed project is required to perform 
VMT analysis.

Project will have less residential units compared 
to existing residential units & is within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail station.



The net increase in daily trips < 250 trips 665

The net increase in daily VMT ≤ 0 5,625

Proposed Project Land Use

120School | Elementary
Retail | Quality Restaurant 2.442 ksf
Office | General Office 1.239 ksf
School | Elementary 120 Students

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Existing Land Use

The proposed project consists of only retail 
land uses ≤ 50,000 square feet total.

Tier 1 Screening Criteria

Tier 2 Screening Criteria

Daily VMT
2,698

Existing
Land Use

Proposed

Daily VMT
8,323

Daily Vehicle Trips
317

Daily Vehicle Trips
982

ksf
8.480

WWW

6/24/2020



If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your 
macros are enabled and you have connection to the 

Internet. If you don't have connection to the 
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address 

bar to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

Retail VMT Retail VMT
3,762 3,173

Y

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

1021 S ABBOT KINNEY BLVD, 90291Address:

Venice PlaceProject:

Project Information

13.2

Daily VMT

Work VMT
per Employee

8,323

Houseshold VMT
per Capita

1.2

Proposed
Project

With

Analysis Results

2018 Traffic Study Land UseScenario:

TDM Strategies

percent of streets within project with traffic 
calming improvements
percent of intersections within project with 
traffic calming improvements

Pedestrian Network 
Improvements

Traffic Calming 
Improvements

within project and connecting off-site

25

25

Parking

Select each section to show individual strategies

Daily VMT

Work VMT
per Employee

Houseshold VMT

10.0

6,999

1.0

Household: No
Threshold = 7.4
15% Below APC

Work: Yes
Threshold = 11.1
15% Below APC

Household: No
Threshold = 7.4
15% Below APC

Work: No
Threshold = 11.1
15% Below APC

Housing | Multi-Family 4 DU
Housing | Hotel 78 Rooms
Retail | General Retail 4.67 ksf
Retail | Quality Restaurant 3.81 ksf
Office | General Office 2.027 ksf

UnitValueProposed Project Land Use Type

Neighborhood EnhancementG

A

Commute Trip ReductionsD

TransitB

Education & EncouragementC

Use       to denote if the TDM strategy is part of the proposed project or is a mitigation strategy

Proposed Prj Mitigation

Proposed Prj Mitigation

Shared MobilityE

Bicycle InfrastructureF

Daily Vehicle Trips
982

Daily Vehicle Trips
829

Significant VMT Impact?

No
No

Max Home Based TDM Achieved?
Max Work Based TDM Achieved?

No
No

Proposed Project With Mitigation

6/24/2020
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Nick Antonicello <nantonicello@uniquehomes.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 1:57 PM
Reply-To: nantonicello@uniquehomes.com
To: mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org
Cc: Greg Reitz <greg@rethinkdev.com>, theveniceplace@gmail.com

September	  7,	  2016

The	  Honorable	  Michael	  Bonin

Member,	  Council	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles

Los	  Angeles,	  CA

Re:	  The	  Venice	  Place	  Project

Dear	  Councilmember	  Bonin	  and	  Mr.	  Irving,	  	  

I	  support	  The	  Venice	  Place	  Project	  (ZA-‐2012-‐3354-‐CUB-‐CU-‐CDP-‐SPR-‐SPP-‐
MEL)	  and	  urge	  you	  to	  approve	  this	  project.	  

The	  Venice	  Place	  project	  will	  be	  a	  positive	  addition	  to	  the	  Abbot	  Kinney
business	  community	  and	  Venice	  as	  a	  whole	  for	  several	  reasons:

· It	  is	  a	  job	  creator.	  Temporary	  and	  good-‐paying	  construction	  trade
jobs	  will	  result	  from	  this	  proposal.

· Permanent	  full-‐time	  employment	  for	  Venice	  locals	  will	  be	  a	  by-‐
product	  of	  this	  project.

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-C... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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· A	  spike	  in	  Sales	  Tax	  revenue	  will	  result	  due	  to	  the	  project.

· The	  Venice	  Place	  Project	  will	  serve	  as	  an	  “economic	  engine”	  for	  all
retailers	  along	  Abbot	  Kinney	  Boulevard	  since	  hotel	  occupancy	  is	  low
and	  non-‐competitive	  with	  neighboring	  Santa	  Monica.

· The	  addition	  of	  hotel	  occupancy	  will	  fight	  back	  the	  need	  of	  more
Short	  Term	  Rentals	  which	  are	  having	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  Venice	  and
our	  neighborhoods.

· The	  project	  is	  conforming	  with	  the	  “mass	  and	  scale”	  of	  Abbot
Kinney	  and	  would	  eliminate	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  professional	  building
that	  would	  increase	  every	  day	  parking	  needs	  of	  employees	  as	  well	  as
the	  clients	  of	  those	  tenants.	  This	  proposal	  is	  the	  least	  impactful	  on
residents.

· With	  the	  advent	  of	  ride-‐sharing,	  UBER	  and	  LYFT,	  the	  impact	  on	  AK
and	  the	  property	  itself	  will	  not	  be	  as	  severe	  since	  the	  need	  for	  car
rentals	  will	  be	  far	  less	  than	  in	  the	  past.

· It	  is	  a	  “boutique”	  hotel	  much	  in	  the	  character	  and	  spirit	  of	  Venice.

· The	  architectural	  revisions	  implemented	  by	  the	  applicant
demonstrate	  how	  they	  have	  listened	  to	  the	  concerns	  of	  this
community	  regarding	  density,	  curb	  appeal	  and	  parking	  challenges.

· This	  is	  a	  “home-‐grown”	  project	  led	  by	  Venice	  locals	  who	  work	  and
reside	  in	  Venice.

· The	  applicant	  has	  displayed	  over	  and	  over	  again	  a	  charitable
conscious	  to	  Venice	  and	  the	  challenges	  of	  a	  rapidly	  changing
community.

I	  have	  taken	  the	  time	  to	  educate	  myself	  about	  the	  project,	  and	  believe	  this
proposed	  usage	  is	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  the	  community.	  

The	  development	  team	  has	  responded	  substantively	  to	  the	  community’s
concerns	  throughout	  a	  very	  thorough,	  multi-‐year	  community	  engagement
process	  and	  has	  earned	  the	  support	  of	  the	  Venice	  Neighborhood	  Council
(VNC).	  

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-C... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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As	  a	  24-‐year	  Venice	  stakeholder	  I	  agree	  with	  the	  position	  taken	  by	  the
VNC.

They	  have	  made	  the	  project	  fully	  compliant	  with	  the	  Venice	  Specific	  Plan
(VSP),	  Los	  Angeles	  Municipal	  Code	  and	  Local	  Coastal	  Land	  Use	  Plan.	  

The	  project	  even	  brings	  existing	  restaurants	  up	  to	  current	  parking	  code—
beyond	  what	  is	  required.	  

It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  intent	  is	  for	  the	  project	  to	  be	  an	  asset	  to	  the	  community
and	  be	  integrated	  into	  the	  history,	  culture	  and	  fabric	  of	  Venice.	  	  As	  a
result,	  it	  will	  be	  a	  place	  both	  locals	  and	  visitors	  will	  enjoy.	  

While	  Venice	  is	  a	  destination	  resort	  community	  for	  travelers	  worldwide,	  it
is	  also	  an	  eclectic,	  urban	  beach	  enclave	  that	  would	  benefit	  from	  added
hotel	  occupancy	  space,	  Sales	  Tax	  revenues,	  new	  jobs	  and	  employment	  as
well	  as	  an	  economic	  anchor	  for	  the	  north	  end	  of	  Abbot	  Kinney	  Boulevard
that	  is	  different,	  diversified	  and	  unique.

I	  will	  be	  unable	  to	  attend	  tomorrow’s	  hearing,	  but	  let	  this	  letter	  serve	  as
my	  support	  of	  Dan	  Abrams	  and	  this	  important	  proposal.

Thank	  you.	  	  

Sincerely,	  

Nick	  Antonicello

415	  Washington	  Blvd.,	  #1008

Venice,	  CA	  90292

(310)	  578-‐5021
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Julia Barry <juliabarry@me.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 12:42 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,   

I support The Venice Place Project. As a 12 year resident of Venice we are in need of a place for visiting guests to stay
that supports the growth and change that has taken place in our beloved community while respecting and honoring the
history that we all cherish.  The project does just that and will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard
and Venice as a whole.  

I have been tracking the project since the beginning and have taken the time to educate myself about tit, and know that
my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the
proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

I know that the development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have
made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use
Plan.  It provides more than 100% of the required parking, with no loss of street parking. It allows employees to park for
free.  Traffic for a hotel is much less intense at peak hours than an alternative office/retail project and results in less than
1% increase in peak traffic.  The Department of Transportation (LADOT) determined that “there will be no significant
impact” from project-related traffic.  The development team conducted significant outreach and has revised the project
based on community feedback.  In response to community feedback, the project was divided into a collection of smaller
structures rather than a single, larger building.  The project will provide a number of good jobs for local Venice and L.A.
residents.  The project preserves important existing buildings onsite and integrates Dr. Jerry’s Sculpture Garden along
with a considerable addition of open space; The Cooks Garden will get a new home on the green rooftop, supplying ultra-
local produce to the The Venice Place restaurants.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking
code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be
integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  

I for one can’t wait to have a place where local Venice residents and visitors alike can continue to enjoy the neighborhood
feel of Venice that we have all cultivated and enjoy.

Sincerely,

Julia Barry

2324 Boone Ave
Venice 
CA 90291



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Save me from my in-laws!

John Betz <betzjohn@icloud.com> Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 4:58 PM
To: mike bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "Board@VeniceNC.org" <board@venicenc.org>, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
theAKHotel@gmail.com

To all who may be concerned,

Each year, when my in-laws come for a visit, they stay with us. They stay. And they stay.

This new hotel on Abbot Kinney sounds like a wonderful idea. Not only will my in-laws stay there instead of here,
lots of other people will be able to enjoy the Venice we all know and love. What a nice way to extend our
community and present ourselves to the world.

In fact, perhaps the team who designed it could start fixing up Ocean Front Walk next. It's a travesty that could
certainly use a whole lot of help.

Looking forward...

John Betz
Venice, CA
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Albert Beveridge <albev4@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 4:07 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,   

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.   

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  

I have engaged the developers on many occasions and they have been incredibly attentive to the needs of the locals. I
simply love the aesthetics of the hotel and feel it would be a terrific place to hang out. I wholeheartedly support the project.

Sincerely,

Albert Beveridge

Albert Beveridge
220 Howland Canal
Venice, CA  90291
albev4@gmail.com
c: (310) 990-4455
o: (310) 399-4147

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:16 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Proposed Hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice, CA 90291

Tony Bill <tony@barnstormfilms.com> Tue, Dec 17, 2013 at 10:49 AM
To: Board@venicenc.org, LUPC@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com, DAVID HERTZ <hertz@studioea.com>

Mr. Bonin, Ms. Keane, VNC members, and LUPC members,

I'd like to go on record as being very much in support of the proposed hotel.

I have been a resident and a worker in Venice for 40 years. In 1974, my company, Barnstorm Films was the first major film
production company to move to Venice. For 20 years, my restaurant, 72 Market Street, was one of the earliest and best-
known restaurants in the neighborhood. Both of these locations have scrupulously honored and preserved their historic
architecture. I've worked with some of Venice's finest architects on several projects that today are known as shining
examples of responsible, tasteful development. I think I know a good thing when I see it.

This hotel will be a good thing. Embrace it while you can; good things don't happen that often.

In fact, I can't really imagine - despite the sky-is-falling naysayers - anything about it that wouldn't be good...for the street,
for the community, for the West side.

Thanks for the opportunity to be heard,

Tony Bill

BARNSTORM FILMS
73 Market Street
Venice, CA 90291
W: 310-396-5937 x1
F: 310-450-4988
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

Tony Bill <tony@movie-speak.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 8:32 AM
To: Board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I'd like to go on record as being very much in support of the proposed hotel.

I have been a resident, an employer, and a worker in Venice for 40 years. In 1974, my company, Barnstorm Films
was the first major film production company to move to Venice. For 20 years, my restaurant, 72 Market Street,
was one of the earliest and best-known restaurants in the neighborhood. Both of these locations have
scrupulously honored and preserved their historic architecture. I've also worked with some of Venice's finest
architects on several other projects that today are known as shining examples of responsible, tasteful
development. I think I know a good thing when I see it.

This hotel will be a good thing. Embrace it while you can; good things don't happen that often.

In fact, I can't really imagine - despite the sky-is-falling naysayers - anything about it that wouldn't be good...for the
street, for the community, for the West side.

Thanks for the opportunity to be heard,

Tony Bill

BARNSTORM FILMS
73 Market Street
Venice, CA 90291
W: 310-396-5937 x1
F: 310-450-4988

Gmail - Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3?ik=f142862ce3&view=pt&search=...

1 of 1 6/16/20, 1:53 PM



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project.
1 message

Tony Bill <tony@barnstormfilms.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 8:06 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I have been involved in the cultural, commercial, and social fabric of Venice for 40 years. I’d like to take this
opportunity to voice my total support for The Venice Place Project.

I will not be able to attend your hearing on September 8th, but I have every hope that you will approve this project
without qualification.

Tony Bill
1393 Rose Avenue
Venice

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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BARNSTORM FILMS 

Dear Mr. Villani, 

I have lived - and owned several businesses - in Venice for 45 years. 

I was an early supporter of Mike Bonin because I trusted him to make Venice a better 
place to live, work, and visit. 

Arguably, that has happened, or begun to happen ... with the exception of the "visit" 
factor. 

There's almost no place for visitors to stay. The paucity of hotels has, of course, given 
rise to all sorts of illegal, makeshift, and non-taxable alternatives. I don't know the exact 
number of hotel rooms that we have in Venice, but clearly·there are not neatly enough to 
serve the constant need for overnight or weekly visitors. 

This has a marked effect on the community at large, as businesses, families, and 
merchants are increasingly being isolated from their guests and customers. And it's 
actually a disservice to those of us who live or work here to discourage the development 
of hotel space. · 

I'm very familiar with the Venice Place Project and wholeheartedly endorse it. My 
endorsement derives not only from the clear needs I mention above, but aiso from my 
long and personal familiarity with the talents and tastes of the principals involved. David 
Hertz is one of Los Angeles's (and Venice's) premier architects: his deserved reputation 
for responsible and nuanced design is second to none. Dan Abrams has shown himSelf to 
be !1 truly concerned and committed part of the Venice culture. He has been an incredibly 
patient and generous sponsor of the Venice Place Project; his plan for the hotel is 
inclusive, respectful, and totally in keeping with the neighborhood. 

The City has considered and analyzed the project, as has the community; the impacts of 
the investigations and plans are consistent with the neighborhood and its land use 
regulations. · 

3163 DONALD DOUGLAS LOOP SOUTH • SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90405 
PHONE (310) 396-5937 • MOBILE (310) 713-8581 • EMAIL: tony@barnstormfilms.com 



It's ironic that Abbot Kinney set out to build a place where visitors could come, play, and 
stay. Today, they can come and play .. . as they do by the thousands. But they can't stay. 
This is neither a good attitude for the present, nor a good plan for the future. 

I urge you to approve this project and give it the support it deserves and has earned from 
the community at large. 

Thanks for your attention, 

Tony Bill 
1393 Rose Avenue 
72 Market Street 
73 Market Street 
29-47 Windward 



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Richard Brunton <richbrunton@mindspring.com> Mon, Sep 5, 2016 at 9:48 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,   

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.   

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  

Sincerely,
Long time Resident and Venizen,

Rich Brunton

816 Superba Ave
Venice, CA
90291

Richard Brunton
richbrunton@mindspring.com
310.344.0240

mailto:richbrunton@mindspring.com
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Re: I Support the Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

RON CHARBONNEAU <ribitpond@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 8:59 AM
To: The AK Hotel Team <theakhotel@gmail.com>, david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org,
tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Subject line: I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

September 2, 2016

RE: ABBOTT KINNEY HOTEL PROPOSAL
            SUPPORT of APCW #2012-3354

To Whom It May Concern:

            I have been a Venice resident since 1976 and enthusiastically support the proposed

Abbott Kinney Hotel. I reviewed the architectural and business plans and found them to

be congruent in scale with the existing development trends in our community.   Venice was

originally conceived as Abbott Kinney’s grand entrepreneurial vision to transform marshy

lowlands into an interlocking network of canals and a grand lagoon into a premier tourist

destination that was more than worthy of its Italian namesake. 

The  Abbott  Kinney  hotel  is  a  modest,  elegant  well-conceived  proposal,  not  a

towering monolithic structure that will overshadow the neighborhood. I view the Abbot

Kinney Hotel project as a vibrant infusion of graceful evolution that will revive the spirit of

our eclectic community and sustain the merchants of the boulevard with an influx of guests

and  visitors  who  will  support  our  local  businesses  and  embrace  the  lifestyles  of  its

residents. Change and progress are essential to the future.

Sincerely,

Ronald P. Charbonneau

Gmail - Re: I Support the Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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5 WESTMINSTER AVE UNIT 202   
VENICE CA  90291-3650

On Thu, Sep 1, 2016 at 3:58 PM, The AK Hotel Team <theakhotel@gmail.com> wrote:

Hello!

Thank you very much for sending this letter back in 2014!  Our official City of Los Angeles Hearing is rapidly
approaching on September 8th (finally!).  If you have not written a new letter to support this project recently it
would be great if you could send this letter again, but make it current. You would just need to copy it into a new
email and send it again with the following details changed:

Recipients: david.weintraub@lacity.org; mike.bonin@lacity.org; tricia.keane@lacity.org; th
eveniceplace@gmail.com

Subject line: I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

This needs to be done by Wednesday Sept 7th in order to be beneficial for our project's next step.  Remember
to include your name and address at the bottom as well.

Thank you for your continued support!
The Venice Place Project Team

On Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 12:49 PM, RON CHARBONNEAU <ribitpond@gmail.com> wrote:
RE: ABBOTT KINNEY HOTEL PROPOSAL

SUPPORT of APCW #2012-3354

To Whom It May Concern:

I have been a Venice resident since 1976 and have had the opportunity to review the

architectural  and business plans for the Abbott  Kinney Hotel. I  am in  full  and enthusiastic

support of the proposal which I found to be congruent in scale with the existing development

trends in our community. Venice was originally conceived as a premier tourist  destination.

Abbott Kinney’s grand entrepreneurial vision transformed marshy lowlands into an interlocking

network of canals and a grand lagoon that were evocative of its Italian namesake.

The Abbott Kinney hotel is a modest, elegant well-conceived proposal, not a monolithic

structure that will eradicate the spirit of our vibrant, eclectic community. I view it as a graceful

Gmail - Re: I Support the Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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evolution that will sustain the boulevard with an influx of guests and visitors who will support our

local businesses and embrace the lifestyles of its residents.

Sincerely,

Ronald P. Charbonneau
5 WESTMINSTER AVE UNIT 202
VENICE CA 90291-3650

Gmail - Re: I Support the Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Andrew Clark <andrew@scstudenthousing.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 4:03 PM
To: "david.weintraub@lacity.org" <david.weintraub@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>, "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,  
I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  
The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.  
I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will
benefit from this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on
Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very
thorough multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice
Neighborhood Council.  They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los
Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants
up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an
asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will
be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  

I am a current office tenant that will be displaced and couldn’t be more supportive of the hotel project. I
live in Venice and work in Venice and believe that the project will be a huge benefit to the area.

Sincerely,
Andrew Clark 
1023 1/2 Abbot Kinney Blvd
Venice, CA 90291

Andrew Clark | Partner

SCSH

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:16 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Henri Courpron <hcourpron@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 10:54 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub, 

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole. 

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan. The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required. It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy. 

Sincerely 

Henri Courpron
1117 Cabrillo Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 14, 2016 at 5:54 PM
To: tricia.keane@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Nathan Court <natecourt@yahoo.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 8:15 AM
Reply-To: Nathan Court <natecourt@yahoo.com>
To: "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org,
tricia.keane@lacity.org, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org" <Juliet.oh@lacity.org>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL.

Venice is in desperate need of additional hotel options, in particular on Abbott Kinney, which
has become a major tourist attraction in and of itself. Currently, the lodging options are
limited to the Boardwalk area, which is dangerous at night for travelers inexperienced in
dealing with the mentally ill, and Lincoln, which is similar. The other option is Airbnb and
vacation rentals, which because of the massive supply/demand imbalance for lodging in
Venice, will continue to be popular despite the city's wack-a-mole efforts to limit them.
Opponents of the hotel want to have it all ways, preserve residential housing for residents,
but also block construction of any legitimate hotel options. This is not only illogical, but
counterproductive for the community.

I would remind you that we are in the Coastal Zone and the primary purpose of the Coastal
Act, and job of the Coastal Commission, is to ensure access to the beach for people who do
not live there against the actions of people who do live there to limit access. In other words,
Venetians are very lucky to live where we do, and under California law, there is an
expectation that we will be accommodating to efforts to allow our fellow citizens a chance to
come visit the beach.

The hotel fits into the mass and character of Abbott Kinney. It is no taller than surrounding
buildings, and the revised design has broken up the mass and created a very open plan that
will be welcoming to the community as well as visitors. The applicants have made significant
changes to the design to accommodate neighborhood concerns. I would not have supported
the hotel in its original form, but believe the current plans will be a huge asset.

As a personal example, my parents are from a small city in the Midwest and are in their early
70s. Currently, when they visit me, they rent an Airbnb in my neighborhood (between my
house and the hotel location).  In the past they have stayed at the Erwin on the Boardwalk
and in Santa Monica. In those cases, they required a car and had to drive around and
consume parking. When they stay at an Airbnb they do not rent a car and instead walk
around my neighborhood. If the City is successful in cracking down on Airbnb's, my parents
will be back to driving, and given the deteriorating situation on the Boardwalk, don't feel safe
there, so will have to stay in Santa Monica. A hotel on Abbott Kinney would be perfect for
them and others in a similar situation. They can walk to both my house near Lincoln and the

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-C... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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beach, which is really the spirit of Venice as a tourist community - a walkable neighborhood
with a beachy vibe in the middle of a massive city. The Venice Place Project will contribute to
that feeling. Please support this project.

Nathan Court
938 Amoroso Place
Venice
Resident since 2003 (not that it should matter)
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

My Support of the AK Hotel Project

David Dehnert <ddehnert@ca.rr.com> Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 4:25 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, TheAKhotel@gmail.com
Cc: Marwa Bernstein <msbernst@yahoo.com>

Good afternoon-

I support the AK Hotel project, but this support did not come easily. I am native to Los Angeles, a Venetian for
almost 15 years and a homeowner in Venice for nearly 11 years. Dan Abrams is a friend of mine. He lived across
the street from me for about 10 years. I was aware of his project, but I did not fully understand it until I saw the
plans last year. I immediately opposed it for multiple reasons, but principally because I felt it would be too
significant a change to the unique character of Abbot-Kinney and Venice. After some additional review and
consideration, and after some changes were incorporated into the scope of the project, I have alternated between
opposing the project and somewhat supporting it. Recently, I have come to support the project, albeit cautiously. I
have not spoken to Dan about the project (he moved from my street last year), but I have taken into consideration
other developments in our neighborhood and around the City in concluding that the AK Hotel project will not be
detrimental to Abbot-Kinney or Venice. I support the project and I think you should too.

-David Dehnert

838 Venezia Ave.

Venice, CA 90291

310/822-3222 Phone

310/577-5277 Fax

Gmail - My Support of the AK Hotel Project https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3?ik=f142862ce3&view=pt&search=...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Elizabeth Dimster <lwturner@me.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 7:44 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, Venice Place
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Mr. Bonin, Ms. Keane, Mr. Weintraub, VNC members, and LUPC members,

My name is Don Dimster, AIA.  I've been a long time resident of Venice, lived on Electric Ave. for about 20 years,
and now live on Vernon in our new house that we completed last year.  Being an architect, I am particularly
concerned with the general quality of the built environment.  I am a big supporter of good design in this
community, and feel that I have contributed in the same way with several of my own projects here in Venice, one
of which is even on Abbott Kinney.  The main reason why I am in support of the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot
Kinney is because I feel that such thoughtful and balanced development can provide a positive contribution for the
community.  The fact that Abbot Kinney is rapidly changing is I'm sure clear to all involved, as always, the
question is, does the proposed project reflect the vision of the Venice Specific plan, without asking for multiple
exceptions.  From my understanding of the project, it does indeed reflect the outlined direction for both use,
massing, parking requirements, and added amenities available for the general use.  I think their approach of not
going the maximum allowable height, nor the allowable density, and limiting the actual construction on Abbott
Kinney reflects their respect of both the process by which everyone involved can contribute, and still have a viable
project.  I think they have made the point that the massing is congruent with adjacent buildings along Electric.  In
my opinion, they should have even proposed to redo Joe's restaurant, as the quality of that particular building is in
my opinion probably a candidate to be redone as well, especially considering the scale of this project.  When I
brought this up with the developers, their main position is that they feel it should remain so as to not radically
change the character of the street, as well as to leave in tact a much loved tenant.  In either case, they tell me that
the tenant is of course going to continue to be in the same location, and of course continue to be a great
restaurant along this great street.  I also want to point out that the developers have hired a very good architect,
David Hertz, another local award wining architect, which I think is very important, as this indicates their
commitment to good design.  I think we can all benefit from this type of development, and much of the negative
information that I've heard does appear to not be exactly grounded in the actual proposal.  Of course that is your
task to help determine which representation is in fact accurate, and I trust that will come out regardless of the
actual comments made either in emails or at the public hearing.  

Therefore once again, please carefully evaluate the proposal, and think also of the great benefit such a project
could be if developed as is currently proposed.  

Sincerely,
Don Dimster

-

DON MATHIAS DIMSTER, AIA
DIMSTERARCHITECTURE
623 Vernon Ave., Venice, CA 90291
T (310) 721-8511 F (866) 734-3249
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E don@dimsterarchitecture.com

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:06 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Elizabeth Dimster <lwturner@me.com> Sat, Sep 3, 2016 at 5:43 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, Venice Place
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I support the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd.

I have been concerned that the opposition to this project is spreading a campaign to purposely mislead the public
in their effort to gather signatures.  There has been an intentional effort by those who oppose to spread
misleading information and to intentionally create hysteria. 

There are many residents in Venice who will not approve any new project.  To them, all change is bad and they
will slam the door on any idea, good or bad.  Your role I hope is to help approve carefully thought out projects that
will contribute to the community.  Progress will happen, but let's try to green light the ones that are the best
considered for all the very specific and real Venice challenges. This project protects the character of the facades
of Abbot Kinney, adds public spaces to the area, and adds services to our town which as a resort destination, we
are in dire need of.  I urge the council to sift though the misinformation and approve this project based on the
facts.  If the opposition has issues based on the facts, I'd be interested in hearing them.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Dimster
623 Vernon Ave., Venice CA

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:15 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

Lisa Turner Dimster <lwturner@me.com> Mon, Jul 29, 2019 at 2:41 PM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

I will not be able to attend the ZA hearing on Aug. 1st regarding the Venice Place project.  I would like to register
my vote in favor of this project.

I am a 10 plus year resident of Venice and have attended informative meetings held by Dan Abrams and his
colleagues regarding this project.  I’ve also attended a Venice Neighborhood Council meeting and registered my
support in person.The Venice Place group have been very attentive in addressing neighborhood concerns and
adjusting their plans accordingly.

I spent several years working in Portland, OR and saw first hand how some similar projects improved
neighborhoods.  Boutique Hotels with a combination of public spaces create a community living room.  Venice as
a city is sorely lacking in hotel room counts. Hotels such as this add personality and a local’s touch….something
we’ve lost sight of on Abbot Kinney as large chains have been increasingly allowed to move in.  This project has
the potential to become the hub of the block and an anchor to draw in visitors, tenants and diners.

This project deserved your support and approval. 

Sincerely,
Lisa Dimster
623 Vernon Ave.
Venice CA 90291

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...

1 of 1 6/9/20, 10:28 AM



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

Chloë Drimal <chloe@snapchat.com> Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 4:27 PM
To: board@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, Dan Abrams <TheAKhotel@gmail.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin and VNC Board members:

Mr. Bonin, Ms. Keane, VNC members, and LUPC members,

I support the project!! I think it will be awesome to have a hotel on Abbott Kinney. I loved that it will be locally owned
and not a big brand coming into the area.

I can't wait to have a close place for my parents to stay when they come!!

Best,

Chloë

Gmail - Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3?ui=2&ik=f142862ce3&view=lg&...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Mollie Favour <molliefavour@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 30, 2016 at 10:43 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and  others,  

I live in the Oakwood neighborhood in Venice on Westminster Ave. and have owned the house there for 12 years.  At first
I had many considerations about the hotel project, and slowly I have become a supporter.  Yes, there will be problems with
construction on Abbot Kinney and Electric.  And yes, there may be more traffic in my neighborhood. But I feel the benefits
to having a hotel in Venice will far out weigh the inconveniences and problems.

On the way to my regular beach walk to the Venice pier and back home, I pass the Hotel Erwin on Pacific. My route goes
by the front entrance and the alley.  It never seems busy with cars, taxis and Uber or delivery trucks and yet this is a very
popular and successful hotel on a busy street.  I walk this way because it is relatively calm. Much less crowded and
confusing than by the restaurants and other retail stores in the area.  Once the Venice Place Project is built it will serve
our community quite well!

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

Thanks for you attention,

Mollie Favour
606 Westminster Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:18 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]



July 30, 2019 
 
Mr. Theodore Irving & Ms. Juliet Oh 
Los Angeles City Planners  
200 N. Spring Street, 7th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90012  
 
RE: The Venice Place Project 
 ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR 
 
 
Dear Mr. Irving and Ms. Oh: 
 
I strongly support the Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Boulevard and encourage 
you to do likewise in your determination. 
 
This project has been on the drawing board for a long time – much too long in any 
reasonable estimation in any reasonable civilization. Many community meetings have 
been held, the project has been reviewed and it has received support from the Venice 
Neighborhood Council, the Venice Chamber of Commerce, as well as many business 
and neighborhood leaders. The bottom line is that this is a well-vetted project. No 
variances or exceptions have been requested. In fact, the owner agreed to have a full 
Environmental Impact Report done to identify potential impacts and propose measures 
to mitigate any impacts, providing the community with the most thorough review and 
analysis.  Ironically, this hotel is smaller than the incipient homeless shelter going in and 
that project was deemed to NOT need an EIR or CEQA review. 
 
The Venice Place Project makes sense for our community. It keeps some existing 
buildings and businesses while adding hotel space. Venice has millions of visitors every 
year and very few hotel rooms. Plus, a legally conforming hotel will reduce some of the 
effects of short-term rentals on the community.  
 
Venice needs hotel rooms and it is ridiculous to continue to support the small band of 
local jihadis who oppose hotels, restaurants, tech companies, start-ups or construction 
of any kind. 
 
There’s not a lot of open space in Venice where a hotel could be built. This area of 
Abbot Kinney is one of the few blocks in the neighborhood designated as “Community 
Commercial,” where a hotel is described as a preferred use in the Venice Coastal Land 
Use Plan. It makes sense to wisely use this property for something our community really 
needs. 
 
I am a nearby neighbor, two blocks away and it’s high time to move this project forward 
so the Venice community can enjoy the many benefits it will bring.  
 
Sincerely, 



 

 
 
George Francisco 
202 Horizon Ave 
Venice CA 90291 
Georgefrancisco51@gmail.com 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin 
 



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

In support of The Venice Place Project
1 message

Elise Gispan <egispan@me.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 7:22 PM
To: mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com
Cc: hertz@studioea.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I have been a resident of Venice for the past 15 years and have been closely following the progress of the Venice
Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL). 

I am writing now to express my support for the hotel development.

The project complies with all existing codes and the design team has responded to the concerns expressed by the
community. The resulting design breaks down the scale of its large program, maintains the character of Venice,
and nicely preserves some of the existing buildings along Abbot Kinney.

I understand some of the concerns expressed about this mixed use project's size and program. But, since the
current codes allow for this type of project and this developer has done everything possible to mitigate the
potential problems, it makes sense to approve this one.

Not every developer may be as sensitive as this team. Therefore, it may also be advisable to adjust the zoning
codes to prevent linking multiple sites or having similarly large scale projects in the future along Abbot Kinney.

(As a side note, I am more in favor of having this option for overnight visitors to Venice rather than the proliferation
of unregulated Air BnBs popping up among the residential streets.)

Sincerely,

Elise Gispan

841 Milwood Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Elise Gispan, AIA, LEED AP

310.963.9996
egispan@me.com

Gmail - In support of The Venice Place Project https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

kim gordon <kimconcha@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 8, 2016 at 1:30 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,   

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 

I am not sure why others are against this wonderful addition to Venice, people who would stay in this hotel will be
using UBER or other car services, walk around and enjoy Venice.

Venice is changing. Air BnB is getting a hassle. Why wouldn’t a hotel by a chill local architect not be a great idea?
Some office space, a restaurant and retail…? It’s exactly what is needed to more Venice forward. I am not happy
about the few bull horn blow hards can make more noise than the massive majority who are pro the change we
need in Venice. Except that we came together for the VNC elections and I’m hoping that will help make Venice the
wonderful community it can be.

A hotel is a wonderful and exciting addition to our area. I am a 20 year Venice resident and I don’t agree with
everything that people want to build in our area, this is a wonderful project. And there’s more parking than
required, more than we have now! It’s been a few years now that this has been brewing and I haven’t seen a
more gentle presentation and substantive vetting of the community. We can all enjoy it.

I am really looking at Mr Bonin’s full plan for CD11. A hotel on a fun, diverse and famous street is a great idea for
locals and visitors alike. Why should all of the visitors go to Santa Monica?

I do so hope you give this a smiling stamp of approval.

Kim Gordon
941 Princeton Drive
Venice, CA 90292

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-C... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Brad Greiner <brad@openairhomes.com> Tue, Sep 20, 2016 at 12:21 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org
Cc: brad@openairhomes.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

I co-own 5 homes within a two minute walk of this proposed project (416 Brooks Ave, 416 1/2 Brooks Ave, 402
Brooks Ave, 902 4th Ave and 912 4th Ave), and couldn't be more thrilled with the plans that have been drawn up
for this project. 

Venice is undergoing major change. It is hard to deny this as we see it changing every day, and while there are
many neighbors that are resisting this change, it is inevitable and a benefit for the community.  

Keeping large, typical chains out of Venice will continue to give Venice its artistic, beach-town charm, and this
project adds to the charm of the new Venice by keeping those big chains out, and brining more unique
experiences for the community as well as the millions of tourists we welcome every year.  

I firmly believe this project is for the betterment of our community and hope that the very vocal few who oppose it
will not win out over progress. 

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard.

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan. The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,

Brad Greiner
416 Brooks Ave 
Venice CA 90291 

Gmail - I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-C... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

DAVIS GUGGENHEIM <davisguggenheim1@mac.com> Wed, Feb 12, 2014 at 9:22 AM
To: TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

Me and my family have lived on Abbot Kinney for the last ten year and live just two blocks from the site of the
proposed hotel so we know the neighborhood intimately.

I support the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd.  I have taken the time to educate myself about the
project, and I believe it will be a welcome addition to Venice.  The development team has responded substantively
to the community’s concerns throughout the process, including making it fully compliant with the Venice Specific
Plan that we Venetians worked hard to create.  It is clear that their intent is to be an asset to the community, and
integrate the project into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result it will be a place both Venetians and
visitors will enjoy.

I am excited for the new hotel because it will add great dimension to neighborhood and especially so my mother
has a place to stay when she visits me from back east.

Sincerely,

Davis Guggenheim
1318 Abbot Kinney Blvd

Gmail - Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354 https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3?ik=f142862ce3&view=pt&search=...
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Support for The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-
MEL

Jack V. Hoffmann <jackis@mac.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 9:51 AM
To: Councilman Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org
Cc: david.weintraub@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving: 

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

When a project complies with the Venice Specific Plan and provides the required parking it should be fast tracked
for approval.  Our Specific Plan specifically designated this site for a hotel use. This project sets a standard that
others should follow. 

Dan Abrams is a member of our community, both living and working in Venice. His willingness to respond to the
community by modifying the design shows his great commitment, respect and regard to the community. 

Our community is in need of hotel rooms. Venice draws visitors from around the world in numbers greater than
almost any other Southern California attraction.  The number of rooms we provide visitors has increased only
slightly over the past two decades.  Beyond adding a floor to the Erwin Hotel, most, maybe all rooms added were
on Lincoln Blvd., not near the beach.  This project not only provides new rooms but pedestrian access to
shopping, restaurants and the beach. We need more of this not only to support the demand but to minimize the
traffic most responsibly.   

Thank you for your time. 

Jack V. Hoffmann

45 Market Street

Venice, CA 90291

(310) 500-8885

Gmail - Support for The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for AK Hotel, Venice

Jack V. Hoffmann <jackis@mac.com> Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 3:30 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org
Cc: TheAKhotel@gmail.com

A Hotel for this site is the designated and preferred USE in our community developed Land Use Plan.

It is not over built, less intense than other allowable uses, leaves substantial open space, maintains AK street
scape, adds street improvements widening Westminster and Broadway and puts in a sidewalk on Electric, all
reducing public safety issues and traffic flow.   
This is the first project in Venice to provide all LA City required parking plus Beach Impact Zone parking without
taking advantage of allowable reductions through:
grandfathered parking rights, In lieu of parking fees or bike spaces in place of spaces for cars (which has been
done elsewhere in Venice)

It is going to be LEED Platinum certified.

Abbot Kinney has never been safer since it has, for the first time in its history, become a commercially viable
street

David and Dan’s effort is substantial evidence that other voiced concerns can be resolved in the same spirit
making the neighborhood safer and a better place to live and visit.

Our problems will not go away by using fear to exaggerate them while refusing to solve them.

As a community we have an obligation to put our enormous intellectual capacity toward planning ahead since
Venice is once again changing at a dynamic pace, which has been its nature since Abbot Kinney unleashed it.
Venice is no longer abandoned and undiscovered, the secret is out.  Venice was built and designed for people. 
They will continue to come, we should be prepared.

This project sets an excellent precedent for other projects to begin to offset decades of deficits caused from
avoiding and subverting these modern requirements and using fear, exaggeration and misinformation as a
blockade to progress.

Thank you for your time and interest.

Jack V. Hoffmann
45 Market St.
Venice, CA 90291

(310) 500-8885   
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February 23, 2019 

Mr. Adam V!llan1 
City of Los Angeles, Pla.nnlng Dept. 
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SUBJECT: ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
Venice Place/ Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice 

Dear Mr. V!llan1: 

As a thlrty-plus-year active Venice resident and property owner, I offer my 
strong support for the Venice Place project on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

From 1988 - 1998 over 4,000 Venice community members provided thousands 
ofwo/man-hours of Input to the Venlce Coastal Zone Land Use Plan adopted by 
LA In 2000 and the Coastal Commission In 2001. The Le.nd Use Plan specll!cally 
designated this site for community commercial uses, which Include hotels. One 
other identically designated property to the north currently has active permits 
fora hotel. 

What was anticipated then is more obvious now. Venice accounts for a small 
fraction of the existing hotel rooms In Marina del Rey and Santa Monica yet our 
visitor count Is greater than either, possibly both. 

Along with the draft EIR findings and the lack of variances or exceptions from 
applicable codes this is exactly the type of project the community's for-sight 
envisioned. We are In short supply with growing demand. Something can be done 
about that, with your approval. 

For all these reasons and more, please accept my strong support. 

/ 
CC: an Mike Bonin 

Kline, Planning Director, CDl 1 
Dan Abrams 
David Hertz 
Steve Edwards 



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

Emily Ironi <eironi@earthlink.net> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 7:56 PM
To: board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I am writing this email to show my support of the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. 

I have seen quite a bit of information about the hotel plans and I believe the hotel will be a great asset to the
Venice community - both to the residents, the local businesses and the tourists that will get to enjoy our
community. 

I understand that the development team has complied with the Venice Specific Plan and I believe that their intent
is to be an asset to the community, and integrate the project into the history, culture and fabric of Venice. 

I look forward to visiting this establishment and recommending it to my friends and family as a great place to stay,
that showcases Venice's unique and individual style.

Emily Ironi
320 4th Ave #1
Venice CA 90291
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Friday, August 2, 2019 at 1:54:42 PM Pacific Daylight Time

Page 1 of 2

Subject: Fwd: Venice Place Project - submission of le8er for the record -ZA 2012 3354 CUB CU CDP MEL WDI
SPP SPR

Date: Friday, August 2, 2019 at 1:51:26 PM Pacific Daylight Time
From: Luke G-Jones
To: dan@crossriverpictures.com, Renee Schillaci, Andi Ceragioli

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Luke G-Jones <lukegjones@gmail.com>
Date: August 1, 2019 at 12:13:10 PM PDT
To: juliet.oh@lacity.org
Subject: Venice Place Project - submission of leGer for the record  -ZA 2012 3354 CUB CU CDP MEL
WDI SPP SPR

Please accept the below email as the transcript of my le8er of support for the above referenced
development.

Thank you,

Luke Jones 
4157 Tivoli Ave
Los Angeles, CA
90066
T: 3104354774

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

Thank you for allowing me to speak. I'm a fervent supporter of this project for all the
reasons that have been well ar_culated in this and previous hearings. But something else
has stood out for me ever since this ambi_ous project was announced and it is this - This
is a labor of love and community lead endeavor. Dan and his team, while obviously
ensuring that it is a commercially viable project, have been approaching the en_re
process from a posi_on of being Venice locals who live and work in and amongst the
venice community and for whom this project will bring a real communal benefit to all
that stay there and use and enjoy the space. Knowing Dan personally for many years
since I moved to Venice in 2007, i know that he put his friendships and his community
above everything else. Being a business owner who is heavily involved in Real Estate, I
see the stark differences between projects that are mo_vated by profit and gain and
those projects that are mo_vated by community and value measured not my how
commercially viable it is but how it will immeasurably improve the lives of people that

mailto:lukegjones@gmail.com
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org


Page 2 of 2

will experience the place wether that's as an employee, a guest, a neighbor, a
commercial tenant or just anyone that is excited to see Venice con_nue to be a diverse,
vibrant and forward thinking community. While there are always going to be
controversies around these types of projects and while there will always be detractors,
there is no doubt that the owners and developers of this project have approached this
process from the get go in an inclusive, transparent and passionate way, they have gone
above and beyond what is expected of them and - at its core - they are locals who are
pucng their community and love for their neighborhood above everything else. I
wholeheartedly support this project and I am so excited to be able to enjoy this place
with my friends, family and loved ones when it finally opens its doors! 



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

IN SUPPORT of the proposed Hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Venice,
CA 90291
2 messages

Luke G-Jones <luke@coolhandinternational.com> Sun, Dec 15, 2013 at 11:07 AM
To: Board@venicenc.org, lupc@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Mr Bonin, Ms Keane, VNC Members and LUPC members,

I am writing this letter in full and emphatic support of the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. I am a locally
based film producer and business man and I have lived very happily in Venice for the past several years. My wife
and I love being part of this wonderful neighborhood and feel very much part of the community. In the relatively
short time that we've lived here, we've seen venice go through various ages and stages and yet it always
manages, in the face of adversity and change, to maintain it's sense of tradition, history and unity as a beach city. 

One of the most involved, passionate and popular members of the Venice community I've come to know is Mr Dan
Abrams and so when he invited me to learn about his plans to develop a hotel on Abbot Kinney, I knew straight
away that he would be sensitive and respectful to the integrity of the community. I was impressed by the level to
which the developers have taken on board the concerns from the community and responded accordingly. As I
understand it, the project is not requesting any variances or exceptions to the codes and is also ensuring that it
provides 100% of the required parking - if not more! Furthermore, this hotel will provide local jobs and draw more
people to local businesses and so this is probably one of the few types of developments that will actually help
local vendors instead of taking customers away from local businesses. 

Finally, having seen some of the proposed plans, it's wonderful to see that they intend to preserve a portion of the
existing buildings and businesses, as opposed to any other developer who would most likely just buy the site, tear
it down and start from scratch. One of the main reasons I support this exciting endeavor is that it is driven by
passionate locals who want to bring something valuable to the community they live in and care for. This type of
project is all too rare and, lest we forget, development is always going to take place in major cities and popular
areas. Therefore, when a project comes along like this that is by the locals and for the good of the local
community, we should actively encourage it.

I sincerely hope you will support this wonderful project so that when my family and friends come to visit from out of
town, they can count on being able to stay in the best area of LA and have a cool place to sleep, eat, work and
play!

Yours faithfully,

Luke Jones
567 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Gmail - IN SUPPORT of the proposed Hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=f142862ce3&view=pt&search=...
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Luke G-Jones
Producer - Head of Finance and Business Affairs
London and Los Angeles

UK Mob : +44 (0) 7973 538 594
US Office: +1 (310) 776 5743
US Cell: +1 (310) 435 4774

Email:luke@coolhandinternational.com
Web: www.coolhandinternational.com
Twitter: http://twitter.com/coolhandintl
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 16, 2013 at 1:09 PM
To: Dan Abrams <dan@crossriverpictures.com>

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Luke G-Jones <luke@coolhandinternational.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2016 at 7:25 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving, 

I  wholeheartedly support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.  I have family members
who frequently come to stay and their options have been limited to either hotels in Santa Monica or AirBnB places in
Venice or, frankly, very loud and rowdy beachfront hotels which is not what they want. This new hotel will offer perfect
solutions for out of town business folk or families who want to be in the heart of Venice. Also, as a long time resident of
Venice, I’ve been yearning for a communal space (other than local coffee shops) to hang out, take meetings and socialize
with my friends on places other than the beach area. Again, this Hotel community complex will serve all these needs.  

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy. 

Sincerely, 

Luke Jones
567 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA 90291





Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Stephanie Kimes <stephanie@onenine-design.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 3:50 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,   
 
I have been a resident of venice for over 12 years. I own business in Venice and have owned property and in full support
of The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
 
I have followed the development of this project by attending meetings, asking questions and educating myself and feel
confident in stating my opinion. I wish more people took the time research the great attributes of this project and believe in
the benefits to the community as a whole.

The development team has taken the time to involve the community, listen to their concerns and has earned the support
of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have taken steps to make the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific
Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  They look beyond what is just required and will
bring existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  This project is lead by people who truly
care about  the community, our history and conscious of it's future. 

I am excited about this project and couldn't be more supportive. 
 

Kind regards,

Stephanie Kimes
1000 Lake Street 
Venice, CA 90291
 

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:16 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Jennifer Kurtley <jkurtley@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 1:56 AM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Council member Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,   
 
I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  
 
The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.   
 
I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  
 
The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required.  It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  
 
I appreciate that the project team has addressed the parking concerns of the development and the community by
providing more than 100% of the required parking, with no loss of street parking. I also, like that the project will preserve
important existing buildings onsite and integrates Dr. Jerry’s Sculpture Garden along with a considerable addition of open
space; The Cooks Garden will get a new home on the green rooftop, supplying ultra-local produce to the The Venice
Place restaurants. I think the Venice Place Project will add to the charm and attraction of Abbott Kinney. As a very close
neighbor of Venice Place I look forward to expanding the appeal of that block past Westminster which often gets
overlooked by the tourists and seems to be an entirely different part of AK as is. 

I am excited to see this project come to life and to experience the planned elements when it is completed. I urge you and
the council to move forward with this and approve this project. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer Kurtley Courpron
1117 Cabrillo Avenue 
Venice, CA 90291

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:06 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Steven Lake <stevenlake@mac.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 3:36 PM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub, 

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 

I am a Venice resident of 29 years. I have seen the changes that have come to our seaside community first hand. There
have been many development projects erected and built in Venice; some I opposed and others I supported. I believe this
project will be a great addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole. 

I have followed this project from its beginning, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix of new
boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. They have made the
project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan. The
project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is required. It is clear that the intent is
for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result,
it will be a place both locals and visitors. 

Sincerely,

Steven Lake
21 Outrigger Apt D
Venice Ca 90292

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:16 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]



P.O. Box 202, Venice, CA 90294     
www.venicechamber.net 

Phone: 310.822.5425  Email: info@venicechamber.net 

Chamber of Commerce 

…the creative soul of LA 

 
 

August 26, 2016 
 
 
 
David Weintraub 
Zoning Administrator  
City of Los Angeles 
 
Reference: The Venice Place Project - ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 
 
Dear Mr. Weintraub, 
 
The Venice Chamber of Commerce enthusiastically supports the proposed mixed use project at 1033 
Abbot Kinney, known as The Venice Place Project. While Abbot Kinney in general has become a very 
popular and successful neighborhood commercial district, the commercial activity on the 1000 block of 
Abbot Kinney, where the project is proposed, is in need of revitalization. This project will offer a 
complement to the existing businesses on that block and finally complete a fully vital Abbot Kinney 
commercial district.   
 
The inclusion of a hotel in the project fills a missing piece in the Abbot Kinney commercial district and 
would provide a significant benefit to the Venice community. Many of our members complain of having 
few quality local hotel options to send customers and clients that are visiting them in Venice. Furthermore, 
people who stay in hotels tend to spend their money locally.  By staying on Abbot Kinney, visitors will not 
need to drive to enjoy the many restaurants and shopping opportunities in the area. In neighboring Santa 
Monica, the average overnight guest spends $359 per day, much of which is spent near where they stay, 
compared to day visitors that spend only $94 per day. In addition to these benefits, the project reports 
they will create an estimated 75 permanent jobs with an aggregate wage impact of $3.6 million and 83 
additional jobs citywide. A total of $1.9 million will be generated annually in new on-site tax revenue to the 
City of LA and $7.7 million in additional annual spending in LA much of which will be spent in Venice. 
 
We applaud The Venice Place Project for their exemplary outreach and community process. They have 
actively kept our organization informed and have been very responsive to input from our members and 
the greater community. Their preservation of important buildings along Abbot Kinney and giving a new 
home to beloved Hal’s and CasaLinda restaurants are also worthy of our appreciation.   
 
In summary, the project will be very beneficial to our Venice Chamber members and the community at 
large and we encourage you to support it. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Executive Director 
Venice Chamber of Commerce 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, CD 11 Planning Deputy Tricia Keane, City Planner Juliet Oh 
 





Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
2 messages

pamelainvenice@gmail.com <pamelainvenice@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 26, 2019 at 9:01 PM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

My husband and I have lived in Venice for forty years. We wholeheartedly support this incredible project and
believe it will be great for VENICE.

The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to
Venice each year. Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its
intended uses. The project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and
the Local Coastal Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project
provide more community connectivity for locals in Venice. Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the
boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and
classic facades reflect an understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year
engagement process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice
Chamber of Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,
Pamela London and Ron Charbonneau

Sent from my iPhone

pamelainvenice@gmail.com <pamelainvenice@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 26, 2019 at 9:02 PM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to
Venice each year. Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its
intended uses. The project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and
the Local Coastal Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project
provide more community connectivity for locals in Venice. Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the
boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and
classic facades reflect an understanding of the character of the neighborhood.
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The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year
engagement process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice
Chamber of Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,
Pamela London and Ron Charbonneau
5 Westminster Ave #202
Venice 90291

Sent from my iPhone
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

1033 Abbot Kinney Boulevard, Venice, CA 90291
2 messages

BRAD MILLER <millerrocks@hotmail.com> Sun, Dec 15, 2013 at 7:30 PM
To: "Board@VeniceNC.org" <board@venicenc.org>, "lupc@VeniceNC.org" <lupc@venicenc.org>,
"mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>,
"TheAKhotel@gmail.com" <theakhotel@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern:

This is a letter of support for the propose hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd.  I have lived in Venice for 15
years and currently live on Westminster Avenue- just down the street from the property.  

I truly believe that this project would be a wonderful addition to Venice and our vibrant community. I appreciate
that they are adding parking for their project- something that many projects over the years have not.  I also think
it's great that they are preserving several of the existing buildings on the face of the street. 

Thank you for your time and energy that you put into our community.
Please support this innovation and unique project!

Brad Miller
606  Westminster Ave
Venice, CA 90291

Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 16, 2013 at 1:03 PM
To: Dan Abrams <dan@crossriverpictures.com>

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Bradley Miller <millerrockss@icloud.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 12:24 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving, 

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 

The Venice Place Project will be a great addition to Venice. 
The creation of Venice Place will be a place enjoyed by those staying at the hotel and locals alike.
I strongly support this project !
Sincerely,
Brad Miller
606 Westminster Ave. 
Venice



 

 
1023 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 

Venice CA 90291 
                                  310.399.5811 

                          joesrestaurant.com 
 

 

 

 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Joe’s Restaurant, a part of the Venice community for over 24 years, decided to 
close its doors this past February, 2016.  Joe’s had run its course and had 
served the people of Los Angeles for many years, with many great memories and 
great food events.   
 
Since the financial crisis in 2008, and the rapid changes in the way people eat, 
Joe’s intended to move aside and make room for the ever- changing scene of 
Abbot Kinney.  I, for one, am glad to see this diverse and eclectic street continue 
to evolve.  I welcome the Venice Place to build a community center to continue 
the growth of this unique piece of Los Angeles.  Every other part of the city is 
changing, why should not Venice?  
 
Janet Zuccarini, her chef, Evan Funk, and their team are opening Felix in the 
Joe’s Restaurant space.  I applaud them for taking this corner of Abbot Kinney 
and renewing the life and excitement we had at Joe’s for so many years.  The 
space needed a redo and I feel this group will do what is necessary to put the 
address back on the culinary map.  I will be present to help in the opening as 
requested, and will be happy to see this end of Abbot Kinney come alive again in 
a renewed vision for 2016 and beyond. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Joseph Miller 
Executive Chef 
Joe’s Restaurant 
 



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

We support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-
MEL
2 messages

staceylmills <staceylmills@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2016 at 8:11 AM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,

We own a home on Rialto Avenue in Venice, and wholeheartedly support the Venice Place Project as it is
currently configured.

We have read all publicly available material about the project, and have followed its progress with great interest. 
After thoughtful consideration of the development plan, its various iterations, and the many views both in support
of and opposition to the project or various of its elements, we have concluded that Venice businesses, property
owners and residents will benefit from this mix of new hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space.  The project will
be a synergistic, welcome and much-needed addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice.

In our view, the development team has responded substantively, thoughtfully, and comprehensively to the
community’s many concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year community engagement process. 

In short, the project will be an asset to the community.  We look forward to its integration into the history, culture
and fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,

Samuel Heins & Stacey Mills Heins
524 Rialto Ave.
Venice, Ca 90291

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:17 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

The Venice Place Hotel Project
1 message

Penny Muck <penny.muck@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 1, 2019 at 6:42 PM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear	  Mr.	  Councilmen,	  City	  Employees,	  and	  Venice	  Place	  members:

I	  attended	  the	  hearing	  today	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  Venice	  Place	  Hotel	  Project,	  and	  while	  I	  did	  not
speak	  because	  I	  am	  a	  bit	  shy,	  I	  do	  feel	  it’s	  important	  to	  voice	  my	  opinion	  in	  support	  of	  this	  Hotel
project.

Having	  lived	  in	  the	  Venice/Mar	  Vista	  area	  my	  entire	  life	  and	  worked	  on	  Abbot	  Kinney	  for
approximately	  20	  years,	  I	  am	  proud	  of	  the	  rich	  history	  of	  this	  street.	  I	  remember	  when	  “West
Washington	  Blvd”	  was	  renamed	  “Abbot	  Kinney,”	  another	  decision	  I	  fully	  supported.	  After	  all,
Abbot	  Kinney	  is	  really	  one	  of	  our	  Founding	  Fathers	  of	  this	  area.	  	  

I	  grew	  up	  on	  the	  Greenwood	  Ave	  hill	  in	  Mar	  Vista	  which	  was	  a	  very	  difQicult	  and	  dangerous	  area
back	  in	  the	  60’s	  and	  70’s.	  From	  the	  young	  age	  of	  thirteen,	  I	  remember	  my	  close	  friends	  being
violently	  victimized	  by	  Venice	  gangs	  while	  attending	  Mark	  Twain	  Middle	  School.

I	  personally	  remember	  when	  Abbot	  Kinney	  was	  a	  street	  we	  were	  once	  afraid	  to	  walk	  along,	  and	  I
am	  so	  thrilled	  to	  see	  it	  Qlourish	  into	  what	  it	  is	  today.	  Now	  being	  considered	  one	  of	  the	  “older
folk,”	  I	  have	  been	  around	  to	  see	  the	  positive	  changes	  and	  development	  of	  our	  Venice
neighborhood,	  	  and	  I	  recognize	  the	  immense	  beneQit	  this	  development	  will	  bring	  to	  our
community.

I	  also	  feel	  strongly	  about	  supporting	  our	  local	  community	  and	  business	  owners.	  As	  a	  community
we	  should	  recognize	  that	  if	  we	  only	  have	  a	  few	  hotels	  in	  Venice,	  we	  are	  driving	  visitors	  away
from	  us	  and	  towards	  Marina	  del	  Rey	  and	  Santa	  Monica.	  By	  welcoming	  our	  visitors	  with	  more
hotel	  accommodations,	  we	  encourage	  more	  spending	  within	  our	  Venice	  neighborhood,	  which
goes	  back	  into	  our	  own	  community.

As	  far	  as	  trafQic	  is	  concerned,	  I	  am	  of	  the	  belief	  that	  “heavy	  trafQic”	  is	  a	  poor	  excuse	  not	  to
upgrade	  a	  community.	  Let’s	  face	  facts;	  coming	  to	  the	  hearing	  this	  morning	  took	  40	  minutes	  to
travel	  6	  miles	  due	  to	  the	  trafQic.	  TrafQic	  is	  everywhere	  in	  Los	  Angeles,	  there	  is	  absolutely	  no	  way
around	  it.	  

The	  little	  French	  school	  is	  great,	  and	  I	  don’t	  doubt	  the	  positive	  impact	  it	  has	  had	  on	  our	  youth	  in
the	  community.	  In	  fact,	  I	  know	  people,	  celebrities	  included,	  who	  have	  sent	  their	  children	  there.	  
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The	  woman	  who	  owns	  the	  school	  has	  been	  aware	  of	  this	  possible	  build	  for	  many	  years	  now,	  and
has	  secured	  another	  location	  across	  the	  street	  for	  her	  ofQice,	  and	  I	  am	  optimistic	  that	  there	  is	  a
creative	  solution	  that	  she	  will	  be	  willing	  to	  agree	  to,	  possibly	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  relocation	  provided
by	  the	  developer.

All,	  in	  all,	  this	  hotel	  proposal	  has	  been	  a	  topic	  of	  discussion	  for	  many	  years,	  and	  with	  a	  parking
lot	  underground,	  I	  see	  absolutely	  no	  reason	  not	  to	  move	  forward	  with	  this	  development.	  	  Let’s
keep	  our	  money	  and	  our	  tourist’s	  money	  ON	  Abbot	  Kinney	  and	  in	  Venice!

I	  strongly	  support	  this	  proposal	  for	  the	  Venice	  Place	  Hotel.

My	  best,

Penny	  Muck
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I Support Venice Hotel (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR)
1 message

murez@venice.net <murez@venice.net> Tue, Jul 30, 2019 at 4:45 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org
Cc: hertz@studioea.com, theveniceplace@gmail.com, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org

I think we need more hotels in Venice, a community that was once known as
Venice of America, a city in California.  History shows that Venice was
designed to be a destination for short term visitors, an amusement park at
the beach with restaurants, stores, boat and miniature train rides and lots
of short term rentals including many hotels.  Today many of those historic
hotels are not being allowed to operate for short term rentals and almost
all of the single family homes that were once vacation and weekend rentals
have been removed from the visitor market. 

Although many people like to quote the fact that Venice is second in tourism
to Disneyland, we have less than 5% of the visitor serving hotel and motel
rooms as the area within 1 mile of the theme park.  As a result Venice
suffers from loss of short term rental revenue and huge impacts from visitor
traffic and lacking parking.  More hotels will make drastically improve in
both of these critical growth elements. 

Venice needs many more hotels to serve a growing population of visitors.

I think the design is very compatible with the community.  My only wish to
improve this project would be to allow them to have a larger overall project
with more rooms.  Until we get a lot more short term rentals the overnight
cost of rooms will be to high for the masses who will choose to stay in our
neighboring communities like Santa Monica and/or Marina Del Rey...

I support this hotel project on Abbot Kinney.  Approve it now so it can open
prior to the 2028 Olympics!

Sincerely,
James Murez
Venice Resident, Husband and Parent
Venice Neighborhood Council, Board Member
Venice NC, Parking and Transportation Committee, Chairman
Venice Farmers' Market, Manager (34 years)
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354
3 messages

Robin <robinmurez@yahoo.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 10:53 AM
To: board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
theAKhotel@gmail.com

Why NOT a boutique Hotel on AK Blvd?   Why NOT this design and construction?

Here’s my take on the project - and why I think it’s GOOD FOR VENICE:

Background:  I had my studio on Abbot Kinney for the past 12 years.  I teach Public Art at Otis College of Art and
do public art projects throughout the country and throughout Venice.

Abbot Kinney Blvd has never been a significant “neighborhood" shopping area.  It was dead until recently.  Now,
with the in-fill of shops, restaurants and businesses, it’s hopping.  It still isn’t primarily visited by locals;  tourists
and guests are the clientele who shop at the boutiques and eat at the restaurants.

The new stores charge lavish prices, for high end “bohemian chic” merchandise.  The old stores, like Surfing
Cowboys, charged lavish prices for "alley finds,” 2nd hand stuff.  Both appeal to “hipsters.”  BTW, Surfing
Cowboys could have found a new location on AK;  the property across the street was available at a reasonable
rent.  They chose to move.  Don’t believe some of the tales being told.

My lot was sold, so I moved to Main Street.  It was inevitable.  I enjoyed it for 12 years.  But most visitors to my
space on AK were not locals.  They were guest and tourists to Venice. 

A cafe like Jin Patisserie, enclosed a wonderful front patio and served tiny tea sandwiches at lavish prices.  The
current cafe, Creation, re-opened the patio to serve their lavish health food… at least the open patio  builds
community!  

Change happens.  Abbot Kinney Blvd has gone from a dead, grungy block with a few good venues, to a high end
bustling commercial street.   So now Venice has 2 huge tourist attractions:  the Boardwalk and Abbot Kinney Blvd.
 Locals stroll by each; it’s Tourist and visitors who support them financially.  

Additionally, many of our homes are small in Venice and businesses are ever growing;  this hotel would be a great
place for guests to stay…. that alone promotes family and community harmony.

I’ve seen 2 previous hotel proposals for AK - this one is good;  those were not.  Here’s why:

1.  Design fits Venice - this one keeps the look on AK by incorporating the old buildings with the new. There’s
variety and at low roof heights.  As a comparison, the new construction of the AK Hotel amounts to fewer lots
along AK for than does the white building, housing 3 Square Cafe.

The Hotel would have lots of community gathering spaces: the existing restaurants Joe’s & Primativo, an outdoor
patio, similar to what is now there behind Primitivo, and most of the ground floor.  Sounds like a comfortable place
to rendez vous with locals or visiting friends.  

2.  Height is within or under the Venice Specific Plan - It 30’ tall while some AK neighbors are 35’ AND its ’s just
like the surrounding loft buildings along Electric Avenue.  It won’t be overly imposing on the neighborhood on
either the AK nor Electric Ave sides.
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3. Parking - AK Hotel provides more parking spots than required by the VSP.  When you stay at a hotel, you
generally park there.  These folks won’t be parking all through the neighborhood.  They’ll also have valet’s who will
use their own parking lot, and not park on AK and throughout the neighborhood, as do current valets.  They'll also
provide bikes and bike parking.

4. Traffic - Hotels don’t create as much in-and-out traffic as would multiple restaurants, stores, and businesses on
that block.  If I were to stay at the hotel, I’d rent a car at LAX, drive around the city, as needed, and come back and
park at the Hotel.  I’d walk or use one of the Hotel provided bikes to roam around Venice. 

5. Delivery Trucks - One hotel will coordinate the schedule of deliveries, trash trucks, and all.  In contrast,
multiple restaurants, shops and businesses would each have separate trucks coming and going, stopping and
beeping, at each of their locations.  The design also has these trucks servicing the project from Broadway, the
side street, which is far less dangerous and imposing upon the neighborhood, including Westminster Elementary
School, than anywhere else is, or would be, if multiple businesses were there.

6.  School Safety - Trucks and traffic will be less imposing with this Hotel design than with multiple businesses.
The Hotel will be adding a crosswalk to benefit the school.  I also think it’s a non-issue, that mini-bars in the rooms
would create a risk to kids from alcoholics running wild.  The existing restaurants already serve liquor from
morning brunch to late night.  

7. Quality - This project is an intelligent design for the site AND is to be constructed with QUALITY materials.
 They not only have an architect, they have David Hertz, a Venice homeboy architect, who has led the way in
creating warm feeling contemporary projects:  he uses wood, brick and open spaces, together with concrete and
glass.  His designs embrace sunshine and ocean breezes.  He created the first concrete that used recycled
materials.  He takes pride in the site specific, creative, livability and beauty of his designs. No wonder he wins
national awards, is featured in Dwell Magazine and even Good Morning America.  He’s a Venetian to be proud of.
  I am told through friends that Dan Abramas, the Developer, comes from a family that published premier Art
Books, he built his own home in Venice with Marmol Radzinor Architects, loves Venice history and lifestyle, loves
good quality design and good art.

8. Community Input - these folks LISTEN to the community AND make CHANGES to their plans in order to
conform to community input, the Venice Specific Plan, and the Coastal Commission regulations.  They are not
using loopholes in State or City laws in order to create an inappropriate mess for Venice.  This fits.  Mass, Scale,
and Character are within the Venice Specific Plan. They’ve developed their project it in the right way for Venice.

9. Integrity - Two of the principals, the Architect, David Hertz, and the Developer, Dan Abrams, are long time
residents of Venice.  They’re here to stay.  They care.  They take pride in their work. They are highly
accomplished.  They aren’t outsiders trying to make a quick buck and leave Venice.  They’re good people and
ones who can be trusted.  If not, they know that we know where they live!!!  And when they do sell the Hotel
someday, we’ll be left with a quality boutique hotel, that suits the neighborhood.

I know David Hertz, and have friends who know Dan Abrams.  I would not support this project just because of
friendship.  If I’ve gotten anything wrong, please tell me.  I support it because I truly believe that it is a good, well
designed project that will enhance community, safety, economy, the arts, creativity and the eclectic vibrance of
Venice.  

Sincerely,

 Robin Murez

Robin Murez
www.robinmurez.com
www.venicepublicart.com
310 709-7826
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studio:  2935 Main St., Santa Monica, CA

The AK Hotel Team <theakhotel@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 2:44 PM
To: "greg@rethinkdev.com" <greg@rethinkdev.com>, Steve Edwards <steve@rethinkdev.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

The AK Hotel Team <theakhotel@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 1, 2016 at 3:54 PM
To: Robin <robinmurez@yahoo.com>

Hello!

Thank you very much for sending this letter back in 2014!  Our official City of Los Angeles Hearing is rapidly
approaching on September 8th (finally!).  If you have not written a new letter to support this project recently it
would be great if you could send this letter again, but make it current. You would just need to copy it into a new
email and send it again with the following details changed:

Recipients: david.weintraub@lacity.org; mike.bonin@lacity.org; tricia.keane@lacity.org; th
eveniceplace@gmail.com

Subject line: I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

This needs to be done by Wednesday Sept 7th in order to be beneficial for our project's next step.  Remember to
include your name and address at the bottom as well.

Thank you for your continued support!
The Venice Place Project Team

[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

robinmurez <robinmurez@yahoo.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 1:01 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org, "tricia.keane@lacity.org"
<tricia.keane@lacity.org>

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,   

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.   

The traffic concerns raised by some neighbors do not seem relevant to this project. Rush hour traffic on Abbot Kinney
Blvd has become terrible. I hope it can be corrected but i do not think that a hotel will add to that problem.

Neighbors worry that traffic will be diverted through Oakwood. That seems unlikely, but all steps should be taken to
eliminate any possible impact on the residential streets of Venice.

Similarly, delivery trucks, which make lots of noise, need to be restricted to Abbot Kinney Blvd and the fully commercial
side street. I believe the developers plans are designed in this way. If not, i believe that to be an important correction to
make.

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from this mix
of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  

Venice would benefit from having a nice boutique hotel. That is an excellent location, on a commercial boulevard, for it.
Perhaps it will reduce the number of AirBNB's which now undermines the fabric of community in Venice. 

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns.  I appreciate that they have broken up
the site into multiple buildings of appropriate scale. Retaining existing building facades and their promise to integrate
excellent artwork into the project are important to it suiting Venice.

Sincerely  

Robin Murez

2408 Cloy, Ave
Venice, CA 90291
310 709-7826

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
2 messages

robinmurez <robinmurez@yahoo.com> Wed, Jul 31, 2019 at 11:24 AM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com,
hertz@studioea.com

robinmurez <robinmurez@yahoo.com> Wed, Jul 31, 2019 at 11:51 AM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com,
hertz@studioea.com

Dear 

I am writing in SUPPORT of the Venice Place Project, hotel/mixed use.

The site is both zoned, and well suited, for a hotel. It's great that the design retains the fascades, and the
restaurants, currently located on the block. It fits within Venice's Mass, Character and Scale guidelines and has
mitigated all environmental impacts.

Unlike some proposed project teams in Venice, these are honest, not greedy, longtime residents who contribute to
the community.  I appreciate that this team, including architect David Hertz, loves Venice and has worked to make
their design beneficial for the neighborhood. 

I don't see that the hotel would be a "behemoth," as opposition complains. I like that the design is comprised of a
few buildings with walkways and patios interspersed. The height varies from 1-3 stories with setbacks.  Existing
restaurants and the Cooks Garden would be retained, though as a rooftop garden.

Unlike other projects in Venice, this one has room for deliveries and drop-offs on site and has 175 secure parking
spaces. This should mitigate noise, traffic and parking issues.

I believe that most hotel guests would take ride share from LAX to the hotel and then walk or bike from the hotel
to the beach, along AK or to visit their family in Venice. 

That means far less traffic and parking issues than restaurants or other commercial businesses create.

Who would park on residential streets in Oakwood when they could have a secure space right on site? 

It also helps to keep tourists in that commercial zone, and does not disrupt our residential neighborhoods, as
AirBnB's have done.

Local neighbors, including in the block immediately adjacent on Electric Avenue, are not opposed to this project.

A lot of changes have occurred in Venice. It seems to me that this design retains the good.
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Robin Murez
412 Carroll Canal
Venice, CA 90291

VenicePublicArt.com
Longtime Resident
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

I support the Abbot Kinney Hotel: Case# APCW 2012-3354
1 message

Michael Papale <michael.papale@gmail.com> Wed, Feb 19, 2014 at 1:02 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com

To All:

I apologize for not attending the meeting last night, however, after following the development/s of this project very
closely and living in Venice, my first time, since 1996 above Chaya, and now on Vernon Ave.since 2005, I strongly
support this project.  The team is outstanding, they truly have the best interest of the community in mind, hence,
good for the local economy, and for everyone.

Positive change is good, and Venice, needs a hotel... like this one.

Best,

Michael Papale

--
Michael Papale
CEO
Media Execution, LLC
e:  mp@mediaexecution.com
m: 310.498.4653

www.ArticleBasement.com
www.LocalDirectoryGuide.com
www.FreeDirectoryGuide.com
www.MediaExecution.com
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Lets approve the Venice Place Hotel (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-
SPP-SPR)
1 message

David Paris <david@1525akblvd.com> Mon, Jul 29, 2019 at 3:36 PM
To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org"
<theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org" <Juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theveniceplace@gmail.com"
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>, "hertz@studioea.com" <hertz@studioea.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

As a longtime resident of Venice as well as a and longtime property owner and business occupant on
Abbot Kinney, I am keenly aware of the need for first class hotel rooms in the area.    Venice Place
will fulfill that need in a way that feels very Venice to me.   Far from a cookie-cutter project, they have
integrated familiar storefronts and created idiosyncratic alleys and other features.     They also
provide required parking and all other requirements of a commercial project.   The same can not be
said of the myriad short-term rentals in the area which have created defacto hotel rooms without any
of the parking, loading zones and other requirements.  

The developers have spent years listening to the community and responding to additional
requirements.   Time to give it a green light.  We need this project now!

Sincerely,

David Paris

1515 Abbot Kinney & 801 Nowita Place
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

I support the proposed AK Hotel

Kristina Park <tinajpark@mac.com> Mon, Dec 23, 2013 at 5:52 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, lupc@venicenc.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theAKhotel@gmail.com,
hertz@studioea.com

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident of Venice writing to express my support for the proposed AK Hotel.

I live on Eastern Canal and greatly look forward to welcoming friends, family and colleagues to an establishment
that is reflective of my neighborhood when they come to visit from out of town. There is currently a dearth of
choices nearby, and none which look nor feel like Venice, nor have welcoming and sophisticated meeting spaces
within.

I have been privileged to work with David Hertz, FAIA, architect for the AK Hotel, on several occasions including
on my Venice Canals home. His expertise and vision implicitly include a concern for the surroundings and for the
environment. I have no doubt that his design and input on the project is not only at the highest and most
considered level of design and architectural standards, but will ensure an outcome which is seamlessly integrated
into the neighborhood and innovative in its approach to both sustainability, aesthetics and human use of space.

I am impressed by the vision being inclusive of existing historic buildings and businesses. And am happy to know
that the hotel will be locally owned and operated, and will not be a large chain. 

I travel often and find myself dining and shopping in the vicinity of my host hotel whenever possible. In doing so, I
come to know an area, its culture and thereby become a 'temporary local.' I am quite certain that the proposed AK
Hotel will lend itself to that kind of experience in its guests.

Development is inevitable, for growth is necessary for a community to not stagnate but thrive. I salute you, in
advance, in making great choices toward embracing this project. It clearly sets out to consciously address the
inevitably changes and impacts which come with development, so that the entire process from start to finish and
beyond benefits Venice and our residents.

Regards,

Tina Park
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR)
1 message

HEIDI ROBERTS <heidiroberts@me.com> Thu, Aug 1, 2019 at 4:56 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Hello!

My family has lived in Venice for nearly twenty years and I’m super excited for The Venice Place Project to become a
reality. We’re looking forward to having a cool place to hang out and a close place so our friends and family can
experience Venice too. 

So many people visit Venice each year and there’s really no place to stay, except AirBNBs which pose unique challenges
to our little town. We need a place for people to stay when they visit Venice. 

We believe the project is totally in sync with the look and feel of Venice and maintains its unique character. It’s been a long
time coming and I know the developers/owner has taken many community concerns to heart and made changes to satisfy
all. 

Sincerely, 

Heidi Roberts, John Betz and Andreas too



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Proposed Hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice, CA 90291
1 message

Bry Venice <venicebry@gmail.com> Sat, Feb 15, 2014 at 3:27 PM
To: "Board@VeniceNC.org" <Board@venicenc.org>, "LUPC@VeniceNC.org" <LUPC@venicenc.org>,
"mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>,
"TheAKhotel@Gmail.com" <TheAKhotel@gmail.com>

Mr. Bonin, Ms. Keane, VNC members, and LUPC members,

I would like to voice my support of the Abbot Kinney Hotel project that Dan Abrams and his team are proposing. I
believe it would be wonderful for our community and will provide many benefits to all of the residents of Venice.

This project looks to be very well thought out in regards to how much consideration it has taken to preserving the
community.  From parking, noise, traffic, and building design, etc this project has gone far above and beyond any
other large projects to be positive development for Venice.

I am a 20 year Venice resident and own 2 properties consisting of 4 residences very close to the proposed hotel.

Sincerely,
Bryan Rogers
1111-1115 Cabrillo Avenue, Venice
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

Mike Schibel <mike@travelwithmeaning.com> Wed, Jul 31, 2019 at 10:42 AM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com,
David Hertz <hertz@studioea.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

My name is Michael Schibel, I’m a Venice resident for over five years and a native Angeleno from the Westside.
 I’m sending this letter with full support for The Venice Place Project.  

Our Venice neighborhood and community has been lacking a central location for locals and visitors to connect.
 The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to
Venice each year.

Over the past five years I’ve watched as our neighborhood has transformed and the community has looked to find
ways to come together.  I’m on the advisory board for a local non-profit Community Healing Gardens which has
done a great job to activate the community, but now what? 

It is my belief the well thought out and sustainably focused + designed Venice Place Project will become a gold
standard for community projects around the country.  Our Venice neighborhood is constantly looked at as a leader
in trends around the world why not take the lead in creating sustainable community space for residents, visitors,
families and hipsters to enjoy. 

From all I have read on the project I would say the team has created a wonderful plan to address any concerns
and issues.  As a resident I say it’s time we give this project the green light and start to bring community together
with an exciting new chapter in Venice.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mike

Mike Schibel
Founder
Travel With Meaning
TWM Podcast in the news!
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

Lori Shapiro <rabbilori@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 31, 2019 at 11:14 AM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com,
hertz@studioea.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

We are living through an historic change in Venice.  As a homeowner, business owner and non-profit thought
partner whose life’s work is braided into the needs and pulse of the community and its diverse demographic, I
want to state that I am fully in support of the Venice Place Project.

Venice needs places of gathering. Venice needs legitimate hotels and not Airbnb’s, which have deteriorated the
neighborhood of the Venice Canals, where my husband, Joel Shapiro and I, are raising our daughters. Venice
needs projects that are nurtured by locals, who have deep roots in Venice and care about its future and well-
being.  I believe that the Venice Place Project is so much of that and more.

It is with full confidence that I support The Venice Place Project.  I would like to see more local Venetians commit
their lives to the betterment of our neighborhood, and align their heart, actions and work with improving Venice,
with attention to the needs of the neighborhood, and creating anchors for a Venice that will thrive as a meeting
place for all for decades to come. 

Dan Abram’s is taking a big chance with this project.  I think that it is upon us to support our local dreamers and
visionaries, as was the inspiration of Venice’s founding visionary, Abbot Kinney.

David Hertz, Dan Abrams and their team provided this letter, for which I am in full agreement of:

The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to
Venice each year.

Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its intended uses. The
project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the Local Coastal
Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project
provide more community connectivity for locals in Venice. Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the
boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and
classic facades reflect an understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year
engagement process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice
Chamber of Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.
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Sincerely,

Rabbi Lori Shapiro
The Open Temple
Re-Enchanting Judaism
in Venice, CA
www.opentemple.org
rabbilori@gmail.com
(310) 968-8049
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Jon Sherman <jon@jonsherman.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 12:24 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,   

I’ve been a Venice resident since 1997 — but I’ve known Dan Abrams for the better part of my life.

And while I understand that growth is often resisted, I think it’s important to recognize the style, the scope, and the
people behind that growth.

Dan is one of the best people I know — and this project is one I am confident he believes will serve the
community, not line his pockets. 

I support The Venice Place Project because I believe it will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney
Boulevard and Venice as a whole.

Change isn’t always good — but it’s generally inevitable. So let’s do it responsibly, with people like Dan who have
good hearts, good values, and good intentions.

Sincerely,

Jon Sherman
2132 Glyndon Ave.
Venice, CA 90291
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Proposed Hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice, CA 90291
6 messages

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com> Wed, Dec 11, 2013 at 6:38 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, LUPC@venicenc.org, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>
Cc: TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Councilman Bonin, Ms. Keane, Venice Neighborhood Council members, and Land Use and Planning Committee
members,

I write in very strong support for the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. in Venice.  When I first heard of
the proposal, I had serious concerns about scale, traffic, and other community impacts; after learning more about
the team behind the proposal, and about the specific design and plans, those concerns have gone away, and I
would love to see the hotel become a reality.

I've lived in Venice since 2000 at 2008 Alberta Avenue and have watched the community evolve and change in
the last 13 years.  Through it all, Venice has maintained the core characteristics that made it attractive to me in
the first place: diverse, experimental, quirky, entrepreneurial, and eclectic.  The proposed hotel respects and
honors all of those things AND brings a much needed and local resource: a great place within walking distance to
host family and friends who visit, and an additional welcoming gathering place for locals to sustain our sense of
neighborhood and community.

We Venetians couldn't have asked for a better team to propose, design, and develop this hotel.  The block it will
occupy is designated for (and is likely to be developed as) hotel or hotel-like use; the massing and scale and
permeability of the proposed structure are all very respectful of and reinforce the existing street-scape; the traffic
generated is much less than if the property were to be developed as offices or condos; and the
staffing/employment will be a decent boost for locals seeking work.  While another developer, probably a multi-
venue hotelier, might attempt to address community concerns and desires, I fear they'd be driven by uniformity of
design and efficiencies that would result in a much less respectful or welcome addition to the street.  The team
we've got has listened to community concerns and objections and has designed and made changes accordingly;
that team loves Venice, and wants this hotel to be the best it can possibly be for the Venice we love and care
about.  And they're smart and know how to do that.

I could go on. I won't.  I'll be at meetings to voice my support.  I urge you to join me in that support. Thanks.

Corbin Smith
2000-2007 Head of the Villa Project Team
The J. Paul Getty Trust

Tricia Keane <tricia.keane@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 12, 2013 at 9:22 AM
To: Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com>
Cc: mike bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, LUPC@venicenc.org, Board@venicenc.org, TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Hello,
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Thank you for your input.  We understand that revisions to the project have recently been submitted to the
Neighborhood Council.  We look forward to receiving input from the Neighborhood Council as well as input from
the community as we continue our process of evaluating the project. We appreciate your comments and will take
them into consideration as we evaluate this project.

Thanks,
Tricia

Tricia Keane
Director of Planning 
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
p. 213-473-7011
e. tricia.keane@lacity.org
www.11thdistrict.com

[Quoted text hidden]

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com> Thu, Dec 12, 2013 at 10:33 AM
To: "tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>
Cc: "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, LUPC@venicenc.org, Board@venicenc.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Thanks, Tricia, for your quick and considered response, and for your ongoing work on this project.

Corbin
[Quoted text hidden]

Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 16, 2013 at 1:20 PM
To: Dan Abrams <dan@crossriverpictures.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 18, 2013 at 4:55 PM
To: Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com>

Corbin, any chance you know anyone who would come to LUPC tonight and read this on your behalf?  Or maybe
a shortened version?

Best,
Dan
[Quoted text hidden]

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com> Thu, Dec 19, 2013 at 5:38 AM
To: Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Sorry Dan both that I didn't see this in time or have time or think to make that arrangement when I could have.  I
know of at least 4 folks who were going to be there and am sure I'll hear from them about how it came down and if
you find a spare moment for a very quick thumbs up or down (or a frustrated face saying no vote was taken....)
that'd be great. Was thinking about you guys!
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Corbin

Sig Corbin Smith
www.corbinsmithphotography.com
iPad expedited
[Quoted text hidden]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@me.com> Fri, Jul 26, 2019 at 7:56 PM
To: Councilmember Mike Bonin <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org,
theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

(Standard letter, and I couldn’t have said it better myself…):

The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to
Venice each year.

Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its intended uses. The
project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the Local Coastal
Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project
provide more community connectivity for locals in Venice.  Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the
boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and
classic facades reflect an understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year
engagement process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice
Chamber of Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,

Corbin Smith
2008 Alberta Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
2 messages

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@me.com> Tue, Aug 30, 2016 at 11:07 AM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "tricia.keane@lacity.org"
<tricia.keane@lacity.org>, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,   

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

I have been paying attention to this project throughout its evolution and am firmly convinced that Venice will benefit from
its mix of boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space. The development team worked hard to respond positively to
the community’s concerns expressed throughout the community engagement process and the project has earned the
support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.  As I understand it, the project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific
Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  It is clear that the intent is for the Venice Place
Project to be an asset to the community and to be integrated into the culture and fabric of the neighborhood where we are
privileged to live.

In my short 16 years in Venice, I’ve seen many changes; some of them I like, some of them I’m not so happy about.  
Change is part of a vital and growing community, and this project is a very smart and important addition to the resources
we get to enjoy for the neighborhood and for the visitors who come to see why Venice is so special.

I urge your full support for the Venice Place Project.

Sincerely,

Corbin Smith
2008 Alberta Avenue
Venice 90291

Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2016 at 4:19 PM
To: theodore.irving@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice
2 messages

Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com> Tue, Feb 18, 2014 at 4:26 PM
To: Board@venicenc.org, Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "tricia.keane@lacity.org" <tricia.keane@lacity.org>
Cc: TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Venice Neighborhood Council President and Board, Councilman Bonin, and Ms. Keane,

I write in very strong support for the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. in Venice.  When I first heard of
the proposal, I had serious concerns about scale, traffic, and other community impacts; after learning more about
the team behind the proposal, and about the specific design and plans, those concerns have gone away, and I
would love to see the hotel become a reality.

I've lived in Venice since 2000 at 2008 Alberta Avenue and have watched the community evolve and change in
the last 13 years.  Through it all, Venice has maintained the core characteristics that made it attractive to me in the
first place: diverse, experimental, quirky, entrepreneurial, and eclectic.  The proposed hotel respects and honors
all of those things AND brings a much needed and local resource: a great place within walking distance to host
family and friends who visit, and an additional welcoming gathering place for locals to sustain our sense of
neighborhood and community.

We Venetians couldn't have asked for a better team to propose, design, and develop this hotel.  The block it will
occupy is designated for (and is likely to be developed as) hotel or hotel-like use; the massing and scale and
permeability of the proposed structure are all very respectful of and reinforce the existing street-scape; the traffic
generated is much less than if the property were to be developed as offices or condos; and the
staffing/employment will be a decent boost for locals seeking work.  While another developer, probably a multi-
venue hotelier, might attempt to address community concerns and desires, I fear they'd be driven by uniformity of
design and efficiencies that would result in a much less respectful or welcome addition to the street.  The team
we've got has listened to community concerns and objections and has designed and made changes accordingly;
that team loves Venice, and wants this hotel to be the best it can possibly be for the Venice we love and care
about.  And they're smart and know how to do that.

This application has been under consideration and open to public review for almost 16 months now.  Vigorous
input, both in support of and in opposition to the proposal has led to some important and effective changes in the
design and planned operation of the hotel, changes reflected in the Land Use and Planning Committee's approval
with conditions which has moved the process to the VNC Board.  I hope that Board will advance this proposal to
the next stage at its meeting tonight on Tuesday, February 18.

Thanks.

Corbin Smith
2000-2007 Head of the Villa Project Team
The J. Paul Getty Trust

The AK Hotel Team <theakhotel@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 1, 2016 at 4:00 PM
To: Corbin Smith <nibrocla1@mac.com>

Hello!

Gmail - Support for proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd., Venice https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=f142862ce3&view=pt&search=...

1 of 2 7/3/20, 5:42 PM



Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

Stephen Smith <ssmith113@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 8:59 PM
To: board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I support the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd.  I have taken the time to educate myself about the
project, and I believe it will be a welcome addition to Venice.  The development team has responded substantively
to the community’s concerns throughout the process, including making it fully compliant with the Venice Specific
Plan that we Venetians worked hard to create.  It is clear that their intent is to be an asset to the community, and
integrate the project into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result it will be a place both Venetians and
visitors will enjoy.

It is evident that the AK hotel will preserve and more importantly add to the rich culture that Venice offers and will
positively promote Venice to our visitors.  More importantly however, Venice and the city of Los Angeles has one
of the highest unemployment rates in the state and is far above the national average.  The AK hotel will provide
jobs to our local community which can only be a positive.  I fully support the AK hotel and have no doubt that it will
only add value for Venice and it's residents.

Stephen J. Smith
2911 Colorado Ave
Santa Monica, CA 90404
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

Hollie Stenson <hollie.stenson@woomirglobal.com> Thu, Aug 1, 2019 at 11:46 AM
To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org"
<theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org" <Juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theveniceplace@gmail.com"
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>

To All Concerned: 

I’m a 12 year resident of Venice, and own property on Westminster and Main, just a block and a half from the
proposed project. 

I’m extremely in support of the project. I am NOT a lobbyist nor do I have anything do with development,
architecture, or anything of the like. I work in social justice and community organizing and with that hat is with
which I write today.

Venice is the 2nd most visited city in California and I experience visitors every day, asking directions on the bikes
they’ve rented. It sure would be great to know that they were staying locally and not biking back to Santa Monica
where there’s an abundance of hotels. That includes my parents who are visiting next week, whom I’m having to
put in an AirBnB due to lack of places to stay.

As a former member of the VNC, I can attest that this project came across our desks several times and was
overwhelming approved by our board, and seen as a much needed asset to our community.

As a community organizer, I appreciate the thoughtfulness they went into not only the design to provide
inclusiveness to the local community, but also in the several year long process getting the project to completion
with the community space in the back of the building.

I’m not at all concerned about traffic flow as I know very well, and witness every day, the proliferation of motorized
and unmotorized modes of transportation in our beach community that visitors and locals alike widely use. Not to
mention we’re all expecting self-driving vehicles and reduction of cars on the roads anyway! And parking is not an
issue; who drives in a city they’re visiting? Not many. Most utilize ride sharing services when visiting cities
anyway.

As far as the schools nearby, I have several friends with children in those schools and not one of them is
concerned about the traffic flow. It’s Venice, it’s L.A....traffic is inevitable and they’re already carefully walking their
children to school as it is; the added pedestrian flow built into the hotel is actually helpful to them. Not one of them
have complained. They’re all excited to have a place to house their in-laws nearby. I can attest what a relief it will
be to not have to deal with my in-laws staying with me - (although of course they’re lovely people)!

Finally, I know David Hertz to be an extremely conscientious designer and architect who cares deeply about our
community, and that care is evident in every project he does. I could go on and on about the wonderful things he
does for Venice, including providing water outside of his office for our local unhoused individuals. 

Likewise for Dan Abrams; I’ve known him for close to 14 years and he’s always been very supportive of our local
nonprofit organizations and passionate about preserving the integrity of Venice’s quirky, eclectic and artistic
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community.

With great support,

Hollie Stenson

1309 Main Street

Venice, CA 90291
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

Support for Abbot Kinney Hotel, Case# APCW 2012-3354

Teddy Tannenbaum <teddy@teddycoach.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 8:25 AM
To: board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com
Cc: Hertz David <hertz@studioea.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I am writing to offer my support for the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. in Venice. 
My wife Danise and myself are homeowners and have lived on Boone Ave in the Silver Triangle for over 15 years.
As you can imagine we have seen a lot of change take place in Venice over that time.
We actively observe the changes that take place in our community and consider their merit based on certain
criteria. In the case of the proposed hotel several things stand out that make us comfortable with the project. One
is the project's allowance for 100% of the parking that will be needed. Seeing that parking has been at a premium
on ABK that accommodation is really important to us. We also like the idea of creating jobs that can be filled
locally and that the local businesses will be able to thrive with increased pedestrian traffic.

We are happy to hear that the project will conform to the Venice Specific Plan and we have a great deal of trust in
David Hertz as the architect as he has a long track record of deep environmental stewardship.
While we will be unable to attend the meeting on Tuesday February 18th in person, we are happy to make our
support known.

Sincerely,

Ted Tannenbaum
310-306-1140
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Dan Abrams <theakhotel@gmail.com>

I Support the AK Hotel, 1033 Abbot Kinney, Venice. Case# APCW 2012-3354

karen tenkhoff <tenkhoff@mac.com> Mon, Feb 17, 2014 at 10:19 AM
To: board@venicenc.org, apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org,
TheAKhotel@gmail.com, hertz@studioea.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Members of the West LA Planning Commission, and VNC Board members:

I just want to register my support for the proposed hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd.

I attended early meetings--very wary and skeptical, thinking this to be a "big developer" project which would ruin
the character of the neighborhood.
It's humbling to have been wrong.  I've been completely impressed by how the team behind the project has
listened to the neighborhood concerns and revised the plans accordingly. 
I actually think now that the project would be a great addition to the community and BOLSTER security by having
a staff on duty 24-7.  The aesthetics fit the neighborhood; the owners are local.  We're lucky they want to invest in
the community as they do...

Please vote in favor of this worthy project.

Thank you.

Karen Tenkhoff
700 main street #12 (dogtown station lofts)
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

Support for the Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-
SPP-SPR)
1 message

john umbanhowar <john@huum.com> Wed, Jul 31, 2019 at 11:07 AM
To: councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com,
hertz@studioea.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

I have been a resident and worked in Venice since 1994. 
Abbot Kinney has seen a lot of change in that time as has whole community of Venice.
What i’ve come to realize being here this long is that all communities are constantly changing, which is
neither a good or a bad thing. It just is.
I was initially against this development when first proposed, but have now changed my to supporting it.
The item that worried me was cars and parking. This project provides for this. The amount of cars and
trips of both guests and employees doesn’t seem to differ too much from if the property was developed
with more high end apartment buildings that Electric avenue has quite a few of and that don’t run into as
much trouble being developed. 

Venice is now both a community of residents and tourists. The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue
need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. Abbot Kinney has
turned into tourist street, packed with visitors daily from morning till night. This is the current evolution of
the street. The hotel serves this need, but also provides architectural and site amenities away from the
bustle of the street that I believe residents and neighbors will be able to access as customers too.

Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its intended
uses. The project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and
the Local Coastal Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the
project provide more community connectivity for locals in Venice.  Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site,
including the boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the
existing buildings and classic facades reflect an understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner, who is a local, not an outside developer,  has listened and responded substantively to the
community’s concerns throughout a multi-year engagement process. Such efforts have earned the
support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice Chamber of Commerce. I have no doubt that
the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the history, culture and fabric of Venice.

It’s time for this project to be approved, it’s time for homeless shelters to be approved. Let’s strengthen
the fabric of this community for both the residents and the visitors.
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Thanks.

huum book

—
John Umbanhowar PRINCIPAL/AIA/LEED AP          john@huum.com 58 windward ave  venice ca  90291           tel. 310 399 5757    

     Hughesumbanhowar architects

Gmail - Support for the Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&search=...

2 of 2 6/9/20, 10:35 AM



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

barry coastalarchitecturegroup.com <barry@coastalarchitecturegroup.com> Mon, Jul 29, 2019 at 5:15
PM

To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org"
<theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org" <Juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theveniceplace@gmail.com"
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>, David Hertz <hertz@studioea.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

I overwhelmingly support this project.  I live in Venice and as a resident I acknowledge that Venice came into
existence as a tourist destination.  When it was established, Venice only had some worker housing and all other
housing was for temporary stays for tourists.  

Over the past 40 years, Venice has seen a huge resurgence as a tourist destination.  Whereas decades ago it
was seen as a crime infested area most people avoided, it has become more and more popular over the years
until it has now become the second most popular tourist destination in Southern California.  

Yet, no new hotels have been built in those intervening decades to serve visitors.  

This project is long overdue.  It should be built yesterday.  

Sincerely, 
Barry

                Barry Cassilly
                310-930-6222
barry@coastalarchitecturegroup.com
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Marc Gardner <marc.gardner@acsacs.com> Fri, Sep 23, 2016 at 10:39 AM
To: "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"Theodore.Irving@lacity.org" <Theodore.Irving@lacity.org>

	  Dear	  Councilmember	  Bonin	  and	  Mr.	  Irving,

I	  	  support	  The	  Venice	  Place	  Project.	  	  ZA-‐2012-‐3354-‐CUB-‐CU-‐CDP-‐SPR-‐SPP-‐MEL	  

I	  have	  lived	  in	  venice	  for	  16	  years.	  	  Having	  this	  project	  will	  only	  help	  the	  community.	  The	  homeless	  is	  geRng	  out	  of	  control
and	  we	  need	  to	  conSnue	  to	  bring	  in	  new	  projects	  with	  order	  to	  make	  our	  community	  safer.	  	  I	  am	  a	  mulS	  dwelling	  property
owner.	  	  	  	  	  

The	  project	  will	  be	  a	  complementary	  addiSon	  to	  Abbot	  Kinney	  Boulevard	  and	  Venice	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  

I	  have	  taken	  the	  Sme	  to	  educate	  myself	  about	  the	  project,	  and	  believe	  my	  fellow	  neighbors	  and	  I	  will	  benefit	  from	  this	  mix
of	  new	  bouSque	  hotel,	  restaurant,	  retail,	  and	  office	  space	  at	  the	  proposed	  locaSon	  on	  Abbot	  Kinney	  Boulevard.	  

The	  development	  team	  has	  responded	  substanSvely	  to	  the	  community’s	  concerns	  throughout	  a	  very	  thorough	  mulS-‐year
community	  engagement	  process	  and	  has	  earned	  the	  support	  of	  the	  Venice	  Neighborhood	  Council.	  	  They	  have	  made	  the
project	  fully	  compliant	  with	  the	  Venice	  Specific	  Plan,	  Los	  Angeles	  Municipal	  Code	  and	  Local	  Coastal	  Land	  Use	  Plan.	  	  The
project	  even	  brings	  exisSng	  restaurants	  up	  to	  current	  parking	  code—beyond	  what	  is	  required.	  	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  intent	  is	  for
the	  project	  to	  be	  an	  asset	  to	  the	  community	  and	  be	  integrated	  into	  the	  history,	  culture	  and	  fabric	  of	  Venice.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  it
will	  be	  a	  place	  both	  locals	  and	  visitors	  will	  enjoy.

Sincerely,

Marc	  Gardner

712	  Hampton	  Drive

The information contained in this message and any attachments (collectively, the "Transmission") contains proprietary and/or
confidential information of the sender’s employer which is protected from disclosure and intended solely for the named recipient(s). If
you are not a named recipient, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using this Transmission. Please contact the sender
immediately by returning the e-mail and deleting the original Transmission.
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Sabine Gebser <sabine@haltonpardee.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2016 at 12:41 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I enthusiastically support The Venice Place Project!  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and brings a way
overdue and needed hotel, including many other amenities, into the midst of our beautiful community. 

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project over the years, and believe my fellow neighbors and I
will benefit from this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on
Abbot Kinney Boulevard.

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy. 

Please approve this awesome project and help it’s progress so that we can enjoy it as soon as possible! 

Thank you so much for your consideration.

My very best, 

Sabine

Sabine Gebser
810 1/2 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

   www.instagram.com 

SABINE GEBSER
Associate

Opening doors. Lifting hearts. Changing lives.

310.392.2402 office
310.902.3265 mobile
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CONFIDENTIALITY  NOTICE:  This  e-mail,  including  attachments,  may  include  confidential  and/or  proprietary  information.  This
information  is  intended  only  for  the  use  of  the  individual  or  individuals  or  entity  even  if  addressed  incorrectly.  Any  review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than
the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately contact the sender and destroy
the material in its entirety, whether in electronic or hard copy format. Thank you.
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Noah Gigliotti <Noah.Gigliotti@thekorgroup.com> Wed, Sep 21, 2016 at 5:47 PM
To: "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"Theodore.Irving@lacity.org" <Theodore.Irving@lacity.org>

	  Dear	  Councilmember	  Bonin	  and	  Mr.	  Irving,

Mr.	  Bonin,	  Ms.	  Keane,	  VNC	  members,	  and	  LUPC	  members,

I	  am	  wri?ng	  to	  voice	  my	  support	  of	  the	  proposed	  hotel	  at	  1033	  Abbot	  Kinney.	  	  Having	  lived	  in	  the	  Venice/Ocean	  Park
neighborhood	  since	  2006,	  my	  friends	  and	  I	  have	  always	  talked	  about	  the	  lack	  of	  hotels	  in	  the	  area.	  	  Given	  the	  small	  size	  of
most	  apartments	  in	  the	  neighborhood,	  there	  typically	  isn’t	  enough	  room	  for	  guests	  to	  stay	  in	  the	  homes	  of	  local	  residents
and	  most	  of	  my	  friends/family	  have	  needed	  to	  stay	  on	  the	  other	  side	  of	  town	  in	  downtown	  Santa	  Monica	  instead	  of	  closer	  in
Venice	  when	  visi?ng	  me.	  	  Now,	  with	  my	  company	  located	  down	  the	  street	  from	  the	  proposed	  hotel	  project	  on	  Abbot	  Kinney,
I	  feel	  even	  more	  strongly	  about	  it	  and	  believe	  the	  Abbot	  Kinney	  Hotel	  will	  be	  a	  welcome	  addi?on	  to	  Venice.	  	  I	  look	  forward
to	  the	  day	  that	  my	  friends/colleagues/etc	  can	  stay	  in	  a	  beau?fully	  designed	  hotel	  right	  in	  our	  neighborhood.

Thanks,

Noah
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Luke G-Jones <luke@coolhandinternational.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2016 at 7:25 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I  wholeheartedly support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.  I have family
members who frequently come to stay and their options have been limited to either hotels in Santa Monica or
AirBnB places in Venice or, frankly, very loud and rowdy beachfront hotels which is not what they want. This new
hotel will offer perfect solutions for out of town business folk or families who want to be in the heart of Venice.
Also, as a long time resident of Venice, I’ve been yearning for a communal space (other than local coffee shops)
to hang out, take meetings and socialize with my friends on places other than the beach area. Again, this Hotel
community complex will serve all these needs. 

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard. 

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. 
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,

Luke Jones
567 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Matthew Kline <kline.matthew@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 22, 2016 at 7:36 AM
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org, theveniceplace@gmail.com

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Weintraub,   

I’m writing this letter as an individual in support of the Venice Place Project - ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-
SPP-MEL  

The Venice Neighborhood Council, of which I am an elected Boardmember, voted in favor of this project, and I
send this letter to re-affirm with earnest enthusiasm my belief that the Venice Place Project will have a positive
impact on the Abbot Kinney area, and all of Venice.

You will hear plenty of supporting facts from many other stakeholders about why this project is in the best interests
of our community.  I agree with them and feel the hotel will serve as an “open door;” a gathering place that will
build community.

I’d like to specifically point out the unprecedented level of thoughtful and collaborative community engagement led
by the development team. In my five years on the VNC I have never seen a project evolve so substantively in
order to address feedback and concerns from residents. 

Please support this project.

Matt Kline 

Sending this note as an individual not as Outreach Officer of the VNC
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project.
1 message

raymaiello@mac.com <raymaiello@mac.com> Mon, Sep 26, 2016 at 7:17 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I‘ve been a Windward Circle resident for 13 years and I support The Venice Place Project.   

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.   

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard. 

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. 
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,

Ray Maiello
(310) 490-5623
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Bradford Neal <bradneal@thegoldcoastproperties.com> Tue, Sep 6, 2016 at 5:47 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, Mike Bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org,
tricia.keane@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,  

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.  

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard.  

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. 
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  

Sincerely  

Brad Neal  
8 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA  90291
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Michael Pardee <mpardee6@mac.com> Fri, Sep 23, 2016 at 6:58 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard.

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan. The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,

Michael Pardee
1746 Abbot Kinney Blvd
Venice, Ca 90291

Sent from my iPhone
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Jordana Reim <jordana.reim@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 21, 2016 at 4:01 PM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com, mike.bonin@lacity.org, Theodore.Irving@lacity.org, tricia.keane@lacity.org

 Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,  

I support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL  

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.  

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard.  

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council. 
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.  

Sincerely  
 Jordana Reim 

[--Add Your Address--]
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project. ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL
1 message

Vanessa Schreiber <V@vanessaschreiber.com> Tue, Sep 27, 2016 at 2:27 PM
To: "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"Theodore.Irving@lacity.org" <Theodore.Irving@lacity.org>

Dear Councilmember Bonin and Mr. Irving,

I  support The Venice Place Project.  ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL

[---Delete following but add any facts about the project, add some context about your time in Venice or just send it
with the short statement below.---]

The project will be a complementary addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole.

I have taken the time to educate myself about the project, and believe my fellow neighbors and I will benefit from
this mix of new boutique hotel, restaurant, retail, and office space at the proposed location on Abbot Kinney
Boulevard.

The development team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough
multi-year community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council.
They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, Los Angeles Municipal Code and Local
Coastal Land Use Plan.  The project even brings existing restaurants up to current parking code—beyond what is
required.  It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice.  As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,

Vanessa Schreiber

DESIGNER OF RESIDENTIAL + COMMERCIAL INTERIORS
2001 MAIN STREET, SANTA MONICA, CA 90405 
VANESSASCHREIBER.COM
424.238.5580 | ALLIED ASID

Please think green before printing this e-mail unnecessarily.

:: CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ::
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be protected by privacy, privilege, copyright or intellectual
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property laws. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are not authorized to disclose, distribute, use or take
any action based on this information. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by return e-mail or
telephone and delete this e-mail from your e-mail system.
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P.O. Box 202, Venice, CA 90294     
www.venicechamber.net 

Phone: 310.822.5425  Email: info@venicechamber.net 

Chamber of Commerce 

…the creative soul of LA 

 
 

August 26, 2016 
 
 
 
David Weintraub 
Zoning Administrator  
City of Los Angeles 
 
Reference: The Venice Place Project - ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL 
 
Dear Mr. Weintraub, 
 
The Venice Chamber of Commerce enthusiastically supports the proposed mixed use project at 1033 
Abbot Kinney, known as The Venice Place Project. While Abbot Kinney in general has become a very 
popular and successful neighborhood commercial district, the commercial activity on the 1000 block of 
Abbot Kinney, where the project is proposed, is in need of revitalization. This project will offer a 
complement to the existing businesses on that block and finally complete a fully vital Abbot Kinney 
commercial district.   
 
The inclusion of a hotel in the project fills a missing piece in the Abbot Kinney commercial district and 
would provide a significant benefit to the Venice community. Many of our members complain of having 
few quality local hotel options to send customers and clients that are visiting them in Venice. Furthermore, 
people who stay in hotels tend to spend their money locally.  By staying on Abbot Kinney, visitors will not 
need to drive to enjoy the many restaurants and shopping opportunities in the area. In neighboring Santa 
Monica, the average overnight guest spends $359 per day, much of which is spent near where they stay, 
compared to day visitors that spend only $94 per day. In addition to these benefits, the project reports 
they will create an estimated 75 permanent jobs with an aggregate wage impact of $3.6 million and 83 
additional jobs citywide. A total of $1.9 million will be generated annually in new on-site tax revenue to the 
City of LA and $7.7 million in additional annual spending in LA much of which will be spent in Venice. 
 
We applaud The Venice Place Project for their exemplary outreach and community process. They have 
actively kept our organization informed and have been very responsive to input from our members and 
the greater community. Their preservation of important buildings along Abbot Kinney and giving a new 
home to beloved Hal’s and CasaLinda restaurants are also worthy of our appreciation.   
 
In summary, the project will be very beneficial to our Venice Chamber members and the community at 
large and we encourage you to support it. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Executive Director 
Venice Chamber of Commerce 
 
cc: Councilmember Mike Bonin, CD 11 Planning Deputy Tricia Keane, City Planner Juliet Oh 
 



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-
SPR)
1 message

barry coastalarchitecturegroup.com <barry@coastalarchitecturegroup.com> Mon, Jul 29, 2019 at 5:15
PM

To: "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org"
<theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "Juliet.oh@lacity.org" <Juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theveniceplace@gmail.com"
<theveniceplace@gmail.com>, David Hertz <hertz@studioea.com>

Dear Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

I overwhelmingly support this project.  I live in Venice and as a resident I acknowledge that Venice came into
existence as a tourist destination.  When it was established, Venice only had some worker housing and all other
housing was for temporary stays for tourists.  

Over the past 40 years, Venice has seen a huge resurgence as a tourist destination.  Whereas decades ago it
was seen as a crime infested area most people avoided, it has become more and more popular over the years
until it has now become the second most popular tourist destination in Southern California.  

Yet, no new hotels have been built in those intervening decades to serve visitors.  

This project is long overdue.  It should be built yesterday.  

Sincerely, 
Barry

                Barry Cassilly
                310-930-6222
barry@coastalarchitecturegroup.com
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5 Westminster Ave  Unit 202 
Venice CA  90291 
2 July 2020 

 

TO:  West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (apcwestla@lacity.org );  
        Councilmember Mike Bonin (councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); 
        Len Nguyen, Councilmember Bonin’s Planning Deputy (Len.nguyen@lacity.org ) 

Cc: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org );  
      City Planner Juliet Oh (Juliet.oh@lacity.org ); Project Team (theveniceplace@gmail.com ) 

Subject:  I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR -  
                                                                               1021-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard 

 
I would like to express my unwavering support of the Venice Place Project. I applaud this vision 
of the future for Venice.  The design incorporates flexibility and consideration of the sentiments 
of the local community in crafting this project to incorporate existing elements of unique local 
flavor when it would have been much easier to wipe the site clean and start anew.  As a 
grandparent who welcomes the arrival of a new grandchild with enthusiasm and renewed hope 
for the future, I feel much the same way about the Venice Place Project.  The openness and 
pedestrian arcades, shops and restaurants on the ground level extend a welcome to the public. 
The project is designed to minimize intrusions on the neighborhood by setbacks and meticulous 
attention to reduce any added burden on traffic patterns.  
 
Change is necessary to revitalize our community and to promulgate the creative vision of its 
founder Abbott Kinney.  From design to construction to operations, the Venice Place Project will 
employ locals.  Renewable solar power will minimize its energy requirements and carbon 
imprint.  Where some might wish to hold on to the past, the future is bright with the promise of 
an exciting new venue that will attract tourists and provide a gathering place for the local 
community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Ronald P.  Charbonneau 
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR - 1021-1051 South
Abbot Kinney Boulevard
1 message

Don Dimster <don@dimsterarchitecture.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 4:54 PM
To: "theveniceplace@gmail.com" <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

TO: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (apcwestla@lacity.org);
Councilmember Mike Bonin (councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); Len Nguyen,
Councilmember Bonin’s Planning Deputy (Len.nguyen@lacity.org)
Cc: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org); City Planner Juliet Oh
(Juliet.oh@lacity.org); Project Team (theveniceplace@gmail.com)
Subject: I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR - 1021-1051 South
Abbot Kinney Boulevard

Dear West LA Area Planning Commissioners, please see a previous letter I have sent in
support of this project. The message below still reflects my feelings at this time. I'm
further convinced that the proposed project will  contribute to the vitality of the community
given it's carefully considered approach, and should be approved without further delay.

Here is the original letter:

Mr. Bonin, Ms. Keane, Mr. Weintraub, VNC members, and LUPC members,
My name is Don Dimster, AIA. I've been a long time resident of Venice, lived on Electric
Ave. for about 20 years, and now live on Vernon in our new house that we completed last
year. Being an architect, I am particularly
concerned with the general quality of the built environment. I am a big supporter of good
design in this community, and feel that I have contributed in the same way with several of
my own projects here in Venice, one
of which is even on Abbott Kinney. The main reason why I am in support of the proposed
hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney is because I feel that such thoughtful and balanced
development can provide a positive contribution for the
community. The fact that Abbot Kinney is rapidly changing is I'm sure clear to all
involved, as always, the question is, does the proposed project reflect the vision of the
Venice Specific plan, without asking for multiple
exceptions. From my understanding of the project, it does indeed reflect the outlined
direction for both use, massing, parking requirements, and added amenities available for
the general use. I think their approach of not
going the maximum allowable height, nor the allowable density, and limiting the actual
construction on Abbott Kinney reflects their respect of both the process by which
everyone involved can contribute, and still have a viable
project. I think they have made the point that the massing is congruent with adjacent
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buildings along Electric. In my opinion, they should have even proposed to redo Joe's
restaurant, as the quality of that particular building is in
my opinion probably a candidate to be redone as well, especially considering the scale of
this project. When I brought this up with the developers, their main position is that they
feel it should remain so as to not radically
change the character of the street, as well as to leave in tact a much loved tenant. In
either case, they tell me that the tenant is of course going to continue to be in the same
location, and of course continue to be a great
restaurant along this great street. I also want to point out that the developers have hired
a very good architect, David Hertz, another local award wining architect, which I think is
very important, as this indicates their
commitment to good design. I think we can all benefit from this type of development, and
much of the negative information that I've heard does appear to not be exactly grounded
in the actual proposal. Of course that is your
task to help determine which representation is in fact accurate, and I trust that will come
out regardless of the actual comments made either in emails or at the public hearing.
Therefore once again, please carefully evaluate the proposal, and think also of the great
benefit such a project could be if developed as is currently proposed.

Sincerely,
Don Dimster

-

DON MATHIAS DIMSTER, AIA

DIMSTERARCHITECTURE
623 Vernon Ave., Venice, CA 90291

T (310) 721-8511 F (866) 734-3249 
E don@dimsterarchitecture.com
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-
SPP-SPR)
1 message

Mollie Favour <molliefavour@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 5, 2020 at 9:19 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com

TO: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (apcwestla@lacity.org); Councilmember Mike Bonin
(councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); Len Nguyen, Councilmember Bonin’s Planning Deputy
(Len.nguyen@lacity.org)
Cc: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org); City Planner Juliet Oh (Juliet.oh@lacity.org); Project
Team (theveniceplace@gmail.com)
Subject: I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR - 1021-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard

July 5, 2020

Hello,

I am writing this letter to express strong support for the Venice Place Project on Abbott Kinney. 

I have lived in Venice for 20 years and most of that has been in the Venice Oakwood neighborhood.  We own
a single family house on Westminster Ave very near to the proposed hotel. 

Yes, there will be construction noise and more traffic when the hotel is built and in my mind all this is well
worth the slight inconvenience. 

Venice needs this hotel! 

I have friends that own stores on Abbott Kinney who are barely able to stay open in these difficult COVID19
times.  With half the stores empty and for lease or sale on Abbott Kinney, the Venice Place Project will create
more needed jobs and revive the street.

The owner and his team have listened and made changes to this project for many years now and if they still
want to build the community is lucky!

Please do everything to make this possible.

Sincerely,
Mollie Favour
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TO: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (apcwestla@lacity.org); Councilmember Mike Bonin 

(councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); Len Nguyen, Councilmember Bonin’s Planning Deputy 

(Len.nguyen@lacity.org) 
 

CC: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org); City Planner Juliet Oh 
(Juliet.oh@lacity.org); Project Team (theveniceplace@gmail.com) 
  
Subject: I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project ‐ ENV‐2016‐4321‐EIR ‐ 1021‐1051 South Abbot Kinney 
Boulevard 
 

To The West LA Area Planning Commission: 

 

I write this letter to you in unequivocal support of the Venice Place Hotel project.   

I am a 30+ year resident of Venice and an immediate neighbor of the project and I am in support. 

Not only will this project be a 100% benefit to the community, it will also increase the immediate 

commercial street on which it is located.  It will enhance public safety in this current era of endorsed 

anarchy and lawlessness.  It will provide quantum opportunities for the elementary school and students 

across the street.  And perhaps most importantly, it will create desperately needed visitor‐serving 

accommodations to Venice and the California Coastal Zone.   

Anything less than unanimous support of this project on your behalf would be an abrogation to the rule 

of law, the current state of business affairs in LA and CA and the actual intent of the Coastal Act – which 

is ONLY to provide access to the coast for visitors. 

I urge you to support the project, dismiss the current specious appeal made by local anti‐business, anti 

restaurant, anti‐construction, anti‐ sanity jihadis and their paid‐for‐agents of downzoning. 

Sincerely, 

 

George Francisc 

 

George Francisco 



Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

The Venice Place Project - ZA-2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)
(WDI); Env-2016-4321-EIR (SCH No 2016-061-033)
1 message

Jack V. Hoffmann <jackis@mac.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 9:42 AM
To: theveniceplace@gmail.com

Please find attached our well documented STRONG SUPPORT for the Venice Place Project.  Our position
has been strengthened.  Venice has a fraction of the hotel rooms that Santa Monica and Marina del Rey
provide while Venice serves a greater number of visitors.  Our community too often voices loud opposition
against anything new, with little reason or logic beyond highly charged protests.  Many who protested short
term AirBnB uses also fight the only other option available for the throngs of visitors who turned to it.  New
restrictions on AirBnB have helped one aspect of our costal housing deficiencies while increasing the need,
point and purpose for increased visitor and short-term occupancy uses in Venice.  

The broadest participation, consideration, effort and input was made by our community to designate the
subject site for hotel use, for good reason.  There has been no greater or broader community effort or input
since.  Please respect the basis and outcome of that enormous and years long effort.  We appreciate the
vocal dialogue Venice is known for.  But it is not community serving to dismiss the overall and obvious needs
of a community for the sake of people who got here first and like what they found.  Others, in whatever
numbers or manner that choose to come, also deserve that right and potential.  

Very Sincerely.  

Jack V. Hoffmann / Katy Downing Hoffmann
45 Market St.
Venice, CA 90291

3 attachments

Hoffman 2016 Supporter Letter.pdf
67K

Hoffman Jack and Katy 2019.pdf
581K

Hoffmann 2014 Supporter Letter.pdf
64K
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Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

I support the Venice Place project!
1 message

BRAD MILLER <millerrocks@hotmail.com> Sun, Jul 5, 2020 at 9:10 AM
To: The Venice Place Team <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

TO: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (apcwestla@lacity.org); Councilmember
Mike Bonin (councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); Len Nguyen, Councilmember Bonin’s Planning
Deputy (Len.nguyen@lacity.org)
Cc: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org); City Planner Juliet Oh
(Juliet.oh@lacity.org); Project Team (theveniceplace@gmail.com)
Subject: I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR - 1021-1051 South
Abbot Kinney Boulevard

Dear West Los Angeles Area Planning Commissioners,
This is a letter of support for the propose hotel at 1033 Abbot Kinney Blvd. I have lived in Venice for 20
years and am a home owner on Westminster Avenue- just down the street from the property.
This project will be a wonderful addition to Venice and our vibrant community. I appreciate that they are adding
parking for their project- something that many projects over the years have not. I also think it's great that they are
preserving several of the existing buildings on the face of the street.
The creation of Venice Place will be a place enjoyed by those staying at the hotel and locals alike. I strongly support
this project !

Brad Miller
606 Westminster Ave Venice, CA 90291

Gmail - I support the Venice Place project! https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=267a6eefa0&view=pt&sea...

1 of 1 7/6/20, 11:01 AM



July 4, 2020 

To: West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
(apcwestla@lacity.org); Councilmember Mike Bonin 
(councilmember.bonin@lacity.org); Len Nguyen, Councilmember 
Bonin’s Planning Deputy (Len.nguyen@lacity.org) 

Cc: City Planner Theodore Irving (theodore.irving@lacity.org); City 
Planner Juliet Oh (Juliet.oh@lacity.org); Project Team 
(theveniceplace@gmail.com) 

Subject: I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
- 1021-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard 

Members of the West Los Angeles Planning Commission, Councilman 
Bonin, Mr. Nguyen, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh, 

I write as I did in 2016 still in very strong support for the proposed 
hotel at 1021-1051 Abbot Kinney Blvd. in Venice. I once had serious 
concerns about its scale, the traffic it would generate, and other 
potential community impacts, but after learning more about the team 
behind the proposal and about the specific design and plans, those 
concerns disappeared, and I would love to see this hotel become a 
reality.  

I've lived in Venice since 2000 and have watched the community 
evolve and change in the last 20 years. Through it all, Venice has 
pretty much maintained the core characteristics that made it attractive 
to me in the first place: diverse, experimental, quirky, entrepreneurial, 
and eclectic. The proposed hotel respects and honors all of those 
things and brings a much needed local resource: a great place within 
walking distance to host family and friends who visit and an additional 
welcoming gathering place for locals to sustain our sense of 
neighborhood and community.  

We Venetians couldn't have asked for a better team to propose, 
design, and develop this hotel. The block it will occupy is designated 
for (and is likely to be developed as) hotel or hotel-like use; the 
massing and scale and permeability of the proposed structure are all 

mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
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very respectful of and reinforce the existing street-scape; the traffic 
generated is much less than if the property were to be developed as 
offices or condos; and the staffing/employment generated by the hotel 
will be a decent boost for locals seeking work. While another 
developer, probably a multi- venue hotelier, might attempt to address 
community concerns and desires, I fear they'd be driven by uniformity 
of design and efficiencies that would result in a much less respectful 
or welcome addition to the street. The team we've got has listened to 
community concerns and objections and has designed and made 
changes accordingly; that team loves Venice, and wants this hotel to 
be the best it can possibly be for the Venice we love and care about. 
And they're smart and know how to do that. 

I urge that you approve this project; it would be a welcome addition to 
the neighborhood and to our corner of Los Angeles! 

Sincerely, 

S. Corbin Smith 
2008 Alberta Avenue 
Venice, CA 90291 
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3/31/2015 14:06:38 "I support The Venice Place Project." Steven Edwards steve@rethinkdev.com  (310) 770-3592 1329 S Orange Grove Ave, CA 
90019 United States

I think the progression you have made is 
great.

3/31/2015 22:48:08 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Michael Lipson michaelmeg@gmail.com  () - 27 Westminster #103, Venice, 
California 90291

3/31/2015 23:49:57 "I support The Venice Place Project." Kevin Hughes Kehughes1@hotmail.com  () -

4/1/2015 1:15:19 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Nathan Deuel nathan.deuel@alumni.brown.edu  (305) 878-1088 115 Sunset Avenue, CA 90291 
United States

Sounds cool

4/1/2015 4:13:34 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Derek Harbaugh dharbaugh74@gmail.com  (323) 493-1766 938 Amoroso Place, Venice, 
CA 90291

We need places like this in Venice;  Isn't it 
shameful that the city of Los Angeles sends 
all tourists who wish to  stay at the beach, 
away.  Basically throwing money to the city 
of Santa Monica and Marina del Rey.

4/1/2015 4:14:53 "I support The Venice Place Project." Nate Court nrc_chicago@yahoo.com  (310) 701-5325 938 Amoroso Place, Venice, 
CA 90291

4/1/2015 10:53:55 "I support The Venice Place Project." Christine Burke caburke123@gmail.com  () - Los Angeles, CA 90067

4/2/2015 10:25:13 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Jacqueline Chen jacqueline.chen@pkfc.com  (213) 613-3371 400 South Hope Street, 25th 
Floor, California 90071 United 
States

4/3/2015 10:31:55 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Randall Sears randallrsears@gmail.com  (310) 497-7622 23 Camino Nevoso, Santa Fe, 
NM 87505 USA

As a long time resident and now absentee 
landlord, I have seen Venice in it's many 
changes. I lived near David for many years 
and have always admired his house and 
his work.

I feel this project will fit in well with Venice 
and add to the wonderful spirit of progress 
that we are now witnessing. Best of luck!

4/3/2015 12:03:05 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Sarah Mills sarahrmills@yahoo.com  (310) 560-9900 615 Hampton Dr., Suite A101, 
Venice, CA 90291 United 
States

4/3/2015 12:22:33 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Gwenn Godek gwenn.godek@lausd.net  (213) 241-6253 333 S. Beaudry Ave., 28th 
Floor, LA, CA 90017 USA

4/3/2015 12:23:16 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Sadrudin Damji sdamji@ca.rr.com  (310) 766-4360 428 Rialto avenue, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

Is the church going to stay?

4/3/2015 13:21:43 "I support The Venice Place Project." Sofia Balme sofiabalme@yahoo.com  () - Venice, CA 90291
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4/3/2015 13:24:15 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Rhonda DeVictor rdvrealestate@gmail.com  (310) 433-5645 2500 1/2 Strongs Drive, 
Venice, CA 90291 USA

Change is constant.  You've got to roll with 
it or your left behind.  I would support 
anything with David Hertz at the helm.  I 
know it will done right!

4/3/2015 14:08:48 "I support The Venice Place Project." Corbin Smith nibrocla1@me.com  (310) 902-8369 2008 Alberta Avenue, Venice, 
CA 90291 USA

4/3/2015 15:04:33 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed."

Heidi Bright heidibright1@gmail.com  (310) 729-3767 2921 Ocean Front Walk, 
Venice, CA 90291 U.S.

4/4/2015 2:30:04 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed."

thaddeus lee tailee_thad@hotmail.com  (626) 551-1637 880 w. ashiya rd, montebello, 
ca 90640 usa

4/6/2015 13:21:02 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Lisa Mallory firstmatelisa@aol.com  () - Venice, CA 90291 Looks awesome

4/6/2015 23:14:01 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Janin Paine janin09@gmail.com  () - CA 90291 United States I am already on your email list and am 
sorry I missed the last event. I like the 
break/walkway between buildings. Looking 
beautiful. And yes, I am a native Venetian. 
There is no going back to the quiet Venice 
of my childhood so you might as well build 
something beautiful...
Thanks
Janin

4/23/2015 11:59:52 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Staci levine staci@snlc.net  (310) 994-8437 12536 Rose Ave, LA, CA 
90066 usa

4/24/2015 17:49:21 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Kristina Kovacs kkovacs21@gmail.com  () - 2712 Abbot Kinney Blvd #5, 
Venice, CA 90291 90291

I am interested in more info.

4/28/2015 14:53:59 "I support The Venice Place Project." Michael Hayes sc00tert00ter@gmail.com  (310) 399-1990 861 Flower, CA 90291 United 
States

4/30/2015 20:28:41 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Ramiro S Canchola ramiroscanchola@yahoo.com  () - 505 East Juniper Street, 
Oxnard, CA 93033 USA

Love the Idea!

5/1/2015 15:27:25 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project."

Ferris Kawar ferrisk2@gmail.com  (310) 804-3124 1949 20th St, Apt D, Santa 
Monica, CA 90404 USA

You had me at "LEED Gold".

5/6/2015 0:43:32 "I support The Venice Place Project." Nilou Ghodsi Nilou@shopheist.con  (310) 450-6531 Heist, 1100 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 
Venice, Ca 90291

I can't wait for this project to be completed. 
I've been a mainstay on the block for 
almost eleven years & have worked my tail 
off attracting a high end clientele! It's 
amazing to me that people are against this 
project and yet have no issue with 
corporate chains moving right in. You have 
my FULL support.
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5/6/2015 23:09:45 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Charles Willhoit charlie@iwpmail.com  (720) 524-3761 PO Box 61020, Denver, CO 
80206 usa

5/13/2015 22:05:03 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Tim Stedman tendency@mac.com  (310) 663-4187

5/15/2015 15:09:04 "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed." Gwenn Godek gwenn.godek@lausd.net  (213) 241-6253 333 South Beaudry Ave, LA, 
CA, Los Angeles, CA - 
California 90017

5/22/2015 14:23:28 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Milkita McCreight milkitamccreight@yahoo.com  (562) 326-0318 17808 Coke ave, California 
90706 United States

6/5/2015 12:21:52 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Bob Gold Bobbyboomboom2002@yahoo.com (954) 648-8057 8100 NW 73 terrace, Tamarac, 
Fla 33321 USAis

Is my info safe?

6/12/2015 0:06:04 "I support The Venice Place Project.", "You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.", "I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed."

Will Knox knoxcom@aol.com  (310) 993-6896 210 North Canon Drive, 
Beverly Hills, Ca. 90210 USA

Onward.

7/7/2015 6:30:41 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Hill Salomon Hillsalomon@gmail.com  (310) 773-7295 103 brooks ave, Venice, 90291 
Usa

7/22/2015 18:22:56 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Stephen Fasano info@the-magician.be  () -

8/5/2015 15:57:07 I support The Venice Place Project. Larry Santoyo l.santoyodesigns@gmail.com  (310) 383-5495 7101 N Figueroa St, CA 90042 
United States

Larry Santoyo, Earthflow Designs & The 
Permaculture Academy -proud to offer you 
our support.

8/21/2015 17:20:52 I support The Venice Place Project. Barbara Littlejohn blittlejohn@visitmarinadelrey.com  (310) 305-9545 4701 Admiralty Way, Marina 
del Rey, CA 90292 USA

8/31/2015 20:27:38 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Don Parker donparker@gmail.com  (646) 416-2449 730 Palms Blvd, California 
90291 United States

9/13/2015 13:30:45 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

carolyn banister banisterl@aol.com  (323) 733-1153 1600 West 35th Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90018

I would like to know when the living spaces 
furniture store will be opening

10/3/2015 13:51:41 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Herschel Sand Herschelsand@yahoo.com  (310) 443-1745 5th Ave, Venice, Ca 

10/13/2015 14:49:18 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Stacey Heins smills@heinsmills.com  (612) 805-2218 524 Rialto Ave, Venice, CA 
90291 USA
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10/14/2015 11:54:14 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Daniel marks dvmarks13@yahoo.com  (310) 490-1172 1628 lincoln blvd, venice, ca 
90291 low angeles

I manage Marina Auto Upholstery on 
Lincoln Blvd and Palms for 13 years. 
Marina Auto Upholstery has been my 
family's local business for 38 years and we 
are Venices oldest used car lot! I also 
come from a work backround that aside 
from business management also includes a 
deep understanding on customers needs 
and wants and an enfisis on customer 
satisfaction!! Please inform me of any 
possible employment opportunities in 
management! 
Thanks
Dan Marks
(310) 490-1172

10/27/2015 18:50:41 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Michael Hayes mhayes23@fordham.edu  (951) 704-6849 913 Ocean Front Walk, CA 
90291 United States

I love the design and respect to the 
community, maintaining the existing 
restaurants and building upon the unique 
character of Abbot Kinney. The whole thing 
looks great, I can't wait to visit when it's 
complete.

11/11/2015 3:23:00 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Laura Doss laura@lauradoss.com  (310) 717-2735

11/11/2015 8:41:58 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Linda Jassim linda@gwynnepugh.com  () -

11/11/2015 9:07:25 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Turk O'connor turk@thoconnor.com  (310) 869-8262 10376 ilona ave, Los Angeles, 
CA 90064 USA

11/11/2015 11:42:34 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

ben levin bl90292@gmail.com  (310) 804-5067 13650 marina pointe dr, #1105, 
marina del rey, ca 90292

Former resident on AK and long time retail 
property owner in support of this project

11/11/2015 18:01:09 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Harlan Kee Harlan.lee@me.con  (310) 433-5898 5509 Via Donte, M.D.R., Ca 
90292

11/13/2015 14:18:34 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

William Doss wdoss@urewest.net  (916) 772-2222 4909 Moonshadow Court, 
Rocklin, 95677 USA

“The Venice Place Project” is an exciting 
undertaking that will surely enrich the 
culture and vibrancy of historic Venice for 
many years to come.
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11/29/2015 20:38:22 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. N Lerne Nlerner555@gmail.com  () -

12/8/2015 13:26:43 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Mary Breedlove breedlovepilates@gmail.com  () - 1107 venice boulevard, #201, 
venice, ca 90291 usa

12/29/2015 11:55:10 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Alicia Murphy Aliciadawn10@aol.com  (310) 305-2410

1/3/2016 21:24:31 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. peter smith ms@come-together.net  () -

1/16/2016 16:12:40 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

John Tapia John.tapia@me.com  (310) 779-4133 12623 Venice Blvd, Los 
Angeles, Ca 90066 Usa

Hope this gets done!

x 3/4/2016 12:49:00 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Dave Maldonado dave@thindwest.com  (310) 442-1624 11661 San Vicente Blvd., 10th 
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90049 
US

3/4/2016 12:50:03 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

David Thind davidthind@coldwellbanker.com  (310) 442-1625 11661 San Vicente Blvd., 10th 
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90049 
US

x 3/4/2016 15:13:33 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

DORIT GOLDSTEIN dorit@champgoldstein.com  () - 416 Venice Way, Venice, CA 
90291

3/4/2016 15:15:30 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Joel Shapiro joel@electriclodge.org  (310) 384-6630 1416 Electric Ave, Venice, CA 
90291

3/4/2016 18:04:36 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Tony Bill tony@barnstormfilms.com  (310) 396-5937 3163 Donald Douglas Loop S, 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 USA

3/4/2016 18:55:17 I support The Venice Place Project. Tom Breen breentho@gmail.com  (310) 600-8671 438 Sherman Canal, CA 90291 
United States

3/4/2016 19:08:01 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Mark Shelmerdine mark@bmotivated.com  (310) 386-9399 171 Pier Avenue, #391, Santa 
Monica, CA 90405 USA

3/4/2016 19:13:27 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Chuck Cowley mdrchuck@gmail.com  (310) 746-4090 850 Dickson Street, Marina del 
Rey, California 90292 USA

Congrats on a beautiful design and plan.
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3/4/2016 20:29:10 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Susan Marquis smarquis@rand.org  (310) 804-6901 710 4th Ave, Apt 3, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

3/4/2016 20:42:55 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

David Wardlow Wardlowaso@gmail.com  (310) 452-1292 14000 Palawan Way #36. 
Marina del Rey, ca. 90292, 
Marina delmRey, 90292 L.a.

Let me know if I may be of help in bringing 
the project to reality

3/4/2016 21:54:36 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Brian Adams Brian@trustedmessengermarketing (310) 592-1799

3/5/2016 0:26:03 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Amie Grenier amiegrenier@gmail.com  () -

3/6/2016 16:02:01 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Courtney Nichols Goucourtney@smartypantscorp.com  (917) 837-0727 827 marco place, Venice, ca 
90291 USA

We can't stop progress, so lets make it 
badass! as local residents and business 
owners (SmartyPants Vitamins) that 
started our baby in our house until it 
graduated to the big time, we support 
innovation and cool places to hang. We 
have many venice residents as employees 
and we are all psyched about the project. :)

3/7/2016 16:18:01 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Jeffrey Gray jeff.gray@conroycommercial.com  (310) 275-3213 5877 W 3rd St, Los Angeles, 
California 90036 United States

3/7/2016 16:35:13 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. jay cole jay@venicebeachliving.com  (310) 301-4910 437 carroll canal  venice 90291, 

3/7/2016 17:03:23 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Don Glunts donglunts@gmail.com  (310) 306-5075 1842 Abbot kinney Blvd., 

3/7/2016 17:05:11 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Don Glunts donglunts@gmail.com  (310) 306-5075 1842 Abbot kinney Blvd., 
Venice, CA 90291 U.S.

3/7/2016 17:59:08 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Kristen Harvey kristen.harvey@me.com  (919) 785-0900 1212 Currituck Drive, Raleigh, 
NC 27609 USA

LOVE everything about this project!  You 
need to develop them all over the country! :)

3/7/2016 19:15:27 I support The Venice Place Project. Evan Pozarny epozarny@muselli.net  (310) 458-4100 1513 6th Street, Unit 201 A, 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 USA

3/8/2016 10:15:36 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

judith hinds 9090hinds@gmail.com  (208) 721-0166 1197 rusty nail rd, prescott 
valley, AZ 86314 usa

3/8/2016 14:42:33 I support The Venice Place Project. Adi BenYaacov admservices1@gmail.com  (310) 593-3992 1119 South La Peer Drive, 
California 90035 United States
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3/8/2016 15:35:11 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Andrew Tyzbir tyzbir@ca.rr.com  (661) 607-2167 Pinnacle Estate Properties, 
24501 Town Center Drive, STE 
104, Valencia, California 91355 
United States

3/8/2016 15:39:33 I support The Venice Place Project. Sue Levitt suzq518@AOL.COM  (310) 717-6114 12580 Rosy Circle, Los 
Angeles, Ca 90066

3/8/2016 21:48:05 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Alex Quaid alex.quaid@thepartnerstrust.com  () -

3/21/2016 20:37:12 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

William Watts wmbwatts@gmail.com  () - Venice, 

4/14/2016 13:32:45 I support The Venice Place Project. Don Glunts donglunts@gmail.com  (310) 306-5075 1842 Abbot Kinney Blvd., 
Venice, CA 90291 U.S.

4/28/2016 22:51:54 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Sinead Cooke sineadccooke@gmail.com  (310) 745-1639 Los Angeles, California  United 
States

06/24/2016 19:34:22 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Emily Slade emily@workingnotworking.com  (858) 880-8401 1023 elkgrove ave, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

I'd love to learn more and get involved.

07/21/2016 14:41:22 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

David Reddy dr@rd-arch.net  (310) 266-8078 1097 Marco Place, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

Yes, by all and any means.  This is a 
perfect Venice project.

Have been watching from a distance for 
quite some time, and am curious about 
when it will materialize.

my best,

David Reddy  AIA   +LEED AP    
www.dr-a.us    www.rd-a.us

08/05/2016 19:08:33 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Diana Pollard dpollard@soaltd.com  (213) 763-0505 1330 W. 12th St., Suite A, CA 
90015 United States

Venice needs a boutique hotel & this is the 
right solution for this site & Abbott Kinney. 
It's as 'cool' as the rest of the street. Get 
this one done!

08/05/2016 20:16:03 I support The Venice Place Project. Rich Brunton richbrunton@mindspring.com  (310) 827-4749 816 Superba Ave, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

08/05/2016 21:06:28 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Brian Ulf ulf.brian@yahoo.com  (213) 200-9605 2508 Strongs Drive, CA 90291 
United States

Looking forward to learning more.....I 
support the project but I am a bit 
concerned re: congestion on Electric Ave 
which barely has enough room for two cars 
to pass as it is today.
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08/07/2016 19:16:03 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Julie Du Brow julie@dubroworks.com  (310) 821-2463 90292

08/08/2016 19:52:05 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Melissa Stirling Melissastirling1@gmail.com  (310) 880-1237 2333 grand canal, Venice, Ca 
90291 USA

08/10/2016 15:52:59 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Grace Gehman wishlistdesigns@mac.com  () - 30 WaveCrest Ave, Venice, ca 
90291 USA

Is this project still in the works? What is the 
status of the project?

08/22/2016 23:18:03 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Alexandria Yalj Venicebeachnow@gmail.com  () -

08/23/2016 12:26:34 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Elisa Paster epaster@glaserweil.com  () -

08/23/2016 12:44:11 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

RON CHARBONNEA RIBITPOND@gmail.com  (310) 710-5443 5 WESTMINSTER AVE, UNIT 
202, VENICE, CA 90291-3650 
US

Venice originated from a bold development 
plan by Abbot Kinney.   We should 
embrace a new vision for the future that is 
imbued with vibrancy and uniqueness that 
is a seamless transition from the fading 
glory of the past to its latest incarnation.

08/24/2016 20:43:17 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Stephanie Craft scraft@vince.com  (971) 275-6558 4121 via marina 101, marina 
del rey, ca 90292

08/24/2016 20:46:07 I support The Venice Place Project. Mila Junge milajh@gmail.com  (424) 209-5490 1426 Pearl Street APT A, 
Santa Monica, ca 90405 US

I support the Project

08/26/2016 17:28:29 I support The Venice Place Project. Greg Reitz greg_reitz@hotmail.com  (310) 292-4876 201 Calle Granada, CA 93105 
United States

test

08/27/2016 1:35:09 I support The Venice Place Project. Barry Cassilly barry@coastalarchitecturegroup.co (310) 930-6222 2012 Linden Ave., Venice, CA 
90291 USA

08/30/2016 2:38:20 I support The Venice Place Project. marc stein marcstein99@mac.com  (310) 990-9880 247 horizon ave, venice, ca 
90291 usa

08/30/2016 11:01:04 You can list my name publicly as a supporter of 
The Venice Place Project.

David Kurtz Davidblairkurtz@gmail.com  (310) 699-4487 2100 abbot Kinney Blvd unit c, 
Venice, Ca 90291 Usa

We need more local hotel rooms and 
Venice Place is the solution we've been 
waiting for!

08/31/2016 12:54:31 I support The Venice Place Project. Lindsay Ratkovich lindsay@couryratkovich.com  (323) 383-6285 421 N Beverly Drive, Beverly 
Hills, California 90210 US

The developers have done an excellent job 
of working with the community - they are 
very capable people and Venice would be 
lucky to see this project through. The 
design, plans, sizes, scale and concept will 
be a wonderful addition to Venice.
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09/01/2016 15:01:05 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Stephen Morris smorris606@gmail.com  (310) 574-4444 736 Superba Avenue, Venice, 
CA 90291 USA

Looks great !

09/02/2016 14:14:24 You can list my name publicly as a supporter of 
The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, 
please keep me informed.

Deborah Keaton-Ganndebkeaton@mac.com  (310) 713-8100 1694 Electric Ave, CA 90291 
United States

Looks great. Am excited to see how it will 
integrate into the neighborhood.

09/06/2016 17:18:48 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Dorit Goldstein dorir@champgoldstein.com  () - 416 Venice way, Venice, Ca 
90291

09/06/2016 18:36:26 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

David Maldonado dave@thindwest.com  (323) 702-2006 438 S. Hamel Rd, California 
90048

09/07/2016 10:49:43 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Ed Contreras econtreras@rwsmithco.com  (714) 795-6775 3186-A Airway Avenue, Costa 
Mesa, CA. 92626 USA

At Trimark R.W. Smith & Co. we have had 
the pleasure in working with David Hertz 
FAIA and fully support the "Venice Place 
Project"

09/07/2016 16:28:54 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Erin McMorrow erinmcmorrow@gmail.com  (619) 548-0923 23024 Saddle Peak Rd, 
California 90290 United States

09/08/2016 12:25:10 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Garrett McLaughlin grtmclaughlin@gmail.com  (503) 380-3652 1645 Page Street unit 5, San 
Francisco, California 94117 
United States

x 09/08/2016 18:11:38 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Justin Alexander justin@haltonpardee.com  (970) 710-1665 1524 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 
Venice, CA 90291 USA

I am so very excited at the thought of this 
wonderful new addition to our community. 
The inclusion of our current Abbot Kinney 
footprint plus bringing new life to the north 
of end of the block will be both enjoyable 
for local residents and ideal for enriching 
our Venice economy without going against 
the integrity of the neighborhood. I for one, 
can not wait to see The Venice Place 
Project move forward expeditiously!

My Best,

Justin Alexander
Direct of Sales
Halton Pardee + Partners



X= have 
print 
out in 
binder

Submitted On i support Name Email Address Phone Address Comments/Questions

x 09/20/2016 1:54:33 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Dan Brunn dan@danbrunn.com  () - 6363 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 503, 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 Usa

09/20/2016 12:02:59 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Gary Levinson gary@gary-levinson.com  (215) 801-5000 700 Main Street, #8A, CA 
90291 United States

I have been a professional developer of 
hotels and multi-family for 40 years.  I 
would like to understand the traffic flow you 
have planned.  As for parking, how do you 
plan to limit parking to the hotel, if at all?

Thank you.

x 09/21/2016 14:19:19 I support The Venice Place Project. Cari Chanin cari@bulldogrealtors.com  () - 1209 Abbot Kinney Blvd., 
Venice, CA 90291 USA

x 09/21/2016 14:52:59 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Julie Cantor juliecantor@me.com  () - 1021 Georgina Ave., Santa 
Monica, CA 90402 United 
States

Sounds like a great project!

x 09/21/2016 17:13:58 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Pamela Petrigliano pamelak@gmail.com  (714) 225-5726 1315 Pacific Street, California 
90405 United States

09/23/2016 10:54:07 I support The Venice Place Project. Jack Hoffmann jackis@mac.com  (310) 500-8885 45 Market St., Venice, CA 
90291 USA

10/05/2016 18:47:24 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Maggie Oliva moliva@innatvenicebeach.com  (310) 821-2557 327 Washington Blvd., Venice, 
CA 90291 USA

Just interested in updates about the project 
and possible opening day.

10/19/2016 17:46:00 I support The Venice Place Project. Fabrice Lorenzi gramuala@gmail.com  (310) 350-6968 1142, S. Hayworth Ave, 
California 90035 United States

10/22/2016 14:03:29 I support The Venice Place Project. Drazen Begovic Begovic.drazen@gmail.com  (310) 261-0786 728 Nowita Place, Venice, CA 
90291

11/01/2016 22:16:03 I support The Venice Place Project. Jillian Allen Kotler JMAKproperties@gmail.com  (310) 490-0810 838 Amoroso Pl, Venice, CA 
CA 90291

11/02/2016 10:22:30 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Eimon Smith eimon.smith@lausd.net  () -

01/12/2017 12:23:29 I support The Venice Place Project. Scott Woodworth swoodworth@cityliftparking.com  (661) 430-3244 811 W. 7th Street, Los 
Angeles, California 90017 USA

01/14/2017 0:03:25 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

William Love wlove@artobrick.com
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01/15/2017 21:54:10 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. susan rosenberg susanr_nyc@yahoo.com Hi, I live in the neighborhood and am 
curious when this will be developed.  
Sounds great!  And am interested in what 
you are doing in regards to retail and office 
space availability as well. 
 Thanks, Susan

01/17/2017 4:13:31 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Shayler McCarthy smccarthy1@ur.com  (310) 200-3410 2045 Las Colinas Circle #307, 
Corona, California 92879 
United States

Did you happen to know the general 
contractor for this project? When it is set to 
start and/or finish?

01/25/2017 1:44:08 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. anthony wells anthonyinnit@gmail.com

02/26/2017 22:00:03 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Michael Ruark michael@michaelruark.com

03/28/2017 14:36:17 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

sheryl cooke scooke202@gmail.com  (949) 280-7869 706 california ave # A, 20 29th 
ave # 204, Venice CA, ca 
90291 usa

05/09/2017 12:20:56 I support The Venice Place Project. Raul Uriostegui raul@ampcocontracting.com  (949) 955-2255 1540 S Lewis St, Anaheim, CA 
92805 USA

We are a preconstruction contractor 
interested in being involved in the project 
once the time comes. We do abatement, 
demolition, sawcutting, site utilities, and 
earthwork. Let me know how my company 
can be involved in your project.

05/10/2017 4:21:37 I support The Venice Place Project. Adam Biggs Adambiggs@me.com

06/14/2017 19:30:05 I support The Venice Place Project. Cristina Massa vcmassa@gmail.com  (203) 364-7347 2128 Narcissus Court, Venice, 
California 90291 United States

06/27/2017 10:41:28 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Jim Miller jtm1975@aol.com  (571) 309-0931 610 N. West Street, Apt 207, 
Alexandria, VA 22314 US

Greetings. I reside in Alexandria, VA, but 
truly love Venice, and the Venice Place 
building.  I glanced through the reading 
material....but thought best to just ask my 
question.  Does this project preserve the 
Venice Place Building, which has been 
there a very long time, used for TV shows I 
think?  Many thanks for your reply, Jim

07/20/2017 14:40:18 I support The Venice Place Project. Bernhard Mairinger info@chefbernhard.com  (323) 767-9672

07/20/2017 15:08:26 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Chloe Cotoulas chloe.cotoulas@gmail.com  (908) 418-5944 1818 10th Street, Apt. D, 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 
United States

07/20/2017 16:44:27 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Stuart Falk stuartfalk@me.com  (323) 962-7006 6222 Fountain Ave Apt 318, 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 United 
States



X= have 
print 
out in 
binder

Submitted On i support Name Email Address Phone Address Comments/Questions

07/20/2017 17:02:20 I support The Venice Place Project. Matthew McIvor matt@localitela.com  (732) 910-1792 2321 Rosecrans Ave Ste. 
2245, El Segundo, CA 90245 
United States

Hi,

I wanted to reach out on behalf of my 
hospitality/lifestyle firm, Localite Public 
Relations. Curious to know if you have a 
specific PR/Social Media plan in place. If 
not, I'd love to speak further about working 
together. 

You may be familiar with our hospitality firm 
in Los Angeles, as we are 5-year old 
company that specializes in both ongoing, 
earned media coverage in the local market, 
as well as in-depth features in leading 
national food/wine, lifestyle, travel, product 
and business media. 

My staff and I have worked with major 
publications not only cultivating strong 
relationships with the local media, but also 
drawing attention from journalists located 
around the country. With so much 
competition, it can be difficult to attract 
media placement, but we feel that The 
Venice Project is worthy of great spotlight. 

If you are interested please let me know 
and we can discuss further07/20/2017 20:41:32 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 

my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Tony Bill tony@barnstormfilms.com

07/21/2017 13:23:39 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Alexandra Weyman aweyman@unitehere11.org

07/21/2017 14:26:34 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Kirk Gaw kirk.oneone77@gmail.com  (213) 215-7292 206 W. 6th St. #366, Los 
Angeles, California 90014 
United States

Glad to see new developments happening 
in Venice!  I wish the community could 
work more on better housing options too?  
This is a great start for reinvigorating that 
neighborhood!

09/08/2017 22:31:02 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Jill Royster jill.royster@gmail.com  (646) 258-6042 2711 2nd St, Santa Monica, 
CA 90405 United States
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10/18/2017 14:25:01 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Hallie Harris Halliehf@gmail.com  (216) 469-2604 3604 Greenwood Ave, Los 
Angeles, Ca 900666 Us

11/05/2017 11:38:52 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Bradley Hertz BrHertz@aol.com

11/21/2017 20:38:41 I support The Venice Place Project. Michele Cataldo Cataldomichele@gmail.com  (310) 918-5725 18 Grenada Court, MB, Ca 
90266 United States

Thanks

12/28/2017 19:52:11 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. William George Emailwgeorge@yahoo.com

01/14/2018 21:54:20 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Z Holly veniceplace@zholly.com xxx, Venice, CA 90291 USA Dan,
I know only a little bit about your project, so 
I will reserve full judgment, but my gut 
reaction is totally positive. All too often my 
fellow Venice neighbors have a knee-jerk 
NIMBY reaction to try to stop all 
development, ironically leading to other 
unintended consequences like too many 
AirBnBs or people having to stay elsewhere 
and then driving to Venice causing more 
parking issues. Venice is a tourist 
destination, after all! I'm all for common-
sense solutions, including creating more 
accomodations for tourists. Thanks for your 
persistence and patience bringing this 
vision to reality.

I hope your project doesn't just cater to the 
kombucha-drinking, gluten-free vegan 
hipsters and the wealthy trustafarians with 
man-buns and flip flops... we have enough 
of that already! :) OK sorry, I'm generalizing 
a bit and I hope I didn't offend. But I really 
hope your hotel is reasonably priced and 
caters to a broader demographic that what 
Venice has become in the decade+ that 
I've lived here. I'm especally excited about 
the opportunity you will have to create02/26/2018 14:23:22 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 

learn more, please keep me informed.
Conor Dirks conorjdirks@gmail.com  (310) 344-8167 1304 Rivier Ave. #C, Los 

Angeles, California 90291 USA

03/01/2018 16:25:42 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. William Wilhelm william.wilhelm@gmail.com  (202) 412-9369 1517 30th ST NW APT C31, 
Washington, dc 20007 United 
States
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04/02/2018 1:12:50 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Lazaros Papademetroac2architects@gmail.com  (310) 804-8999 806 Pacific Ave., Venice, CA 
90266 United States

04/15/2018 16:11:59 I support The Venice Place Project. Mark Kitching markkitching@gmail.com  (310) 902-0221 2235 Prospect Ave., Venice, 
Ca 90291 Usa

04/30/2018 13:14:24 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Orlanda Arroyo orlanda@hoteltonight.com  (415) 766-0563 901 MARKET STREET, Suite 
310, San Francisco, CA 94108 
United States

Hi there! First off, love the project! I work 
with HotelTonight which is an app for hotel 
bookings, we are a discovery tool for hotels 
for users who are looking to book in a 12-
day booking window. I am seeking a 
partnership with you and would love to get 
in touch when you are ready. Feel free to 
download the app or for more information 
look into hoteltonight.com
Looking forward!
Orlanda

05/19/2018 10:32:39 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Robert Holmes Rholmes@thgadvisory.com  (206) 999-2600

06/02/2018 17:26:07 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Lynne Richheimer lrichhe@gmail.com 3 WILLIAMS BLVD APT 2F, 
Lake Grove, NY 11755 United 
States

When will the new hotel open?

07/05/2018 10:57:22 I support The Venice Place Project. Ashley Stephens Ashley4renee@yahoo.com  (254) 392-5056 14723 TC Jester Blvd, 
Houston, TX 77068 United 
States

This project will rebirth the culture and 
community  as a whole and so many others 
who visit throughout the years such as 
myself. This is a great idea and I definitely 
support it!

09/01/2018 16:19:32 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Tommy Pesavento tommypez@gmail.com  (650) 490-6077 1138 Lake St, Venice, CA 
90291 United States

11/17/2018 22:45:43 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Kevin Wheeler Wheel103@outlook.com  (213) 867-5309 3757, Ashwood Ave, Los 
Angeles, CA 90066 United 
States

12/03/2018 12:57:10 I support The Venice Place Project. Robert Burnside therobertgroup@gmail.com  (917) 921-8761 909 Westbourne Dr., 217, 
WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA 
90069 United States

01/10/2019 18:44:19 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Christine Lan cp-y.lan@lausd.net  (408) 306-4097
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01/10/2019 19:48:31 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

DORIT GOLDSTEIN dorit@champgoldstein.com 416 VENICE WAY, VENICE, 
CA 90291 USA

01/10/2019 22:21:12 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Robert Gold Bobbyboomboom2002@yahoo.com (954) 648-8057 8100 NW 73 terrace, Tamarac, 
Florida 33321 USA

Thank you

01/10/2019 22:45:28 I support The Venice Place Project. karen tenkhoff ktenk@mac.com main street, venice, ca 90291 
usa

hi guys--
i've always been a big supporter of your 
project, along with many others in our 
community.  i'm sure you aware of the 
bridge housing plans at the nearby MTA 
yard on main/sunset ave.  i'm writing on 
behalf of many to respectfully ask that you 
consider donating (if you haven't already) 
to the legal effort to stop this monstrosity.  
the bridge shelter in san diego has been an 
abject failure--with millions spent and very 
few housed.  it has intensified an already 
difficult homeless situation.  the police have 
told us that it is a complete myth that 
bridge housing will allow them to clean up 
nearby encampments here in venice.
since you are working hard to create a 
robust community space in the heart of 
venice, we hope you will share our 
opposition to this project.  since you have 
experienced the insanely difficult process of 
city review, i would think you'd find it 
particularly galling that this project has 
been deemed exempt from EIR and all of 
the usual regulations that govern 
development initiatives.  
if this is allowed to go in, it will inevitably 
have a deeply negative impact on the01/11/2019 4:02:42 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 

my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

William Watts Wmbwatts@gmail.com  (310) 392-0576 650 San Juan Ave., Venice, 
CA 90291 USA

I am a 33 year resident of Venice and a 
property owner on Abbot Kinney Blvd.  I 
fully support this project.
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01/11/2019 10:48:21 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Ron Charbonneau ribitpond@gmail.com  (310) 710-5443 5 WESTMINSTER AVE  UNIT 
202, Venice, CA 90291 United 
States

AK demonstrates a deep level of 
commitment to preserving the spirit of 
openness and creativity that has been a 
hallmark of Venice.  An aging lady 
sometimes needs a face lift and AK will 
transform and re-energize the community.

01/13/2019 15:17:56 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Paul Schroeder paulkschroeder@gmail.com  (847) 644-8757 310 Mildred Ave, Venice, 
California 90291 United States

Can’t wait, any rough ETA?

01/14/2019 17:51:58 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Jennifer Lo jennifer@jennifer-lo.com  (310) 962-6770 1308 9th street apt 1, santa 
monica, ca 90401 USA

x 01/15/2019 15:39:04 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Tyler Thomas tyler.j.thomas@me.com 150 s el camino, Beverly Hills, 
CA 90056 USA

x 01/15/2019 18:14:23 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Pamela London pamelainvenice@gmail.com 5 Westminster Ave. #202, 
Venice, CA 90291 US

It is going to be the most amazing magical 
project on Abbott Kinney ever!!!  So 
conscious, well thought out and exciting!!!  
We are looking forward to enjoying The 
Venice Place Project in our 'hood'!  YAY!!! 
👍

x 01/21/2019 13:08:31 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Alicia Shepherd AShepherd@kwcommercial.com  (310) 431-8152

x 03/10/2019 22:40:34 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Lee Tonks leetonks70@gmail.com

x 03/12/2019 14:02:22 I support The Venice Place Project. Tessa Shane tshane@cimgroup.com  (949) 246-7488 3458 S Centinela Ave, 
Apartment 1, Los Angeles, CA 
90066 united states

x 06/13/2019 17:38:05 I support The Venice Place Project. Don Glunts donglunts@gmail.com 1842 Abbot Kinney Blvd, 
Marina Del Ry, CA 90292 US

x 06/13/2019 17:39:46 I support The Venice Place Project. Michele Cataldo cataldomichele@gmail.com

x 06/13/2019 19:55:34 You can list my name publicly as a supporter of 
The Venice Place Project.

Heidi Bright heidibright1@gmail.com  (310) 729-3767 2921 Ocean Front Walk, 
Venice, CA 90291 U.S.

x 06/13/2019 20:52:32 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Steve Meepos Sameepos@gmail.com 16 Topsail street, Venice, Ca 
90292 Usa

Good luck

x 06/13/2019 21:08:59 I support The Venice Place Project. Carol Levy carollevy@mac.com  (310) 614-1873 60 Navy Street, Venice, CA 
90291 United States
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x 06/14/2019 17:09:36 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

Grant Nassif gsn777@gmail.com  (760) 845-6333 438 S Venice Blvd, Apt 3, 
Venice, CA 90291 United 
States

x 06/14/2019 17:11:54 I support The Venice Place Project. Christophe Juul-Nielsechristophe.juulnielsen@gmail.com  (516) 459-6653 438 S Venice Blvd, Apt 3, 
Venice, CA 90291 United 
States

x 06/14/2019 17:46:01 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Noah farrell noahfarrell@yahoo.com  (310) 490-3026 2824 S. Victoria Ave., Los 
Angeles, California 90016 
United States

x 06/14/2019 19:12:30 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Tyson Sayles tyson@thesaylesgroup.com  (213) 440-4781 837 flower, Venice, Ca 90291 
Usa

x 06/14/2019 23:01:12 I support The Venice Place Project. Peter Picado-Curtis peterpicado@gmail.com  (541) 255-5910 438 S Venice Blvd, Apt 3, 
Venice, CA 90291 United 
States

x 06/27/2019 13:15:30 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Tony Bill tony@barnstormfilms.com  (310) 713-8581 1393 Rose Ave, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

x 06/27/2019 13:53:07 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Carmel Beau juneau@cbeaumont.net

x 06/27/2019 14:49:31 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. LR Grossman lrg@ix.netcom.com 1054 Superba Av, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

06/28/2019 1:05:28 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Mollie Favour molliefavour@gmail.com  (310) 663-6766 606 Westminster Ave, Venice, 
CA 90291 United States

06/28/2019 13:07:36 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Chris Moore cmoore@themediafarm.com  (310) 729-9600 7 Latimer Road, Santa Monica, 
CA 90402 USA

I love this project.  I would be a regular 
visitor and root for this to happen.

07/08/2019 14:41:39 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Jeff Gray jeff@conroycommercial.com  (310) 275-3213 216 Waterview St., Playa Del 
Rey, CA 90293 United States

Build it already!! ;)

07/08/2019 17:03:36 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

WINSTON CENAC winston@bulldogrealtors.com  (310) 963-9300 1209 ABBOT KINNEY BL;VD, 
VENICE,, CA 90291 United 
States

07/10/2019 14:47:50 I support The Venice Place Project., I ‘d like to 
learn more, please keep me informed.

jack kindberg jack.kindberg@gmail.com  (323) 822-7616

07/10/2019 16:57:23 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

DORIT GOLDSTEIN dorit@champgoldstein.com 416 VENICE WAY, VENICE, 
CA 90291 USA
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07/12/2019 0:07:23 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Randall Sears searsmatsumoto@earthlink.net

07/16/2019 17:12:11 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Vince Muselli muselli@muselli.net  (310) 428-0922 1513 6th Street, Santa Monica, 
CA 90401 United States

This will be a great asset to the community.  
 Cannot wait to see it happen!

07/16/2019 22:21:17 I ‘d like to learn more, please keep me informed. Seth Wulkan swulkan@gmail.com  (818) 577-9735 9427 Natick Avenue, NORTH 
HILLS, CA 91343 United States

07/19/2019 14:52:46 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Brett Willis BRETTWILLIS72@YAHOO.COM  (617) 352-2747 2428 mckinley Ave, venice, ca 
90291 os Angelas

07/20/2019 14:55:07 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Dan Brunn dan@danbrunn.com  (310) 855-3555 6363 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 503, 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 USA

07/28/2019 10:56:21 I support The Venice Place Project. Stephen Pouliot savenezia@aol.com  (310) 396-4944 1223 Cabrillo Ave, venice, CA 
90291 USA

Well thought out on every level.  This will 
be a centerpiece for our community.
Abbot KInney brought Los Angeles orphans 
to Windward every Christmas week to enjoy
the holiday celebration.  Your team should 
have key outreach programs that bring the
joy of this space to those less fortunate.

07/31/2019 6:50:14 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project.

Lejon Stewart lejonpirate@gmail.com  (424) 901-3806 19323 S. And mark Ave., 
Carson, CA 90746 USA

07/31/2019 17:23:01 I support The Venice Place Project., You can list 
my name publicly as a supporter of The Venice 
Place Project., I ‘d like to learn more, please keep 
me informed.

Laura Reed laurasreed@live.com  (415) 690-5109 2416 Clement Ave, Venice, CA 
90291 USA

08/01/2019 12:07:14 Cerina G cerina@gmail.com I'm a Venice resident. Let me know when 
you guys have a hearing or anything and I'll 
try to come out to publicly support it.

08/01/2019 19:41:40 Cameron Nehrer cam@cameronscottcreative.com  (626) 215-0652

08/05/2019 16:03:07 Paul Bricault paul@bricault.com 509 brooks avenue, Venice, 
CA 90291 USA
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08/19/2019 17:31:24 LORRAINE CRUMP rrealostate@gmail.com  (310) 216-8408 3818 CRENSHAW BLVD, LOS 
ANGELES, CA 90008 United 
States

Hi I’m interested in becoming a vender..
Can you send me the request information.

08/19/2019 17:47:49 Anthony Wells anthonyinnit@gmail.com  (310) 396-8145 511 Santa Clara Ave., Venice, 
CA 90291 United States

08/28/2019 20:38:28 Sarah Truesdell sarah.truesdell@gmail.com  (740) 707-2611 3985 Cherrywood Ave, LOS 
ANGELES, CA 90008 United 
States
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July 6, 2020 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
President, Mr. Michael Newhouse 
c/o James Williams 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
apcwestla@lacity.org 

 

  
Re: Case No. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) 
 
Dear President Newhouse: 
 
I am writing on behalf of my client, Wynkoop Properties, LLC ("Applicant"), owner 
of the property located at 1021-1033 and 1047-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard 
and 1011 Electric Avenue ("Project Site"). On March 12, 2020, the Zoning 
Administrator (ZA) issued a Letter of Determination (LOD) regarding the above-
referenced case, approving a mixed-use project consisting of a hotel, apartment 
units, restaurants, office, and retail ("Project").  It will be a transformative project 
for the neighborhood, providing much needed hotel rooms, reducing strain on 
illegal short-term rentals, integrating a mix of uses into the existing neighborhood, 
and activating the northwest end of Abbot Kinney. It has been fully vetted by the 
City and the community.  

This letter responds to the appeals challenging the Project, which often display a 
misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the Project and the proposed uses.  
This letter highlights for the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (APC) the 
salient issues anticipated for discussion at the upcoming appeal hearing. We 
respectfully request that you deny the appeals.  

I. Executive Summary 
 

 The Project is a mixed-use development consistent with how the term is defined 
by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP) and Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC). Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP) and Department of 
Building and Safety (LADBS) have consistently interpreted the hotel use as being 
residential in nature, with the predominant use as “guest rooms” which are 
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residential uses under the LAMC.  In fact, the Parking Tables in both the VCZSP 
and the Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) expressly establish 
parking requirements for hotels under the category of “Residential Uses.”  Thus, 
as a project that incorporates hotel uses (guest rooms and common areas), four 
dwelling apartment units, and a variety of restaurant, retail and office uses, the 
Project is a mixed use project, satisfying the definition of Mixed Use adopted by 
LADCP and LADBS under LAMC Section 13.09 and in the VCZSP and LUP. 
 

 Substantial evidence regarding the development pattern around the Project Site 
demonstrates that the Project’s mass, scale and character is consistent with the 
surrounding community, which is characterized by one-, two-, and three-story 
buildings, with no deviations or exceptions from the VCZSP or LUP. 

 
 Contrary to the assertion that the Project consolidates eight separate lots, the 

Project is designed as a collection of four buildings separated by walkways and 
open space, with each structure independently meeting California Building Code 
and Fire Department exiting requirements.  Three of the buildings cross only one 
lot line, and the fourth crosses only two.  None of the lot lines have been 
abandoned or adjusted for the mixed-use Project. 
 

 The Project is designed to include on-site parking for all Project uses.  The 
Project proposes to use off-site parking only for hosted events in the unlikely 
circumstance that they that cannot be accommodated by the 175 parking spaces, 
which would only occur on an infrequent basis. 
 

 In 2010, the predecessor to Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCID) determined that no affordable units existed at the Project Site, therefore 
no replacement is necessary. HCID has also acknowledged that the residential 
structures at 1047-1051 have been used as a day care center since at least 2010. 
The Project includes four dwelling units, therefore, there is a net gain of one 
dwelling unit.   
 

 Technical experts have reviewed questions raised by appellants specific to 
traffic, air, noise, GHG, and historic analysis in Environmental Impact Report.  
As documented in the EIR, the issues raised by the appeal letters are minor in 
nature and do not result in impacts that were not previously identified.   
 

 No portion of the Project Site is subject to easements benefiting neighboring 
properties, according to the title report for the Property.   
 

 The Project has volunteered additional operational conditions specific to the 
courtyard, pool decks, and private hosted events to address the meaningful 
issues raised in the comment letters.   
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II. The Project is a Mixed Use Development and Complies With the LAMC, 
VCZSP and LUP 

 
The Project is a true mixed-use development, with uses that include hotel, dwelling 
units, office, restaurants, market, and spa.  Yet, certain appeals claim that the Project 
is not mixed-use, and therefore is not entitled to the permissible 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) pursuant to the VCZSP, and that it is not exempt from the City’s commercial 
corner regulations (LAMC Section 12.23.A.23). These allegations are based on a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the applicable rules and regulations. This mixed-use 
project, which is located in a transit priority area, is exactly the type of development 
that was contemplated by the City and State at this location, and the Project Site is 
one of the few locations in Venice that the LUP designates as appropriate for a hotel.  
 
The VCZSP does not contain a definition of a mixed-use project, nor does the definitions 
section of the Zoning Code (LAMC Section 12.03). Therefore, the City may use its 
professional judgment to interpret that provision. Under the plain meaning of the term, 
the Project – which contains a wide range of uses – was reasonably determined to meet 
the definition of “mixed-use”. More formally, LADBS has adopted the definition of a 
mixed-use project established in LAMC Section 13.09. Under that section, a mixed-use 
project is one which “combines one or more Commercial Uses and multiple dwelling 
units in a single building or in a Unified Development. The Project qualifies because it 
both has dwelling units and a hotel, which is considered a residential use by the City 
and the VCZSP and LUP Parking Requirement Tables.  
 
With regards to commercial corner regulations, LAMC Section 12.22.A.23.d allows a 
project to be exempt from those regulations if the project is primarily a residential use 
and consistent with the definition of “mixed-use” in LAMC Section 13.09.    
 
Section 12.03 of the LAMC includes the following definition: “HOTEL.  A residential 
building designated or used for or containing six or more guest rooms, or suites of 
rooms, which may also contain not more than one dwelling unit, but not including any 
institution in which human beings are housed or detained under legal restraint.” 
(Emphasis added.)  The Project meets the definition under 13.09 because the 
residential portion of the Project (hotel and dwelling units) comprise approximately 
76% of the Project. The non-residential uses – restaurant, office, retail and spa – make 
up 24% of the Project.  By the inclusion of 4 apartments, the project is not only a hotel, 
but multiple residential uses including both hotel and apartment uses, as well as a 
variety of commercial uses. 
 
The plain language of this definition identifying hotel as a residential use is bolstered 
by other provisions of the Zoning Code. Section 12.22.A.18 addresses where 
“Development[s] Combining Residential and Commercial Uses” are allowed and 
development standards for those developments. Hotel developments across the City 
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have been allowed under this section, and overwhelmingly do not contain any dwelling 
units.  (See Exhibit A)  The term “residential” is a broad term meant to encompass 
many different types of habitation/living uses, including long term and short term stays, 
single family home and apartment buildings, group homes, and individual living 
situations.  
 
Similarly, the exemption to the commercial corner requirements in LAMC Section 
12.22.A.23.d allows a project to be exempt from the Commercial Corner regulations if 
it “consists of predominantly residential uses and does not contain commercial uses 
enumerated in Section 12.24 W.27.” (Emphasis added.) The key here is the inclusion of 
the term “residential uses”, not the term “dwelling units.” Had the City intended for 
the exemption to apply to only projects that were predominantly dwelling units, it 
would have specified so.  
 
This is also supported by the occupancy types in the California Building Code, which the 
City has incorporated pursuant to LAMC Section 91.101. Hotels are listed in the 
residential occupancy category under Section 310.2 Residential Group R-1.  Other 
residential occupancies in the Residential Group R include apartment houses, single 
family homes, boarding houses, dormitories, and other similar uses. (Exhibit B) 
 
The Project also qualifies as a mixed-use development under the LUP. LUP Policy I.B.1 
defines mixed-use projects as follows: “Mixed-use development provides an on-site mix 
of housing, retail, jobs and recreational opportunities consistent with the character of 
the Venice commercial areas, the City’s General Plan Framework Element and Coastal 
Act Policy Section 30252…” The Project provides a mix of housing (i.e., four 
apartments), retail (i.e., spa and restaurant), jobs (i.e., hotel, restaurant and spa 
employees) and recreational opportunities (i.e., outdoor, ground-level open space and 
a rooftop pool). The LUP contains no specifics as to the percentage of each use that 
must be included.  
 
Appellant Citizens Preserving Venice cites to ZA-2015-102-CDP-CU-SPP-1A (601 Ocean 
Front Walk) as precedent, but that decision is distinguishable and does not guide 
decision making for this case. The project proposed at 601 Ocean Front Walk (“601 
Project”) consisted of up to 20,000 square feet of office space, 7,992 square feet of 
retail space, and one 800 square foot residential unit on a property zoned C1 and 
located on the boardwalk in Venice. The rationale for denial of the 601 Project by the 
APC was for many reasons, with only one relating to the proportion of proposed 
residential uses. Specifically, the APC found that an office project was inconsistent with 
the area along Ocean Front Walk, “a special community known for its ocean front 
recreation features” (601 Project LOD at page 3), that office uses were not considered 
to be within the ambit of the Community Plan designation of “Community Commercial” 
(Id. at page 6). None of the reasons for the APC’s denial exist in this case.  Indeed, the 
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Project Site is one of the few locations in Venice the LUP designates as appropriate for 
a hotel. 
 

III. The Project is Consistent with the Mass, Scale, and Character of the  
Community 

 
Appellants raise concerns regarding the Project based on its mass, scale, and character. 
Substantial evidence regarding the development pattern around the Project Site, which 
is characterized by a mix of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, demonstrates the 
Project’s consistency with the mass, scale. and character of the surrounding 
community. Furthermore the project is being constructed wholly consistent with the 
development parameters of the VCZSP and LUP, and no exceptions or variances are 
requested. 
 
Numerous buildings within 1,000 feet of the Project Site measure approximately 30 feet 
in height and/or three stories tall. The two blocks of Electric Avenue immediately 
southeast of the Project Site are developed with three-story residential buildings for 
the entirety of the southern block face; the building directly to the west on the corner 
of Abbot Kinney and Broadway is approximately 30 feet in height, as is another on that 
same block; at the corner of Abbot Kinney and Main, only a block away, another large 
structure exceeds 29 feet. Within 1,000 feet of the Project there are multiple two- and 
three-story residential and commercial buildings, or a combination of both.  Pages 3-8 
of Exhibit C, Mass, Scale, and Character Analysis, provide maps and photographs which 
visually demonstrate the Project’s consistency with the surrounding community.  
Similarly, within 1,000 feet, FARs range between 1.0 and 2.30, with many of these 
structures covering more than two-thirds of the property on which they are located 
(see Exhibit D, FAR and Lot Coverage within 1,000 Feet).  
 
The maximum height of the Project is 30 feet and the maximum FAR is 1.5:1. Each of 
the four buildings in the Project has a distinct appearance mirroring the pattern along 
Abbot Kinney Blvd, Electric Ave, and the surrounding neighborhood. Given that there 
are no established criteria or development standards governing character, mass, and 
scale in the VCZSP or the LUP, the Project’s design is based on a conscious decision to 
break up the building from a large singular building as was originally supported by the 
Venice Neighborhood Council, into a collection of smaller, architecturally distinct 
structures.  These design decisions, as well as the preservation of some of the original 
buildings and uses at the Project Site, were driven by community feedback (including 
some of the Appellants) over a multi-year process for the specific purpose of 
maintaining the character of the block. 
 
The façade along Abbot Kinney has 13-, 15-, 20-, 25-, and 30-foot-high building 
elevations and maintains consistency with the neighborhood character through 
preservation of the existing buildings and businesses at the northern end of the site and 
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through incorporation of new buildings with similar materials, architecture, and design 
as the existing block. All of the structures conform to the development standards in the 
VCZSP, as the buildings are designed with varying vertical sections of façade that mimic 
the materiality and aesthetic of the surrounding neighborhood. By incorporating a 
variety of design elements, materials, and massing, the buildings are consistent with 
and exemplify the appearance and character of the community. 
 
IV. The Project is Consistent with Lot Consolidation Policies Found in the VCZSP  

and LUP  
 
Appellants assert that the Project violates the lot consolidation policies of the VCZSP 
and the LUP and that the Project consolidates eight lots. These comments are belied 
by the site plan and configuration of the Project. Even if they were true, which they 
are not, the Project meets the qualifications for consolidation of lots, which has been 
verified and approved by the Zoning Administrator.  
 
 “Lot consolidation occurs when: (1) one or more structures are built over a lot line 
that divided two existing lots; or (2) a lot line is abandoned, a lot line is adjusted, lots 
are merged, or other action is taken by the City, for the purpose of allowing a structure 
to be built extending over what were previously two or more separate lots.” (VCZSP § 
5.Q, LUP, page I-15.)  The VCZSP further states that lot consolidation of three lots is 
permitted on commercial properties if the project “conforms with the development 
standards in Section 9 A 2 and parking is subterranean with the roof at natural grade,” 
and that “subterranean development that is entirely below street elevation is exempt 
from this subsection.”  (VCZSP § 9.)  As a commercially zoned property, the project 
conforms to this regulation. 
 
Furthermore the VCZSP specifically states that pursuant to Section 9.A.1.e.4 of the 
VCZSP, an unlimited number of lots may be consolidated if a project is mixed-use, is 
consistent with the scale and character of the community, has on-site parking, and 
conforms to Section 9.A.2 (see above discussion regarding mass, scale and character).  
As demonstrated in the discussion above regarding the definition of mixed-use, the 
project clearly meets this definition.  Nonetheless, the Project is designed as a series 
of buildings rather than a singular mass to meet the spirit of the lot consolidation 
provision, even though not technically required to comply. 
 
The Project is designed as a collection of four buildings separated by walkways and 
open space.  Three of the buildings cross only one lot line, and the fourth crosses only 
two.  (DEIR Figure 2-4.)  Each structure independently meets California Building Code 
and Fire Department exiting requirements, and none of the lot lines have been 
abandoned or adjusted for the Project.  Additionally, the distance between the 
buildings created by the passageways is significantly greater than what is required (the 
LAMC allows buildings to be separated by only inches, and VCZSP Section 10.F.4 
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maintains no minimum side setbacks, allowing for buildings to be built up to the lot 
line).  Accordingly, the Project has gone beyond the LAMC and VCZSP requirements to 
meet both the letter and spirit of the lot consolidation regulations, voluntarily creating 
passageways to break up the site and establish a pedestrian oriented environment.  
These Project alterations were made based on feedback and working with the 
community over a multi-year process, including some of the Appellants.   
 
Even if the Project was consolidating more than three lots, which is not the case, such 
consolidation would be permitted because the Project is classified by the City as a 
mixed-use project (see discussion above). Pursuant to Section 9 A 1 e 4 of the VCZSP, 
an unlimited number of lots may be consolidated if a project is mixed-use, is consistent 
with the scale and character of the community, has on-site parking, and conforms to 
Section 9 A 2 (see above discussion regarding mass, scale and character).   Therefore, 
the Appellants claims relative to lot consolidation are baseless.  
 
V. Parking Spaces Provided by the Project and Parking-Related Conditions  
 
Required Parking was Calculated Based on VCZSP Requirements 
 
Appellants misinterpret parking requirements to suggest that the Project does not 
include adequate parking. Parking calculations for the Project are based on and 
consistent with parking requirements as established by the VCZSP. Table 109-1 of the 
Project Plans details how the parking calculation for the Project conforms with the 
VCZSP requirements (see DEIR Appendix B). Subsequent analysis by the ZA throughout 
the LOD confirms the appropriateness of the parking spaces provided.  
 
The Project proposes a hotel restaurant which will serve hotel guests. Appellants claim 
that parking for the hotel-restaurant should be calculated at one space per 50 square 
feet, as opposed to one space per 100 square feet,1 because they believe the restaurant 
will not serve hotel guests.  Such comments are based entirely on opinion and 
speculation and lack substantiating evidence about hotel operations and internal 
capture rates of guests eating on-site.  The parking calculation of one space per 100 
square feet is entirely appropriate as the hotel restaurant will be fully integrated into 
the premises of the hotel and will draw heavily from guests staying on the premises, 
reducing the amount of parking required for the restaurant’s operation.  
 
Appellants further assert that parking is undercounted because food and drink could 
conceivably be consumed anywhere on the Project Site. Specifically, appellants 
mischaracterize the pool decks and courtyard as dining areas (requiring one space per 
100 square feet) because one could conceivably consume food or beverage in those 

 
1 VCZSP Section 13D Parking Requirement Table: Uses; Residential Uses; Hotel - One space for each 100 
square feet of floor area used for consumption of food or beverages 
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locations.2  This philosophy ignores the reality that the pool decks and courtyard are 
standard amenities accessory to hotels, and as such, not deemed to be independent 
uses.  Parking for such hotel facilities is accounted for on a per-room basis consistent 
with the hotel parking requirement of both the LAMC and VCZSP. To demonstrate the 
Project’s intent to operate these spaces as amenities for hotel guests, the Project has 
volunteered conditions (further details are provided below) which will limit the use of 
the pool decks to hotel guests and guests of hotel guests and prohibit table service in 
the courtyard. 
 
The ZA also properly calculated the amount of parking required for the existing uses to 
remain, and in some cases, the Project even provides more parking than is required by 
the LAMC and VCZSP. Indeed, instead of grandfathering in the existing parking for the 
2,268 square feet of service floor area for existing operating restaurants to remain, the 
Project recalculates the parking needed for those spaces as if they were new under 
today’s code. This is above and beyond what’s required by the Zoning Code and 
unprecedented in the area.  Presently, 60 parking spaces serve 12,560 square feet of 
restaurant, office, and other uses at the Project Site. Pursuant to the City’s non-
conforming use regulations, the Applicant does not need to recalculate the parking 
requirement for the uses that are to remain. Nonetheless, the Project voluntarily 
recalculated the parking for the existing restaurants as though they are new restaurants 
to satisfy community concern, and thus result in an extremely conservative analysis of 
the required on-site parking.  
  
Project Use of Off-Site Parking Will Occur Only in Specific, Limited Circumstances  
 
Appellants also misunderstand the off-site parking.  Currently,  there is an existing valet 
stand on Abbot Kinney which services the existing businesses at the Project Site.  This 
valet has at times parked excess cars at Westminster Elementary School, as permitted 
by the operating agreement held by the valet company. Upon completion of the 
Project, this valet will continue operations as usual (starting at 5 pm), but will now 
park all cars within the subterranean parking structure of the Project.  Any potential 
off-site parking needed may only result from an exceptional circumstance when a hotel 
hosted event or special event results in full capacity of the structure.  To ensure that 
off-site parking is only needed for hosted events, Applicant proposes that a condition 
be imposed – which condition was discussed and analyzed in the Final EIR and included 
below in Section X. If the off-site parking is not available, then the hosted events cannot 
occur.  
 
 

 
2 One comment carries this argument to an absurd conclusion by suggesting that the hotel rooms 
themselves should be counted as service floor area for parking purposes because they will contain mini-
bars and room service will be available. 
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VI. No Affordable Dwelling Units Exist at the Project Site and Have Not Since 
Prior to 2010 

 
Appellants challenge the City Mello Act determination, despite the documented 
evidence in the record. Pages 40-41 of LOD state that the Project includes the 
demolition of three single family residential structures at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney that 
are currently utilized as a day care center, which has operated at that location since 
2004. The LOD further states that the HCID found on July 6, 2010 that no affordable 
units existed at 1047-1051 Abbot Kinney. Because there has been no housing on the site 
since at least 2010, as evidenced by the leases between the Ecole Claire Fontaine pre-
school and the owner that are contained in the record, there is no conversion or 
demolition of residential units at the Project Site and the City’s determination is based 
on substantial evidence.  
 
HCID has the sole discretion to determine whether existing affordable residential units 
exist at a site. The Los Angeles Housing Department, HCID’s predecessor, did so in 2010 
and that determination continues to be valid and binding. Despite Appellants’ bare 
allegations, California Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1, implementing the 
Mello Act, include no requirement that a Mello Act Determination be associated with a 
Coastal Development Permit determination. Neither does the City’s Interim Procedures 
for Complying with the Mello Act (which are the City’s only procedures).  
 
In fact, the Administrative Procedures state “that it is generally infeasible for small 
New Housing Developments (developments which consist of nine or fewer Residential 
Units) to provide Inclusionary Residential Units. Such New Housing Developments are 
Categorically Exempt from further Mello Act compliance review.” The definition of 
Residential Unit is limited to “a dwelling unit, efficiency dwelling unit, or joint living 
and work quarters as defined in Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC); 
a mobilehome, as defined in Section 18008 of the California Health and Safety Code; a 
mobilehome lot in a mobile home park as defined in Section 18214 of the California 
Health and Safety Code; or a residential hotel as defined in paragraph (1) of subdivision 
(b) of Section 50519 of the California Health and Safety Code.” Accordingly, because 
the Project contains less than ten residential units as defined by the Administrative 
Procedures, the Project is categorically exempt from the Inclusionary Residential Unit 
requirement, as stated in finding number 19 in the LOD. The Administrative Procedures 
do not include any requirements of finding infeasibility of including affordable units 
where the Categorical Exemption applies. 
 
VII. The Project is Not Increasing the Number of Liquor Licenses and the LOD 

Imposes Extensive Operating Conditions  
 

One appellant focuses on the City’s issuance of a conditional use permit for alcohol 
sales, citing (but not providing), “numerous studies performed by Los Angeles County 
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Health.” Appellant claims, without any supporting evidence or citation, that the 
extensive conditions in the LOS are insufficient.  
 
Appellant also makes unsupported statements about the relationship between crime 
and alcohol.  The most recent study on the subject published by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health in November 2016 (“County Study”, Exhibit E) examined 
on- and off-premises alcohol outlet densities and the rates of violent crimes, vehicle 
crashes, emergency department visits, hospitalizations, and deaths within Los Angeles 
County.  Pages five and six of the County Study explore the “Association Between 
Alcohol-related Consequences and Alcohol Outlet Density.” In addressing the 
association between the violent crime rate3 and alcohol availability, the Study 
concludes that the “association between on-premises outlets and violent crimes was 
not statistically significant.” (Emphasis added.) Significantly, only one establishment at 
the Project Site would be designated for off-site sales, making any contribution to 
community wide alcohol-related criminal activity negligible. Additionally, any assumed 
effects of this off-site vendor will be further muted by the nature of the establishment: 
the Project anticipates a local market at this location where sales of alcohol are likely 
to be ancillary to the purchase of other food products; a traditional liquor store is 
inconsistent with Project plans. 
 
The LOD contains 27 conditions regulating the sale and dispensing of alcohol, including 
limitations on where and when alcohol can be served. These conditions, some of which 
are tried and true standard conditions demonstrated to protect the health, safety and 
welfare of communities, will alleviate potential impacts to the neighborhood. No 
substantial evidence suggests otherwise.  
 
The approval of the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcohol beverages will not 
increase the total number of liquor licenses in the census tract, it will merely replace 
an existing Type 47 license for a full line of alcoholic beverages with a new Type 47 
license for a full line of alcoholic beverages, resulting in a net increase in zero 
additional licenses on the Project Site. Considering the vast majority of points of 
dispensary within the Project are for on-site consumption (which the County Study 
identified as statistically insignificant when evaluating impacts on the crime rate), and 
the lone off-site point of sale will not be a liquor store in a traditional sense, the 
Appellant’s assumption of nuisances and impacts ignore the actual context of how the 
license will be used. 
 
Further, existing businesses at the Project Site have been operating continuously with 
Type 47 licenses since at least 1999. Records indicate that prior to that, a full line of 

 
3 For purposes of the County Study, violent crimes include homicide/murder, sexual assault, all other 
assaults (including domestic violence), and robbery. 
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alcohol beverages had been served intermittently at establishments at the Project Site 
since as far back as 1973. Recently, the City approved the renewal of one of the CUBs 
at 1025 Abbot Kinney (one of the existing buildings to remain). No public comment was 
submitted by community members complaining of nuisance resulting from the 
restaurant’s operation and there have been few, if any, complaints from surrounding 
neighbors based on the restaurant’s operations over the years. 

 
VIII. No Portion of the Project Site is Subject to Easements Benefiting Neighboring  

Properties 
 
The property owner at 1043 Abbot Kinney asserts in its appeal letter an easement over 
the portion of the Project Site currently improved with a parking lot.  This claim is 
speculative and lacks evidence.  No easement, license or other agreement allowing 
access over the parking lot has been provided or exists on title. Historic photos (see 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR) show a fence between what is now the parking lot (and 
was formerly railroad right-of-way) and the building at 1043 Abbot Kinney. Access to 
the garage would not have been provided over what is now a parking lot since that 
property was used for the railroad.   
 
Nor is there any evidence of a prescriptive easement. The Applicant has owned the 
Project Site since 2007 and no opening in the fence has ever existed that would have 
allowed access.  Moreover, the parking spaces must be currently accessible since the 
City recently approved a change of use for 1043 Abbot Kinney that relied upon the 
parking spaces within the garage. (DIR-2018-6394-APP-CDP). Were those spaces not 
legally accessible, then the City would not have approved the change of use.  

 
IX. Additional Technical Analysis 

Technical experts reviewed comments raised by appellants specific to traffic, air, 
noise, GHG, and historic analysis in Environmental Impact Report.  This supplementary 
analysis which is incorporated into the EIR, generally concludes that the discrepancies 
in analysis are minor in nature and do not result in impacts that were not previously 
identified.  For example, one commenter raised the issue that the traffic analysis was 
performed using the 9th edition of Trip Generation (industry standards published by the 
Institution of Transportation Engineers for the purposes of calculating project-specific 
traffic generation) rather than the 10th edition, even though the 10th edition was not 
published when the traffic study was completed.  The supplementary analysis 
concluded that the Project’s “5.5 percent increase under analysis using the 10th edition 
Trip Generation rates would remain unchanged, when applying the small daily trip 
increase under the analysis with 10th edition rates. No new impacts would occur at the 
study roadway segments.”  Other technical analysis similarly concludes that the minor 
deviations identified by appellants confirm the analysis included in the EIR. 
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X. Proposed Additional Conditions 
 
After reviewing both the LOD and comment letters submitted associated with its 
appeal, the Project gave thoughtful consideration to the issues raised.  In addition to 
certain modifications and clarifications provided to City to ensure the conditions of 
approval are consistent with the Project’s proposed construction and operation, the 
Project has volunteered the following additional conditions (each of which was 
referenced above) to address the meaningful issues and concerns raised in the comment 
letters.   
 
1. Outdoor Courtyard.  Table service shall be prohibited in the outdoor courtyard. 

 
2. Private Hosted Events.  Private hosted events shall be permitted subject to the 

following limitations: 
 

a. Not more than one hosted event shall be permitted outside on-site at any given 
time. 
 

b. Except in accordance with the conditions in the table below, no private hosted 
events shall be permitted between 3 pm and 6 pm on weekdays or shall start or 
end between 12:00 pm and 2 pm on weekends unless 1) a temporary special 
event permit is obtained from the City and 2) off-site parking is provided per the 
table below. Private hosted events shall adhere to the following: 

 
 Maximum Event 

Size; no off-site 
parking 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 4 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Maximum Event Size 
(minimum 8 valet on 
Abbot Kinney) 

Weekday p.m. peak 
(3:00 - 6:00 pm) 

Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 

Weekday non-p.m. 
peak 

58 people 93 people; 
28 cars parked off-site 

131 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

Weekend peak 
(12:00 - 2:00 p.m.) 

Not permitted* 45 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

Not permitted* 

Weekend non-peak 43 people 78 people; 
23 cars parked off-site 

112 people; 
46 cars parked off-site 

*Private hosted events would be permitted so long as it includes a partial restaurant 
buy-out commensurate with the size of the hosted event. 
 
3. Pool Deck.  Pool Deck restrictions shall be as follows: 
 

a. Use of the rooftop decks shall be restricted to hotel guests, guests of hotel guests, 
and hotel employees. 
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b. Access to rooftop decks to individuals other than hotel guests, guests of hotel 
guests, and hotel employees shall be permitted only for private hosted events. 
 

c. Pool deck hours shall be limited to 6:00 am-11:00 pm. 
 

d. Use of the pool shall be limited the hours of 6:00 am-10:00 pm. 
 

Additionally, the Applicant has voluntarily sought to modify the project design feature 
implementing the Transportation Demand Management Plan to require, rather than 
merely aspire to, a 15% reduction in project-related vehicle miles traveled.   Exhibit F, 
attached, provides technical analysis demonstrating how the Transportation Demand 
Management Plan, which will be subject to review and approval by the Department of 
City Planning and Los Angeles Department of Transportation, will achieve the required 
project-related reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 
 
XI. Project Management has Worked Collaboratively with the Community  

through Robust Community Outreach 
 

The Project has engaged with the community and neighborhood for over seven years, 
including more than 25 community open house events and presentations to inform/ 
engage the public in the Planning process.  Almost 1,200 individuals receive regular 
email updates from the project, and a similar number follow the Project on Facebook.  
Over 500 letters of support for the Project have been submitted to the City, hundreds 
of which are included here. (Exhibit G)  We anticipate that supporters  will continue to 
submit additional letters in advance of the July 15th hearing. The Project has received 
support from organizations including the Venice Neighborhood Council, Venice Chamber 
of Commerce, and the Los Angeles Business Council, as well as approximately 700 
Venice stakeholder supporters from surrounding property owners, businesses and 
residents.   

As a result of this sustained outreach, the Project has modified operational and 
architectural elements to be consistent not only with local planning documents, 
but the community’s vision for itself.  Though this letter, the Erratum, and the 
Responses to Comment address the issues raised by a vocal minority, the Project 
itself, due to robust community outreach and collaborative nature of its ownership 
and management, has thoroughly addressed the meaningful concerns of so many in 
the Venice community. 
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XII. Conclusion 
 
As the Project concept has been developed for almost eight years, including a full 
EIR for a relatively small building of 63,891 square feet of net new square footage 
across over an acre of land, it has been the subject of extensive scrutiny by Los 
Angeles City Planning and the community, and thoroughly vetted by the Zoning 
Administrator in two public hearings.  Given the comprehensiveness of the 
environmental documentation, the extensive technical analysis provided 
above, and obvious commitment to creating a community-driven project, we 
respectfully request you deny the appeals to the Project.    
 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
ELISA L. PASTER 
of GLASER WEIL FINK HOWARD AVCHEN & SHAPIRO LLP 
 
ELP:eg 
 
Cc:  Krista Kline, Council District 11, krista.kline@lacity.org 
 Len Nguyen, Council District 11, len.nguyen@lacity.org 

Dana Sayles, AICP, three6ixty, dana@three6ixty.net 
 
 

Sincerely,
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

David Maldonado <david.maldonado@cbcnrt.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear Planning Commission

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
David Maldonado
david.maldonado@cbcnrt.com
11661 San Vicente Blvd. 10th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90049

mailto:david.maldonado@cbcnrt.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/11661+San+Vicente+Blvd.+10th+Floor+%0D%0ALos+Angeles,+CA+90049?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Matt Orr <dtnmatt@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:33 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Matt Orr
dtnmatt@gmail.com
240 Linnie Canal
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

andrea abegglen <aunyabegglen@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
andrea abegglen
aunyabegglen@gmail.com
809 Milwood Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Andrew Clark <andrew.clark.1727@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Andrew Clark
andrew.clark.1727@gmail.com
1212 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Adam Kennedy <askennedy@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Adam Kennedy
askennedy@gmail.com
700 Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Austin Pollard <austinpo16@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Austin Pollard
austinpo16@gmail.com
57 Market Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:austinpo16@gmail.com


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
2 messages

Anthony Wells <anthonyinnit@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Anthony Wells
anthonyinnit@gmail.com
511 Santa Clara Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

Anthony Wells <anthonyinnit@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

"Amy & Jay Small" <amy@amyrisley.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Amy & Jay Small
amy@amyrisley.com
8107 Ramsgate Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90045
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Brian De Lowe <bdelowe@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Brian De Lowe
bdelowe@gmail.com
130 Hart Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Brad Greiner <brad@openairhomes.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Brad Greiner
brad@openairhomes.com
753 Brooks Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Brendan Iribe <brendaniribe@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Brendan Iribe
brendaniribe@gmail.com
2420 McKinley Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Brandon Kops <bkops92@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Brandon Kops
bkops92@gmail.com
753 Brooks Ave
Venice, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Brad Neal <bradnealvenice@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Brad Neal
bradnealvenice@gmail.com
1718 Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:bradnealvenice@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Celeste Chada <celestechada@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Celeste Chada
celestechada@gmail.com
233 Bernard Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Cayley Lambur <cayley@electricbowery.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 8:59 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Cayley Lambur
cayley@electricbowery.com
720 Hampton Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Chase Mordy <chase.mordy@buildgc.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Chase Mordy
chase.mordy@buildgc.com
1212 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Colin Quinlan <colin.quinlan11@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Colin Quinlan 
colin.quinlan11@gmail.com
703 5th Ave
Venice, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Chris Teuber <christeuber@earthlink.net> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:42 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, mayor.helpdesk@lacity.org
Cc: preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I am a resident and homeowner in Venice for 40 years. This project was presented to the voters before and was struck
down. 
I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.
When it was presented the first time was found that the project would have allowed the sale of alcohol across the street
from an elementary school in violation of California law. 
The project plans in room sale of alcohol. There is no plan to control the access of alcohol in room to minors or guests
who are already drunk. 
Every DUI death of elementary school children, their parents or teacher will be on your heads. 

The Project wants approval for liquor consumption on site and the sale of liquor for
offsite from 7 AM to 1 AM across the street from an elementary school where children
are present from 7:30 AM to 6 PM. Expanding an alcohol permit to many times
its original use, and in multiple structures on multiple lots for all but six hours in the
dead of night, and continuing to allow alcohol sales in hotel rooms 24/7 as well as at
a market across from the school, does not show an intent to comply with the goal of
responsible liquor licensing or protecting children’s safety. We don’t need more intoxicated
people wandering around the neighborhood and where children are playing
outside, right across the street from the site.
Please don’t give a Conditional Use Alcoholic Beverage Permit for an apartment hotel
within 500 ft. of a residential zone.

The traffic trip analysis presented by the planning department was so false as to be false testimony, punishable by law. 
The project does not have sufficient on site parking. 
This will be a parking disaster for Oakwood and all adjacent neighborhoods
The parking for the hotel and restaurants is insufficient, not to mention for special
and private event parking, which are not even addressed by the developer. The onsite
parking is a mechanical system that is all valet assisted. There will be a delay in parking and retrieving vehicles that the
guests will not accept.
Neighborhood streets will be impacted by patrons lined up to enter the valet court on Electric Avenue, an already narrow
street. There will be no self-parking, so many patrons will avoid the
cost and inconvenience of the valet system and park in the Oakwood neighborhood, crowding out residents. Since permit
parking is not allowed in this area, much of the hotel parking will be paid for by inconvenience to neighbors.

There is not enough access for truck delivery to the project. The loading area does not accommodate large trucks. 

This project is applying to be an “apartment hotel,” which by law is only allowed to
rent rooms or suites for 30 days or more. How will that be enforced? Where is the stipulation that if is violated, even once
the licenses will be revoked forever. 
Please make sure that restriction is absolutely clear in your decision letter. Please don’t give a Conditional Use Permit for
an apartment hotel within 500 ft. of a residential zone on both sides. This one would
only be 50 feet from the residences on Electric Ave. A 30 ft wall, a full block long, would face their single-story homes.
The valet parking takes place on this side,
meaning people full of drinks will be waiting for their cars late at night, and cars will be coming and going, yet the
developer pretends there will be no noise problems –



7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), EN…

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 2/2

because he doesn’t live across the street.

A 30 foot high wall will block the air and sun from buildings across the street. 

This project was rejected already by the community and the Planning Board. 
It is now back during a pandemic that prevents the public to show its opposition in a public hearing. 
Why was this allowed to proceed at this time? 
We have seen the corruption that has been going on for years with the City Council and Planning Department. It is time
for that corruption to stop. 
The Planning Office operates under the Mayor. Has Eric Garcetti communicated to the Planning or Traffic Departments
regarding this project?
Does Eric Garcetti approve destroying our neighborhood?

Please provide a list of the campaign contributions, donations and gifts made by the developer and /or his representatives
to any and all City of Los Angeles elected officials or employees, including the Neighborhood Council. 
Please insure that none of the members of the Neighborhood Council either met with the developer outside of Council
meetings, or discussed the project with other members of the council outside council meetings.
Certify that no City Employee has received anything of value, even as little as items such as a cup of coffee, lunch, or a
pen from the developer, his architect or his representatives.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Chris Teuber
Venice Resident for 40 years.
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Christina Vittas <christinavittas@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 10:32 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Christina Vittas
christinavittas@gmail.com
Osprey Lane
Los Angeles, CA 90094
United States

mailto:christinavittas@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Osprey+Lane+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90094+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Osprey+Lane+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90094+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Osprey+Lane+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90094+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Osprey+Lane+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90094+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Osprey+Lane+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90094+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

David DEHNERT <ddehnert@ca.rr.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
David DEHNERT
ddehnert@ca.rr.com
838 Venezia Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Don Glunts <donglunts@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Don Glunts 
donglunts@gmail.com
1842 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
2 messages

DORIT GOLDSTEIN <dorit@champgoldstein.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
DORIT GOLDSTEIN
dorit@champgoldstein.com
416 Venice Way
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

DORIT GOLDSTEIN <dorit@champgoldstein.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

David Hertz <hertz@studioea.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
David Hertz
hertz@studioea.com
57 Market Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:hertz@studioea.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Drew Lawton <drewlawton319@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Drew Lawton
drewlawton319@gmail.com
2711 2nd Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

David Paris <david@1525akblvd.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
David Paris
david@1525AKBlvd.com
1515 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Guild Copeland <guild@sisumedia.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Guild Copeland
guild@sisumedia.com
1530 Walnut Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Guy Dill <guydill1@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Guy Dill
guydill1@gmail.com
1321 Innes Place
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Heidi Bright <heidibright1@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Heidi Bright
heidibright1@gmail.com
2921 Ocean Front Walk
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:heidibright1@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2921+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2921+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2921+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2921+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2921+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Haris VITTAS <hvittas@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 8:59 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Haris VITTAS
hvittas@gmail.com
12500 Millennium Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90094
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

James Byrne <jamiebyrne1@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
James Byrne
jamiebyrne1@gmail.com
1138 Palms Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

James Citron <james.citron@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
James Citron
james.citron@gmail.com
2100 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Juanita Dickson <juanita@gusto54.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 10:33 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear community,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Juanita Dickson
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Jeffrey Gray <jeffg71@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Gray
jeffg71@gmail.com
216 Waterview Street
Los Angeles, CA 90293
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

JAMIE HOROWITZ <jamie.horowitz@dazn.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 1:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
JAMIE HOROWITZ
jamie.horowitz@dazn.com
16826 Calle De Sarah
Los Angeles, CA 90272
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Jennifer Lo <jennifer@kanyini.co> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Lo
jennifer@kanyini.co
2210 Glyndon Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Julien Marbot <julien@interiorparticulier.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Julien Marbot
julien@interiorparticulier.com
753 Brooks Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

JAMES MCGARRY <JamesMcGarry@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
JAMES MCGARRY
JamesMcGarry@gmail.com
607 Marine Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Jill Royster <jill.royster@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jill Royster
jill.royster@gmail.com
2711 2nd Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Jon Sherman <jon@jonsherman.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jon Sherman
jon@jonsherman.com
2132 Glyndon Ave.
Venice, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Jill Wilson <jillhbswilson@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jill Wilson
jillhbswilson@gmail.com
700 Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:jillhbswilson@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Janet Smith Kotos <janetsmithkotos@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:18 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

We have lived in Venice since 1988 and have watched it become over-developed and McMansion-ed. We understand
that Abbott Kinney is a source of tax revenue, and a tourist attraction along with the beach. However, this 70,000 square
foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice is ill-conceived on so many levels. 

We urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project: it's the wrong project for this site and for our resident families
and the physical layout of that neighborhood and its streets. Please answer the questions below as stewards of
this neighborhood and its residents:

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, and ties an unprecedented 8 lots together - A bad precedent re: the
coastal land use plan that allows a maximum of 3 lots. Why would the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approve
the construction given that existing restriction?

• -It is across  from a large elementary school, and will be selling alcohol from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-
away. The road separating that alcohol and the strangers consuming it is only two lanes plus median lane - why would
you approve the introduction of strangers and alcohol into a congested area where children are present Monday-Friday,
and on a busy commercial street that is already dangerous for the school families and others who must cross it?

• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney. The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force hotel service and delivery trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve,
possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks, pedestrians and cyclists. How will the developers alleviate this dangerous
issue?

• -On-site parking is valet only via dangerously narrow and Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the
neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. What will the
developers do to alleviate this certain log-jam?

• - Please reject this harmful project. Can they put it somewhere else? if not, why not?

Sincerely, 
Janet and Jim Kotos
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Kirsten Dermer <kirsten@bluestardonutssocal.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Kirsten Dermer
kirsten@bluestardonutssocal.com
1142 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

KirkkirkK Gaw <kirk.oneone77@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
KirkkirkK Gaw
kirk.oneone77@gmail.com
206 West 6th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90014
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Kelsey Page <kepage5@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Kelsey Page
kepage5@gmail.com
1415 Venice Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:kepage5@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Kamille Rudisill <karudisi@icloud.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:34 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Kamille Rudisill
Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Louis Leal <louis@louisleal.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Louis Leal
louis@louisleal.com
1317 Palms Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:louis@louisleal.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1317+Palms+Boulevard+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1317+Palms+Boulevard+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1317+Palms+Boulevard+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1317+Palms+Boulevard+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1317+Palms+Boulevard+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

LAURA OCCHETTI <lukukachoo@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
LAURA OCCHETTI
lukukachoo@gmail.com
6237 La Tijera Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90056
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Lynette Taylor <lynette@51entertainment.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Lynette Taylor
lynette@51entertainment.com
15405 Bestor Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90272
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Lazarus Vittas <lvittas@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Lazarus Vittas
lvittas@gmail.com
13044 Pacific Promenade
Los Angeles, CA 90094
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Mary Breedlove <breedlovepilates@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Mary Breedlove
breedlovepilates@gmail.com
654 Ozone Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Max Hertz <mhertz1@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Max Hertz
mhertz1@gmail.com
57 Market Street
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:mhertz1@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Maddy Jones <maddy.jones@buildgc.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Maddy Jones
maddy.jones@buildgc.com
1212 Abbot Kinney Boulevard Unit A
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Morgan McBain <morgmc@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Morgan McBain
morgmc@gmail.com
650 San Juan Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Michael Papale <michael.papale@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Michael Papale
michael.papale@gmail.com
550 Vernon Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:michael.papale@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/550+Vernon+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/550+Vernon+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/550+Vernon+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/550+Vernon+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/550+Vernon+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Marc Schwartz <mschwa33@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Marc Schwartz
mschwa33@gmail.com
13747 Romany Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90272
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Nickie Jurado <info@kitchensceneinvestigator.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Nickie Jurado
info@kitchensceneinvestigator.com
449 South Cloverdale Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90036
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Norman Schifman <norm.schifman@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Norman Schifman
norm.schifman@gmail.com
16795 Monte Hermoso Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90272
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Adriana Andrade <adriandrade.r@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 8:59 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Adriana Andrade
adriandrade.r@gmail.com
1309 South Bundy Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90025
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Theoakwoodhouse <theoakwoodhouse@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:02 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 6, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

Please, please, please oppose the "Venice Place" project. It will change everything about my hometown, my community 
forever.  It is not in anyway in keeping anfd we are trying to preserve what little we have left. 
Calling it ‘Venice Place’ is another slap in the face. This is a community with a rich history and with families. It is being
turned into some kind of gentrified Disneyland. A developers $$$ dream with zero regard and only disrespect for this
community  and residents. Enough already. Please. 

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Andrea Klein
Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

debraatthebeach <debraatthebeach@verizon.net> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 7:19 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 13, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Debra Radin

Venice Resident]

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Frank Defurio <defurio@msn.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 3:00 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Frank Defurio, a Venice resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

GARRICK EBBINS <g.ebbtide@me.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 8:19 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 13, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-
see crosswalks.
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Janine Negrin <janineinvenice@gmail.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 4:36 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Kelly Adams <kellyrud1@me.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 8:23 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 6, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-
see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Kelly Adams, Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Kirsten Ludwig <kirsten@kirstenludwig.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 1:08 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-
see crosswalks. 

Kirsten  
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Phylis Korn <psk449@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:37 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Phylis Korn
29 Park Avenue

Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Rudy Lewis <rudy.lewis@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 8:59 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Rudy Lewis
rudy.lewis@gmail.com
12500 Osprey Lane, #2
Los Angeles, CA 90094
United States

mailto:rudy.lewis@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Sandra Aken <sandra.l.aken@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 10:29 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 13, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.

Sincerely,
Sandra Hammond (mom of two students at Westminster elementary school)
5318 Pacific Avenue, Marina del Rey, CA 90292
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Sarah Shoup <s_shoup@icloud.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 10:05 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Sarah Shoup

Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Steve Yeager <rsyla@me.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 8:39 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I agree with all of these points:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Robert Yeager
29 Clubhouse Ave
Venice Ca 90291
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Paul Bricault <paul@amplify.la> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Paul Bricault
paul@amplify.la
509 Brooks Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Pamela London <pamelainvenice@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Pamela London
pamelainvenice@gmail.com
5 Westminster Ave. #202
Venice, CA 90291
United States

mailto:pamelainvenice@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Paul Schroeder <paulkschroeder@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Paul Schroeder
paulkschroeder@gmail.com
313 Mildred Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:paulkschroeder@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Rachel Davis <doctorrae@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:54 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 13, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, an Apartment-Hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbot Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-
see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Rhonda DeVictor <rdvrealestate@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Rhonda DeVictor
rdvrealestate@gmail.com
1036 Doreen Place
Venice, CA 90291
United States

mailto:rdvrealestate@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1036+Doreen+Place+%0D%0A+Venice+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Ricky Lloyd George <rickylloydgeorge@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Ricky Lloyd George
rickylloydgeorge@gmail.com
416 Brooks Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:rickylloydgeorge@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/416+Brooks+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Richard Lourie <relourie@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Richard Lourie
relourie@gmail.com
430 Linnie Canal
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:relourie@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/430+Linnie+Canal+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Richard Reinach <rhreinach@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Richard Reinach
rhreinach@gmail.com
728 Superba Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:rhreinach@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/728+Superba+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Randall Sears <randallrsears@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Randall Sears
randallrsears@gmail.com
2480 Glencoe Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:randallrsears@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2480+Glencoe+Avenue+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Robert Thibodeau <Info@duarchitects.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Robert Thibodeau
Info@duarchitects.com
812 Lincoln Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:Info@duarchitects.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Sharon Beam <sharon@informedhealing.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Sharon Beam
sharon@informedhealing.com
1317 Palms Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:sharon@informedhealing.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Susan Marquis <smarquis@rand.org> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Susan Marquis
smarquis@rand.org
710 4th Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:smarquis@rand.org
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Steve Meepos <sameepos@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Steve Meepos 
sameepos@gmail.com
16 Topsail Street
Los Angeles, CA 90292
United States

mailto:sameepos@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/16+Topsail+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/16+Topsail+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/16+Topsail+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/16+Topsail+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/16+Topsail+Street+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Steve Morris <smorris606@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Steve Morris
smorris606@gmail.com
736 Superba Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
United States

mailto:smorris606@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Sharon Robinson <sharon@haltonpardee.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Sharon Robinson
sharon@haltonpardee.com
1524 Abbot Kinney Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:sharon@haltonpardee.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Suzanne Schwartz <syalof@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Schwartz
syalof@gmail.com
13747 Romany Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90272
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

SRIS SINNATHAMBY <sris@venicedevelopment.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
SRIS SINNATHAMBY
sris@venicedevelopment.com
2205 Ocean Front Walk
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:sris@venicedevelopment.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Ocean+Front+Walk+%0D%0A+Los+Angeles+,++CA+90291+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g


7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), EN…

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/2

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
2 messages

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:39 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a longtime resident of Venice, I was shocked to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd!

I IMPLORE you to OPPOSE the "Venice Place" project!

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across the street from an elementary school. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Across from an elementary school!

There is nothing to recommend "Venice Place"  for our neighborhood. 

PLEASE REJECT THIS PROJECT!!
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Waxman
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291

Dennis Hicks <drhicks2@yahoo.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:50 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org\"" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "\"mike.bonin@lacity.org\"" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"\"juliet.oh@lacity.org\"" <juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "\"theodore.irving@lacity.org\"" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>,
"\"jason.p.douglas@lacity.org\"" <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "\"nick.melvoin@lausd.net\"" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>,
"\"austin.beutner@lausd.net\"" <austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "\"preservingvenice@gmail.com\""
<preservingvenice@gmail.com>

Subject: OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI),
ENV-2016-4321-EIR

July 3, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a longtime resident of Venice, I was shocked to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd!

I IMPLORE you to OPPOSE the "Venice Place" project!

• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across the street from an elementary school. 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
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• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Across from an elementary school!

There is nothing to recommend "Venice Place"  for our neighborhood. 

PLEASE REJECT THIS PROJECT!!
Sincerely, 
Dennis Hicks
[Quoted text hidden]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Tore Knos <venicetore@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Tore Knos
venicetore@gmail.com
334 4th Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:venicetore@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

"William St. Amant" <wstamant93@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:16 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
William St. Amant
wstamant93@gmail.com
531 Brooks Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

William Watts <wmbwatts@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
William Watts
wmbwatts@gmail.com
659 San Juan Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291
United States

mailto:wmbwatts@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I Support The Venice Place Project on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Yatto Suzuki <yatto.suzuki@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Yatto Suzuki
yatto.suzuki@gmail.com
2236 Linnington Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
United States

mailto:yatto.suzuki@gmail.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354- (CUB)(CU)(CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

A. Alessi <aalessijr@ca.rr.com> Wed, Jun 24, 2020 at 3:37 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org, nick.melvoin@lausd.net,
austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

West LA Area Planning Commissioners

I have lived in the Oakwood neighborhood of Venice, about 100 feet from Venice Place since 1986. At that time Oakwood
was the last remaining affordable neighborhood near the coast in Los Angeles. Certainly the neighborhood had problems
34 years ago, but they were problems common to all low-income. low-opportunity neighborhoods whose demographic
(predominantly people of color) has been historically neglected and underserved by city hall.

Since then many of the the modest homes that made up the core of Oakwood have been replaced with monster
mansions and oversized condominium fortresses surrounded by 8 foot fences. The remaining small homes are dwarfed
by the out-of-scale replacements. But none of the previous developments, destructive as they were to the fabric of the
neighborhood, compare to the negative impact of the planned Venice Place Hotel project.

You've probably received many letters opposed to the project already and I add my voice to the side of the opposition.
This massive project is out of scale, creates physical and educational dangers for the children at Westminster Elementary
school during construction and operation, reduces an invaluable resource (street parking is a precious commodity for
residents close to Abbot Kinney Blvd.), provides more venues for alcohol sales in an oversaturated area, and provides no
tangible benefit to the neighborhood, despite the developer's pledge to employ Oakwood residents. (You could fill the
Oakwood Recreation Center to the ceiling with the unkept promises of developers to this neighborhood.) And finally, the
restrictions on construction and operation agreed to by the developer depend entirely on his compliance and are therefore
unenforceable.

You will also have received letters in support of the projects. I'd bet my Social Security check that if you were able to
examine a list of these respondents, you'd find mostly friends and family of the development team. You'd certainly not find
any long-term Oakwood residents nor anyone who lives within 5 blocks of the project.

A. Alessi
309 Broadway Street
Venice, CA
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Alyssa Brakey <aboots@hotmail.com> Thu, Jun 25, 2020 at 12:06 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

June 25, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you in the strongest way possible to oppose
the "Venice Place" project. Why does this project keep coming back time and time again?  The community has spoken,
please hear us!

I have lived just steps from Abbot Kinney for 20 years. I have seen car traffic steadily become worse and worse in that
time.  Before the pandemic hit, I was in the habit of avoiding driving on Abbot Kinney entirely because of the often bumper
to bumper, stopped cars at all times of the day - not just rush hour or a busy weekend! It has become ridiculous. 

Adding a massively oversized, commercial project will make this situation so much worse. We do not need it. We do not
want it. It does not enhance the lives of our community members in any way. The very purpose of an apartment hotel is to
serve visitors and not residents. It is simply a developer's dream to make a boatload of money from prime real estate. I
thought our community made itself very clear the last time they tried for approval, but perhaps some Huizar-style
influence behind-the-scenes has allowed it to come up again.  

In addition:
- It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current
structures.

- It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. My
family had to follow Coastal Commission rules when making changes on our tiny lot. Why should this project be an
exception? 

- It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from Westminster elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within LAUSD. 

- On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhood. It is not a place for Venice at
all.  Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Alyssa Brakey
Long-Time Venice Resident and Parent of Public School Student
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

I SUPPORT The Venice Place Project - ENV-2016-4321-EIR - 1021-1051 South Abbot
Kinney Boulevard
1 message

Barton Sidles <bsidles@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 9:15 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, councilmember.bonin@lacity.org, Len.nguyen@lacity.org
Cc: theodore.irving@lacity.org, Juliet.oh@lacity.org, Venice Place <theveniceplace@gmail.com>

July 6, 2020

Dear West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission, Councilmember Bonin, Mr. Nguyen, Mr. Irving, and Ms. Oh,

I want to document and voice my strong support for the Venice Place Project and proposed hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
Please vote in favor of the proposed hotel development project (reference number above). 

As of this summer, I am a 10 year resident (owner) on Redwood Ave and normally I bike down  Abbot Kinney or Electric
Ave every work day on my way to Santa Monica to work. During the craziness of Covid-19, i have not been going into the
office nor visiting Abbot Kinney as much, but i long for those opportunities and days of "normality" to return. Based on
what i know of the project, the changes made over the years due to listening to feedback and more importantly David
Hertz's team, vision and experience, this should not be a missed opportunity.

As you know, you can not stop development (even though some might want to, development is what makes this county
and state great). It provides jobs, prosperity and opportunity. As we have seen over the past 3+ months of "stay at home"
orders and the closing of restaurants and businesses due to the Coronavirus, we need projects like The Venice Place to
take root. Approving the proposed Abbot Kinney hotel is the correct development direction for Abbot Kinney and for
Venice community. Not only will it provide jobs both during construction, but also once it is built will provide more jobs.
Plus, with a hotel on  Abbot Kinney   (to satisfy only a small sliver of the >15 million visitors to Venice a year), the stores
and restaurants will benefit, therefore providing prosperity. Just like many of the shops on  Abbot Kinney, the proposed
hotel also will be locally owned.

The Abbot Kinney hotel is a well researched project. David, Dan Abrams and the AK hotel teams reached out to the
community, listened to them and, based on the feedback given, significant changes were made to the initial proposed
project. Over the past 4-5 years of the approval process, they continue to reach out to the local Venice community to hear
their concerns. They have changed those concerns into approval and support due to the Venice Place Project
modifications. I trust you will show your support for this unique local partnership project.

Yes, we all want to preserve the feel of  Abbot Kinney so as not to be too commercial or lose the quaint feel it has now.
The proposed AK hotel achieves this. Change and development will come gradually, but approving the proposed AK hotel
is a way to make an improvement today that fits with its surroundings yet helps take Venice and  Abbot Kinney down the
measured road of change. You hold an important position in deciding the opportunity of others. And taking advantage of
this opportunity during  the Covid-19 pandemic and economic uncertainty reflects positively on your foresight and decisive
action.

No doubt you have been informed of the many positive aspects and data points of this project by professionals and by
other supportive neighbors like me, so i wont repeat here. But i wanted to share with you my position on why this
development is so important to be approved by you.
Thank you for your favorable support of the Venice Place Project.

Safe and healthy regards, 

Barton Sidles
4211 Redwood Avenue #402
Los Angeles, CA 90066

-- 
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

marichan@rtmf.com <marichan@rtmf.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 11:19 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 6, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a homeowner and small business owner in Venice since 1984, I strongly oppose the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, apartment-hotel of 78 guest rooms and 4 apartments on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice.

This project is far too large for the neighborhood. This is low-rise residential neighborhood and such a huge project is not
only out of place but will cause an excess of traffic, pollution and noise on an already busy two-lane commercial street
directly from a large elementary school. A large project like this, especially one selling alcohol from  7a.m.-1.a.m., (both
on-site and for take-away) is extremely dangerous since children and their parents are walking to school at that
intersection. 

The parking plans are completely inadequate for a project of this size and will most likely force workers to park on
surrounding residential streets that are already maxed out from the people who live there. Visitors will wait for valets on
an extremely narrow street, Electric Ave, sending pollution into nearby homes and making our terrible traffic problems
even worse. 

In addition, the project ties eight lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.

There are already many, many hotels in Venice. Another one is unnecessary and unwanted on Abbot Kinney Blvd, a
street already known in pre-COVID 19 times as one of the most busy on the Westside. 

I strongly urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

Thank you, 

Marianne Robin-Tani
710 Superba Ave
Venice CA 90291
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Aurora Hoffman <sunshineisfine@yahoo.com> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 1:57 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot,
84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to believe
that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force
trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  Patrons
waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped
for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a
poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 
Aurora Hoffman

Venice resident.
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

adrea lavezzoli <adrealavezzoli@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 3:02 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Adrea Lavezzoli

Venice Resident

**************
adrea lavezzoli 
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Fw: use this revised email list
1 message

Dennis Hicks <drhicks2@yahoo.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 4:10 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, nick.melvoin@lausd.net,
austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners (et al.):

 I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice. This is a huge mistake because: 

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave, which
would worsen traffic.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. It's out of scale and out of
character for the Venice community.

 Please reject this harmful project.

Sincerely, 

Dennis Hicks
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Deb Z <xtravoice@aol.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 8:56 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

As a Venice resident since 1985, I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to
oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have seen much change to Venice, and I am not trying to hold the community to living in the past, but I by no means
want to see what remains a community wiped out by overscale development that is far more about making money than
considering the impact on neighbors.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
D. Zeitman
Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Greg Matthews <gregmatthews@mac.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 11:44 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

Ladies and Gentlemen,

First off, thank you for your public service. It’s undoubtably a difficult job and made harder by situations like this one
where you can’t please all of the people all of the time. I value that you’ve chosen a noble profession. It takes courage to
serve. Thank you.

I will be brief. I support Venice business. I’ve lived here for 20 years. I’ve spent countless hours and dollars in all the
establishments Venice has to offer. I rented when I arrived in the late 90s and cobbled together roommate after roommate
to help offset the burden of my first mortgage payments in 2003. Point is, I’m a long time tax paying, Venice local. 

This proposed hotel sits directly across the street from my home. It will bring an enormous burden to our lives here. You
are our last and  only line of defense. I cannot wish delivery trucks, Uber drivers or unruly vacationing hotel guess to be
quieter or not to loiter around the property.  If I could, there would be new group of them the next day. I cannot make
school crossing less trafficked, or roadways and parking less congested. I cannot make hotels and restaurants abide by
schedules or time of day closures. I cannot stop music that’s too loud even though its not allowed at all. I can only
complain after the fact and pray for the mercy of unenforceable laws to be enforced, until they are broken again. This is
only part of the grind the hotel will put the neighbors through. It will be a constant battle between unrelenting commerce
and the people’s right to peace and quiet. Those of us in this part of Abbot Kinney have enjoyed a delicate balance of
restaurant/workspace and community for many years. It’s not perfect, but until recently, most of the workers in
establishments in the buildings were also considerate locals  A hotel will most certainly destroy that compact. And the
neighbors will be the ones who bear the brunt of this and the hotel will have little accountability for the consequences of
their unintended actions. 

Others will argue about jobs it brings, conformity or nonconformity to codes, and I will leave that to the experts. But what I
can tell you is that I’ve watched happen in front of my eyes is an area has become more trafficked, more populated and
density. Some growth is good. Some is not. This will add density that from everything I’ve read is under-reported.

Here’s what I’d ask you to consider: Consider the long term effects. This is a neighborhood. On both sides of of Abbot
Kinney. It’s residential. People need peace, they need a quiet place to unwind and enjoy being home. They need to park a
reasonable distance to their homes.  This hotel will most certainly rob us of that. No way it could not. An unintended but
necessary byproduct of the type of establishment being considered. The proposed parking may meet the letter of the law,
but it will not be that way in practice, cars will move to the streets. If Covid 19, has shown us anything it is that the
neighborhood once filled with cars suddenly has plenty of parking during their closures. Undoubtably  from employees
and patrons not parking on the surrounding streets. I’m asking each of you to imagine the hydraulic lifts in constant
operation, bringing cars up and down in their subterranean lot - a lot that faces the neighborhood. Ubers, taxis and tourist
will wait along skinny, little Electric Avenue and surrounding streets. Hotel guests and drivers will loitering about as they
wait for fares or rides. Trucks will be the greatest increase to the areas. Expanding the alcohol consumption hours is a
stick in the neighbors eye. We are adults, we all know what this means.  No denying it. A hotel will have more needs than
the present occupants. More trucks, more noise more people. Vacationers partying on their balconies. All of this 24/7, all 
in view of a school that is making consistent strides to be a better place to learn year after year.

None of this speaks a word to the impact on the school and children’s walk to and from during what would certainly be 2
years of construction. I’ll leave that to experts as well but I can show you video of construction on this very building a few
years ago where a construction vehicle backed into an active cross walk with children crossing. 

Now, too much noise, impacted neighborhoods and school concerns might not be the strongest arguments against a
multi-million dollar hotel, but that isn’t exactly what I’m arguing. What I’m saying is that if you allow it, you are sentencing
the neighbors to uncontrollable discomfort and unenforceable tools to counter it. No peace and quiet. I’m asking you to
imagine it happening across the street from your homes. I’m begging you to consider the infringement that the hotel will
have on the every day (and night) lives of the surrounding community. It’s something to consider. Really consider. It’s
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gonna be painful and will last for as long as the hotel stands. No city planner ever imagined this for Abbot Kinney.

So I’m asking you to do this for the neighbors. Be a public servant. Consider the financial impact, but also consider the
impact on the community. Be our advocate. Be the best part of your profession, to stand up for the people when their
voices otherwise might not be strong or heard. It’s a neighborhood. It will face people trying to go to school, get some
sleep, go to work and just live. People who have no control to stop the thing that will impact those rights. Serve the public
by imagining you live across the street from this hotel. Imagine needing to put your kids to sleep in the hum of an active
hotel. The valet, the patrons, the trucks. Imagine the garbage trucks rolling through early in the morning, after listening to
buzzing patrons leaving hotel bars and restaurants at 1am. Imagine roaming the streets for parking blocks away from
your home in the middle of the night.  Imagine walking your kids through a construction zone for two years to get them to
class, then imagine them trying to learn through the noise. Think about that. Think about living like that 24/ until you can’t
take it and move away. No peace. 

If you’re an elected official, and you want to claim it brings jobs, I get it. But if your job doesn’t depend on political
messaging,, then do the right thing. Don’t move this hotel forward. There are lots of ways this property could be built into
a useful space for the benefit of the owners and the community. A hotel is not one of them. It will crush those of us around
it. You know it and I do. Please protect the public. You are our only line of defense.

Thanks for your time,

Greg Matthews
301 Broadway St
Venice, CA 90291
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Herman Wurz <hwurz28@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 9:31 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

July 1, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Herman Wurz

Venice Resident since 1973
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

"Venice Place" - ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR-1A
1 message

Ingrid Mueller <ingridinvenice@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 11:09 AM
To: juliet.oh@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org

Ms. Oh and Planning Commissioners,

As a white, 76-year-old renter, living in E-Venice since 1988...¿why do I deeply care about this wrong project in a good
place?... you may ask.

Appellants' oppositions are not only valid, but would become the long list of irreversible 'Negative Impacts' on the
Historically Black Community immediately across Electric Avenue, from Westminster to Broadway-- a few generations
residing in the formerly red-lined Oakwood area since the early 1900's -- but also on Kids having to manouever through
frolicking global vacationers from/into Westminster Elementary School across Abbott Kinney Blvd. 

No, this is not acceptable for All of Venice Lovers!

Help keep Venice Venice for another 7 Generations!
Black L.A. History Must become a Preservation Project. 
They are already In 'Place'.
They get First Choices.
Unfortunately, their Voices were not collected.

Opposition has mounted, thankfully.
Vote with The People!

Sincerely, indeed!
Ingrid Mueller
1050 Doreen Place
IM in Venice, CA 90291
Since 1988

https://www.google.com/maps/search/1050+Doreen+Place?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Venice Place Hotel Project CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354 (CUB)(CU)(CKDP)(SPR)(MEL)
(WDI) 1011 Electric Avd. & 1021-1051 S. Abbot Kinney Blvd.
1 message

Judy Esposito <judy.esposito@msn.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 9:23 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, mike bonin <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

RE:  Venice Hotel Project,

It is beyond shocking that incompatible projects seem to always be approved for the benefit
of developers, resulting to the true harm and real detriment to residents.  We have been paying
taxes for decades.   Why is this ?

This project is clearly out of scale to the neighborhood.  CLEARLY.

Those living adjacent to this project will have their lives negatively impacted on a daily basis.  How
is this thought to be tolerable ?

Have you noticed Westminster School across the street ?  

This project hurts Venice.  

How is it acceptable for the developer to tie  EIGHT LOTS together for this single
project ???   Does that not reek of OUT OF SCALE ??

Outraged,

Judith Esposito  30 year Venice resident 
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Jade fenster <jadieee@aol.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 2:31 PM
Reply-To: Jade fenster <jadieee@aol.com>
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020 Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles
Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott
Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project. I have serious concerns about this Project: • -It
is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures. • -It ties an
unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This egregious
consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. • -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial
street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the
LAUSD. • -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the
morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample
hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into
already-hard-to-see crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the
already-narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will
park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. • -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both
on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. "Venice Place" is the
wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful project. Sincerely,
[Your name, Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Jeanette Koustenis <jkoustenis@hotmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:21 PM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>,
"Jason.P.Douglas@lacity.org" <Jason.P.Douglas@lacity.org>, "Nick.Melvoin@lausd.net" <Nick.Melvoin@lausd.net>,
"Austin.Beautner@lausd.net" <Austin.Beautner@lausd.net>

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: 
I am a Venice home owner and I am writing once again to oppose the "Venice Place" project.  I
thought that the project was rejected years ago, so I was surprised to hear that the City of Los
Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 78-room
apartment hotel in Venice on Abbot Kinney Blvd.
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built
structures. 
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a
maximum of 3 lots. This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. 
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary
school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney, especially during
the morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.
The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney,
encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks. 
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-
narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet,
patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. 
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and
an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. 
I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.
Thank you.
Jeanette Koustenis
812 Superba Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

https://www.google.com/maps/search/812+Superba+Ave.+%0D%0A+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Jill Mordy <jill.destefano@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 9:50 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Jill Mordy
jill.destefano@gmail.com
2448 4th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405
United States

mailto:jill.destefano@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2448+4th+Street+%0D%0A+Santa+Monica+,++CA+90405+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Jay Stark <js2914@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a Venice resident for over 30 years and I want to see balanced economic development in Venice.

The Venice Place Project is essential to the long-term growth and viability of Abbot Kinney and will be a welcome addition
to Abbot Kinney and the surrounding neighborhood.

I urge you to approve the project.

Sincerely,
Jay Stark
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Kathy Shinoda <kathy.shinoda@gmail.com> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 10:33 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

The Venice Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR) fills a long overdue need for more hotel
guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot
Kinney, it is appropriately located for its intended uses. The project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the
Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the Local Coastal Land Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project provide more
community connectivity for locals in Venice. Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the boutique hotel,
restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and classic facades reflect an
understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year engagement
process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice Chamber of
Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the history, culture and
fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,
Kathy Shinoda
Kathy.shinoda@gmail.com 1212 Abbot Kinney Blvd.

mailto:Kathy.shinoda@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1212+Abbot+Kinney+Blvd?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Leslie Rainer <LRainer@getty.edu> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 9:02 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, "juliet.oh@lacity.org"
<juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "theodore.irving@lacity.org" <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, "jason.p.douglas@lacity.org"
<jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, "austin.beutner@lausd.net"
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 30, 2020

 

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

 

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

 

I have serious concerns about this Project:

•             -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.

•             -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.

•             -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it
hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 

•             -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning
and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Venice Place Hotel Project -- Don't kill the goose that laid the golden egg
1 message

Mitchel Kadish <mitchel.kadish@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 12:55 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

Venice has a unique history as an alternative to the mainstream.  It's not the "same old same old" as some would say.  It
is this identity that attracts visitors to Venice.

Projects like the Venice Place Hotel would change that identity.  It would set a precedent that other developers and
landowners would follow in future projects.  Ultimately, Venice would just look like a cheap imitation of Santa Monica, or
Miami Beach, or countless other places.  Is that what you want?  As a resident of Venice for the past 13 years I can tell
you that I don't, nor do many of my neighbors.  And I suspect that the people who consider Venice a destination worth
visiting think the same. 

So, ask yourself this question:  do you want to kill the goose that laid the golden egg?

It's up to you.

Mitchel Kadish
Venice resident for 13 years, and native Angeleno
(310) 890-9304
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Nicholas Antonicello <nantoni@mindspring.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear West LA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The project will be a welcome addition to Abbot Kinney Boulevard and Venice as a whole, and fill a long overdue need for
more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice each year. It is appropriately located for its intended
uses and one of only a few sites designated for hotel rooms near the coastline. I cannot imagine an alternative project for
this site being as thoroughly considered or as community-minded. Now more than ever, the city needs projects like this
one.

Specifically, the project will provide a mix of uses including a new boutique hotel, restaurants, shops, creative office space
and generous communal open space that will benefit me and other community members. It will preserve existing
buildings and street-front architecture on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, provide all of its required parking onsite, and
incorporate substantial green design and operational features. With the proposed mix of uses, it will not significantly
impact area traffic. It will create jobs and economic benefits throughout the community and the city as a whole.

The project team has responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a very thorough multi-year
community engagement process and has earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and Venice Chamber
of Commerce. They have made the project fully compliant with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Venice Coastal
Land Use Plan and the city zoning code. In addition, no general plan amendment, zone change, variance or exceptions
are requested. It is clear that the intent is for the project to be an asset to the community and be integrated into the
history, culture and fabric of Venice. As a result, it will be a place both locals and visitors will enjoy.

Sincerely,
Nicholas Antonicello
nantoni@mindspring.com
415 Washington Blvd
Venice, CA 90292
United States

mailto:nantoni@mindspring.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/415+Washington+Blvd+%0D%0A+Venice+,++CA+90292+%0D%0A+United+States?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Nancy Wilding <nancyw131@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 5:21 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, +mike.bonin@lacity.org, +juliet.oh@lacity.org, +theodore.irving@lacity.org,
+jason.p.douglas@lacity.org, +nick.melvoin@lausd.net, +austin.beutner@lausd.net, +preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 16, 2020 Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles
Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott
Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project. I have serious concerns about this Project: • -It is
vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures. • -It ties an
unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This egregious
consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. • -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial
street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the
LAUSD. • -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning
and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow
Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on
neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. • -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and
for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. "Venice Place" is the wrong project
for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods. Please reject this harmful project. Sincerely, 
Nancy Wilding, Venice resident 
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Rachel Davis <racheldavis513@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 7:29 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
•       -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
•       -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
•       -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
•       -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
•       -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
•       -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
[Your name,

Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

peter cartmell <pcartmell@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:33 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Thank you for the opportunity to express my support for the mixed-use and hotel project known as The Venice Place
Project.

I look forward to seeing this project realized and providing new investment in the western end of Abbot Kinney Boulevard.
It’s an area that will benefit from an enhanced street front and new independent hotel as well as from the new technology
that will be integrated into the project. The green building practices employed in the project’s design, operation and
construction are significant. Given climate concerns, every development that commits to the latest technological
advances to reduce consumption of natural resources is good news for all of us.

The Venice Place plan has been designed to incorporate sustainability features for energy and water-use efficiencies in a
substantial way. It will include measures such as energy efficient lighting, drought tolerant plants, bike sharing facilities
and an electric car charging station. I’m particularly pleased to see the use of an automated parking garage, which will
further lessen its environmental impact. I have used this system in West Hollywood/Santa Monica and liked it. It is safe,
quiet, secure and uses less space than traditional garages. In Los Angeles, we are always trying to solve parking
problems and automated garages help answer the city’s chronic need for parking space. 

We need to embrace projects that are willing to invest in new innovations that are more environmentally friendly and
contribute positively to the needs of the community. Please support this project.

I left Venice due to the constant party happening next to me at the AirBnb House. I couldn't stand people screaming about
the bill after their friends jipping them. I now live in Santa Monica which somehow now has less expensive rent. Venice
has gone insane we need more apartments and hotels. 

Sincerely,

Peter Cartmell
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Robert Gomez <rpgmez@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear Planning Commission,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR).

As a Westside Los Angeles resident for the past five years, my wife and I regularly visit Venice and Abbott Kinney both as
part of our weekend routine (shopping, dining, walking) as well as to entertain out of town guests several times a year.
Given the dynamic atmosphere for visitors, having such a hotel in an area vastly under-serving its hotel demand will be a
welcome addition to Abbot Kinney and Venice. In fact, some friends visiting from Texas in February were asking for
lodging recommendations around Venice, before settling for a hotel in Santa Monica - I am certain they would have been
much happier staying at The Venice Place Project's boutique hotel. 

Further, the developer has clearly thought out how to best incorporate this project into the fabric of Abbott Kinney Blvd, by
providing complementary uses to the hotel, such as the restaurants, shops, and creative office space, while maintaining
the communal spirit for which Venice has become known for. Not to mention, this is a very attractive project, that already
feels like a natural addition to the district

Between the well-planned design, positive aesthetic value, as well as transparent community engagement on this project,
the developer has done a great job in creating a project that I wholly support. For this, I urge you to approve The Venice
Place Project (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR).

Sincerely,
Robert Gomez
rpgmez@gmail.com
8300 Manitoba St Apt 211
Playa Del Rey, CA

mailto:rpgmez@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/8300+Manitoba+St+Apt+211+%0D%0APlaya+Del+Rey,+CA?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Robert Hughes <roberthughes@verizon.net> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 11:54 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com

June 30, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:
I have been a homeowner/resident of Venice for over 32 years.  My wife works on the 1200 block of Abbott Kinney Blvd.

 I urge you to oppose the “Venice Place" project.

The project is too big for the neighborhood, will increase traffic, is across the street from an elementary school and yet will
be serving liquor, will occupy parking that is already in short supply and destroy the character of the neighborhood.

Please stop “Venice Place” from further eroding the quality of life in Venice.
Sincerely, 
Robert Hughes
Venice Resident]
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Opposition Letter - Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU)
(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Richard Stanger <stangerr@ca.rr.com> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 8:57 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "mike.bonin@lacity.org" <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, Juliet Oh
<Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>, "faisal.roble@lacity.org" <faisal.roble@lacity.org>
Cc: Sue Kaplan <sakaplan@ca.rr.com>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@mac.com>

 

                                      Richard Stanger

2409 Clark Avenue

Venice, CA 90291

 

July 3, 2020

 

 

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission

11214 West Exposition Blvd., 2nd Floor

Los Angeles, CA  90064

 

 

Re:    Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)
(MEL)(WDI)

 

 

Honorable Commissioners:

 

This letter is in opposition to the subject hotel project.

 

On June 6th I received an email flyer from City Planning asking the community to help it advance
equitable Westside community plans.  The flyer stated that:

 

“Planning is one of the many factors that play a key role in shaping access to housing,
open space, jobs, and overall a healthy quality of life. As land use planners we have both

https://www.google.com/maps/search/2409+Clark+Avenue+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
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an opportunity and shared responsibility to elevate the importance of inclusion and equity
in our practices.” 

 

The flyer further acknowledged that “we [at City Planning] have a lot of work to do in
reevaluating how we approach our work in order to empower those who have been
marginalized by planning practices of the past.”

 

Venice would be a good place for City Planning to start its self-reflection, the Oakwood neighborhood in
particular. 

 

Oakwood’s History

 

Venice was physically built by hundreds of African-Americans who developed the Oakwood
neighborhood at a time when it was one of the few neighborhoods in Los Angeles where they could
live.  Abbot Kinney encouraged the hiring of African-American professionals to help him build his
vision.  He supported Oakwood’s development as an African-American community. Over the decades
Venice also became home to many Mexican–American families attracted by its affordable homes and
proximity to local industries. 

 

Over the last two decades, however, city planners have systematically abetted the accelerating
gentrification of the Oakwood subarea of Venice, ignoring - or not caring – about its history and its
socio-cultural heritage.  For Oakwood it has become death by a thousand cuts.

 

Underlying City Planning’s complicity in the erosion of Oakwood’s heritage, was the unstated
assumption that more expensive homes – and consequently wealthier White homeowners – was better. 
Time and again, McMansions have removed bungalows and multi-family homes for expensive single-
family homes.  Affordable and RSO units have also been demolished.  The cumulative impacts of these
projects on the social make-up of the Oakwood neighborhood have also been ignored.

 

The Proposed Hotel

 

How will this hotel foster “inclusion and equity”? How will it help those “who have been marginalized by
planning practices in the past”?  The simple answer: it will not.

 

The proposal is for a high-end hotel complex in the heart of Venice on Abbot Kinney Boulevard.  Socio-
economic and cultural diversity is what made Venice the world famous destination it is today.  It is this
historic cultural legacy the hotel wants to tap into by locating in the heart of Venice.  Yet this project
has never acknowledged the socio-economic well-being of the neighborhood it will inevitably disrupt
nor the harm it will likely cause our neighbors in the Oakwood community over time.  The hotel, if built,
will continue the City’s pattern of disregard for this historic African-American community and further
exacerbate the displacement of Venice residents who have substantially shaped the character this
famous and unique coastal community.

 

City Planning has expressed its solidarity to the principles that correct the concerns of the Black Lives
Matter movement and in finding ways to steer away from its patterns and practices that have
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reinforced racial and economic inequities. However well intentioned, the right words are empty without
the right actions. 

 

This hotel project is in the wrong place.  Its approval will bring social and economic harm to the very
people with whom City Planning just declared solidarity. This hotel is not Oakwood.  It is not Venice. 

 

The hotel project should be denied.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Richard Stanger

 

 

 

Richard Stanger

stangerr@ca.rr.com

310-823-0744

 

mailto:stangerr@ca.rr.com
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354- (CUB)(CU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)
(MEL)(WDI) 1011 Electric Avenue & 1021-1051 S. Ab- bot Kinney Boulevard
1 message

Steve Bevilacqua <emb233@yahoo.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 11:50 AM
To: "apcwestla@lacity.org" <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "councilmember.bonin@lacity.org" <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>,
"son.p.douglas@lacity.org" <son.p.douglas@lacity.org>, "nick.melvoin@lausd.net" <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>,
"austin.beutner@lausd.net" <austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners: 

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the
construction of a roughly 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in
Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project. I have serious concerns about this
Project: 
• It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built
structures. 
• It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a
maximum of 3 lots. This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent. 
• It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary
school. I find it hard to believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during
the morning and late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.
The lack of an ample hotel loading area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney,
encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see crosswalks. 
• On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-
narrow Electric Ave. Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet,
patrons will park on neighborhood streets already strapped for resident parking. 
• Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and
an elementary school are a poisonous cocktail. "Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and
for our kids, families and neighborhoods. 

Please reject this project. 

Steve Bevilacqua
Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI), ENV-2016-4321-EIR
1 message

Scott Litt <scottw.litt@verizon.net> Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 3:21 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.com
Cc: djsamuels@ca.rr.com

July 1, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice. I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. This
egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school. I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD. 
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and late
afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school. The lack of an ample hotel loading area
would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-to-see
crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away. Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods Please reject this harmful
project.

As a long time resident of this neighborhood, I don’t feel that it can sustain this type of project. I believe resources are
already stretched too thin in this area. The homelessness is a serious issue here. Please reconsider this project!

Sincerely, 
Scott Litt

Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Sarah Shoup <s_shoup@icloud.com> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 9:42 AM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org,
nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, "preservingvenice@gmail.com" <preservingvenice@gmail.com>

June 16, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

I was alarmed to learn that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the construction of a roughly 70,000
square foot, 84-room apartment hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice.  I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project.

I have serious concerns about this Project:
• -It is vastly out-of-scale for the neighborhood, filling 5 times more of the land than the current built structures.
• -It ties an unprecedented 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots. 
This egregious consolidation would become a dangerous precedent.
• -It is across a two-lane (with a median lane) busy commercial street from a large elementary school.  I find it hard to
believe that there is a similar condition anywhere else within the LAUSD.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney, especially during the morning and
late afternoon periods when children and families are walking to and from school.  The lack of an ample hotel loading
area would force trucks to park in the middle of Abbott Kinney, encouraging traffic to swerve, possibly into already-hard-
to-see crosswalks.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave. 
Patrons waiting to park will be backed up into the neighborhood, or worse yet, patrons will park on neighborhood streets
already strapped for resident parking.
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary
school are a poisonous cocktail.

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 
Sarah Shoup

Venice Resident
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI); ENV-2016-4321-
EIR
1 message

Shepard Stern <shep@sternworld.net> Tue, Jul 7, 2020 at 10:45 AM
To: APCWestLA@lacity.org
Cc: Mike.Bonin@lacity.org, Nick.Melvoin@lausd.net, Austin.Beautner@lausd.net, Jason.P.Douglas@lacity.org

To West Los Angeles Area Planning Commissioners and Those Concerned,

This project has been rejected by the overwhelming majority of Venice residents time
and time again, 
yet it keeps moving forward for approval by this committee and others!

For the many reasons you will hear by all the appellants and more, you must vote to
deny this project!

The needs of Venetians should take precedence over the ambition of a small handful of
developers 
who only see Venice as a goldmine to plunder!

It's time to turn things around!

Do it for the children!  
No hotels across the street from schools!
Deny this project!

Sincerely,
Shepard Stern
Venice 90291



7/7/2020 City of Los Angeles Mail - My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0zNOvaagLMJWq0r0mXULloEbyTvI_cH_hDEPNXbagNlu0EO/u/0?ik=9ee8edc75b&view=pt&search=all&permth… 1/1

Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Tyson Sayles <tyson@thesaylesgroup.com> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 7:33 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

The Venice Place Project fills a long overdue need for more hotel guest rooms to serve the millions of visitors to Venice
each year. Located in a community commercial zone on Abbot Kinney, it is appropriately located for its intended uses.
The project is fully compliant with the Venice Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, and the Local Coastal Land
Use Plan.

Moreover, the communal spaces and walkable pedestrian pathways integrated into the design of the project provide more
community connectivity for locals in Venice. Its mix of uses are fully parked on-site, including the boutique hotel,
restaurants, shops, and creative office space. The creative reuse of the existing buildings and classic facades reflect an
understanding of the character of the neighborhood.

The owner has listened and responded substantively to the community’s concerns throughout a multi-year engagement
process. Such efforts have earned the support of the Venice Neighborhood Council and the Venice Chamber of
Commerce. I have no doubt that the project will be an asset to the community and integrated into the history, culture and
fabric of Venice.

Sincerely,

Tyson Sayles
837 Flower Ave.

https://www.google.com/maps/search/837+Flower+Ave?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

My Personal (NOT A FORM LETTER) Support For Venice Place!
1 message

Stephen Vitalich <steve@svarchitects.net> Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 6:17 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org

Dear WLA APC,

I strongly support The Venice Place Project, a major investment in our community. (ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-
WDI-SPP-SPR)

I've been a resident of Venice for nearly four decades. And as a long time resident and practicing professional in the
Venice community, I believe this is a responsible and prudent development and will be conducive to the changing and
growing Venice area."

Sincerely,

Stephen Vitalich
Stephen Vitalich Architects
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 1:12 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, +mike.bonin@lacity.org, +juliet.oh@lacity.org, +theodore.irving@lacity.org,
+jason.p.douglas@lacity.org, +nick.melvoin@lausd.net, +austin.beutner@lausd.net, +preservingvenice@gmail.org

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

 I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbott Kinney Blvd in Venice, which is a terrible idea BECAUSE:

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbott Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Waxman
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
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Planning APC West LA <apcwestla@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 1:19 PM
To: apcwestla@lacity.org, mike.bonin@lacity.org, theodore.irving@lacity.org, nick.melvoin@lausd.net,
austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org, jason.p.douglas@lacity.org

June 22, 2020

Dear West L.A. Area Planning Commissioners:

 I urge you to oppose the "Venice Place" project!

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has approved the construction of a 70,000 square foot, 84-room apartment
hotel on Abbot Kinney Blvd in Venice, which is a terrible idea BECAUSE:

• -It is completely out-of-scale for the neighborhood.
• -It ties 8 lots together in an area where the coastal land use plan allows a maximum of 3 lots.  
• -It is across from an elementary school.  
• -The project would drastically increase the traffic on already-busy Abbot Kinney.
• -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only on the already-narrow Electric Ave.  
• -Alcohol would be sold from 7a.m.-1.a.m., both on-site and for take-away.  Alcohol, strangers and an elementary school
are a dangerous combination!

"Venice Place" is the wrong project for this site and for our kids, families and neighborhoods.  Please reject this harmful
project.

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Waxman
938 Marco Place
Venice, CA 90291
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/

https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/938+Marco+Place+Venice,+CA+90291?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.stephaniewaxman.com/

	Staff Reccommendation Report
	Table of Contents
	Appeal Points and Staff Responses

	Exhibit A: Appeals
	Exhibit B: Determination
	Exhibit C: ENV-2016-4321-EIR
	Exhibit D: Correspondence
	Item 05 ZA 2012-3354 Applicant Letter - Glaser Weil 2.pdf
	Letter to APC July 6, 2020 (1)
	Exhibits A-G
	Exhibit G - Supporter Letters.PDF
	non formatted supporter letters
	Antonicello Supporter Letter
	Barry Supporter Letter
	Betz Supporter Letter
	Beveridge Supporter Letter
	Bill 2013 Supporter Letter
	Bill 2014 Supporter Letter
	Bill Supporter Letter
	Bill T 2019
	Brunton Supporter Letter
	Charbonneau 2014 Supporter Letter
	Charbonneau 2016 Supporter Letter
	Clark A Supporter Letter
	Courpron Supporter Letter
	Court Supporter Letter
	Dehnert Supporter Letter
	Dimster D Supporter Letter
	Dimster E Supporter Letter 2016
	Dimster E Supporter Letter 2019
	Drimal Supporter Letter
	Favour Supporter Letter
	Francisco Support Letter
	Gispan Supporter Letter
	Gordon SupporterLetter
	Greiner Supperter Letter
	Guggenheim Supporter Letter
	Hoffman 2016 Supporter Letter
	Hoffman Jack and Katy 2019 (1)
	Hoffman Jack and Katy 2019
	Hoffmann 2014 Supporter Letter
	Hoffmann J 19-0225
	Ironi Supporter Letter
	Jones L 19-0801
	Jones L Supporter Letter 2013
	Jones L Supporter Letter 2016
	Keister P 19-0220
	Kimes Supporter Letter
	Kurtley Supporter Letter
	Lake Supporter Letter 2013
	Lake Supporter Letter 2016
	Lasman 2016 Supporter Letter
	Lasman Supporter Letter
	London Supporter Letter
	Miller B Supporter Letter 2013
	Miller B Supporter Letter 2016
	Miller Joe Support Letter
	Mills Supporter Letter
	Muck Supporter Letter
	Murez J Supporter Letter
	Murez R Supporter Letter 2014
	Murez R Supporter Letter 2016
	Murez R Supporter Letter 2019
	Papale Supporter Letter
	Pardee T 19-022
	Paris Supporter Letter
	Park Supporter Letter
	Roberts H Supporter Letter
	Rogers Supporter Letter
	Schibel Supporter Letter
	Shapiro L Supporter Letter
	Sherman Supporter Letter
	Smith C 2013 Supporter Letter
	Smith C 2019 Supporter Letter
	Smith C Supporter Letter 2016
	Smith C Supporter Letter 2016b
	Smith S Supporter Letter
	Stenson Supporter Letter
	Tannenbaum Supporter Letter
	Tenkhoff Supporter Letter
	Umbanhowar Supporter Letter

	Supporter Letters 2013 to 2016
	Cassilly 2016
	Gardner 2016
	Gebser 2016
	Gigliotti 2016
	Jones 2016
	Kline 2016
	Maiello 2016
	Neal 2016
	Pardee M 2016
	Reim 2016
	Schreiber 2016
	Support Letters 2013.14 part 2
	Support Letters 2013.14
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 1
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 2
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 3
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 4
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 5
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 6
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 7
	Support Letters Aug Sep 2016 Part 8
	VCC support letter for the Venice Place Project 08 26 16

	Supporter Letters 2019
	Cassilly 2019
	Supporter Letters Aug 2019
	Supporter Letters July 2019 part 1
	Supporter Letters July 2019 part 2
	Supporter Letters July 2019 part 3
	Supporter Letters July 2019 part 4

	Supporter Letters 2020 NEW
	Charbonneau, Ronald 7.2.20
	Dimster, Don 7.2.20
	Favour, Mollie 7.5.20
	Francisco, George .7.3.20
	Hoffman, Jack 7.6.20
	Miller, Brad 7.5.20
	Smith, Corbin 7.4.20

	Web Submissions 2016
	Web Submission Supporters Record 2015-2019
	Web Submissions
	Web Submissions Part 2

	Supporter Cards
	Supporter Cards
	Support Cards 2







