
Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Naomi Nightingale
Date Submitted: 08/24/2020 10:15 PM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  I am writing to support the 245 motion by Councilman Mike

Bonin to reconsider the Abbot Kinney Hotel appeal. This project
has many flaws the worst of which is the negative economic,
social, and, educational impacts upon the Venice Oakwood
Community. The concrete wall framing the hotel and connected
properties result in a divide that situates Oakwood as the
proverbial "other side of the tracks". 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Eileen Bryant Archibald
Date Submitted: 08/24/2020 05:07 PM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Re: Abbott Kinney Hotel; Council File #20-1024 Dear City

Council Members: I am not in support of the Abbot Kinney Hotel.
Location is to near school, serious risk of human trafficking,
impact on families with children, need to develop reasonable
rental locations for Venice Venice doesn’t need another Hotel. We
also do not want to attract pedophiles and human traffickers. I
think it’s a ludicrous attempt to continue to make Venice more
risky for our families. I do not support any hotel develpment.
Sincerely, Eileen Bryant Archibald 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Citizens Preserving Venice
Date Submitted: 08/24/2020 06:11 PM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please distribute to the Councilmembers and staff. 



 

_____________________________ 
Citizens Preserving Venice (CPV), a nonprofit 501c(3), founded as a group dedicated to  preserving and protecting 
the character and scale of Venice as a Special Coastal Community. We work with the  Venice community preserving 
the history, including the social, cultural and economic diversity, and protecting affordable housing by promoting 
healthy growth throughout Venice. 
 
 

 
 
 
August 24, 2020 
Council File 20-1024 
Venice Place Hotel Project 
ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPP-SPR-1A 
Charter Section 245 Motion 
 
Honorable Councilmembers: 
 
Please approve the motion to proceed with the City Charter Section 245 review for the Venice 
Place Hotel Project (“Project”). 
 
First, it is critical that we work to protect and enhance the lives of the adjacent neighbors, the 
residents of Oakwood, a historically African American community that has been and continues 
to be vitiated by gentrification. 
 
This hotel project is a highly complex and precedent-setting project for Venice. The Project 
includes the consolidation of as many as eight lots, 58,638 square feet in new development, and a 
precedent-setting and controversial interpretation of what constitutes a “mixed use” project in the 
Coastal Zone of Venice. Venice is a special community with a firm policy restricting the tying of 
lots unless the important goals of providing much-needed housing to “increase opportunities for 
employees to live near jobs and residents to live near shopping” are achieved. This was not 
considered by the Commission. 
 
The Commission rules provide that the Commission may continue a matter at the request of the 
council office.  (See Rule 9.4 of the WLA Area Planning Commission (“WLAAPC") Rules and 
Procedures.)  Councilmember Mike Bonin requested a continuance in this case in order to 
provide for further public engagement.  This request was either ignored or refused by the 
Commission. 

Important legal interpretations were made at the WLAAPC hearing, without appropriate 
review.  For example, Mr. Newhouse stated that he had reviewed the laws on mixed-use and had 
determined that the Project involved a mixed-use project.  Because of his special standing as the 
President of the Commission and a land use lawyer, his point of view easily dominated, 
especially without any input from the staff, including the city attorney, whose staff assigned to 
the WLAAPC was in attendance but not consulted on these legal questions.  

The issues regarding lot consolidation were not even analyzed by the Commission nor the 
staff.  This is a precedent-setting issue for Venice.  The applicant in this case does not seem to 
acknowledge that there is an eight-lot consolidation, nor does the City Planning staff specifically 
discuss this issue, although it was raised on appeal.  



 

 

 
The Project's EIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the Project's impacts as required under 
CEQA, nor are the CEQA findings supported by substantial evidence. 
 
In addition, the Applicant seeks to redevelop and does not consider in any meaningful way, 
Project Alternative 4, which would permit the development of the Project mostly as currently 
contemplated, but at the same time would preserve three historic buildings that the Project 
proposes to demolish.  The statement of overriding considerations never states why Alternative 4 
is infeasible. 
 
Lastly, because the ongoing non-residential uses of three of the buildings were 
operated as commercial establishments illegally, and the only legal use of those 
buildings was residential, the EIR should have discussed the impact on housing and the conflict 
with the Mello Act. 
 
The issue of lot consolidation, mixed use projects and the application of the Mello Act are all 
important planning issues for the future of Venice.  There is no project in Venice that deserves 
more thoughtful deliberation, considering the gravity of the impact of this decision. 
 
Please approve the motion to proceed with the City Charter Section 245 review for the Venice 
Place Hotel Project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sue Kaplan, President 
Citizens Preserving Venice 
 
 


