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Name: John Given
Date Submitted: 09/15/2020 12:37 PM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Honorable Councilmembers, unable to successfully log in to

present testimony on behalf appellant Keep Neighborhoods First
(agenda item 20) at today's council meeting following many,
many attempts, for the record I submit the comments I would
have made had I been able to testify. Sincerely, John Given --
John Given Law Office of John P. Given 2461 Santa Monica
Boulevard, #438 Santa Monica, CA 90404 (310)471-8485 



 LAW OFFICE OF JOHN P. GIVEN 
 2461 Santa Monica Blvd., #438 
 Santa Monica, CA 90404 

john@johngivenlaw.com 
(310) 471-8485 

	
September 15, 2020 

Venice Place Apartment Hotel Project 

Testimony before LA City Council on behalf of Keep Neighborhoods First 

 

Good morning councilmembers – 

 

John Given on behalf of appellant Keep Neighborhoods First. 

 

KNF appreciates that the council is now considering this case thanks to unanimous approval of 

Councilmember Bonin’s 245 motion, which noted the numerous unresolved significant issues 

with the project. I hope councilmembers have read and considered the multiple appeals and 

powerful testimony from community members. KNF agrees with our co-appellants Unite Here, 

POWER, and Citizens Preserving Venice, and for the record adopts their arguments and 

evidence made in the case and on appeal as our own. 

 

The Venice and Oakwood community does not want or need a boutique hotel; it desperately 

needs to preserve and expand its housing base and especially new affordable housing. 

 

This is why KNF objects to the destruction of three single-family dwelling units at the project 

site. Those structures are subject to both the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance and the Mello 

Act. On page 40 of the ZA determination, the ZA notes they are still legally permitted as 

dwelling units. They were illegally converted for use as a day care center. There is no evidence 

the use was ever approved by the City. 

 

The ZA determination and the project’s EIR rely on a July 6, 2010 finding by the LA Housing 

Department (the precursor agency to LA HCID) that the City determined converting the 

buildings back to residential use is infeasible. In finding that the property was exempt from the 

Mello Act, it relied entirely on information submitted by the property owner, and simply assumes 

the underlying previous use was legal and proper. KNF’s appeal shows it was not. 
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So why does this illegal daycare use matter since the current project is not a daycare? It matters 

because the Mello Determination, based on information obtained from the daycare applicant, was 

invalid. The 2012 Venice Sign Off document for the day care (referenced in the Mello Act 

memo) says: “this sign off is based on the information provided by the applicant. If at a later date 

the information is found to be incorrect or incomplete this sign off will become invalid and any 

development occurring at that time must cease until appropriate entitlements are obtained.” 

 

So there is no evidence it is infeasible to return the buildings to residential use.  

 

Adding insult to injury, these dwelling units are also historic structures. 

 

APARTMENT HOTEL ISSUE 

KNF agrees with the other appellants on the Apartment Hotel issue. An Apartment Hotel is not 

the same as a Hotel. Only a Hotel, Motel, or TORS (a Transient Occupancy Residential 

Structure) can have a short term rental. The Home Sharing Ordinance did not change the city 

code on this point. The Home Sharing Ordinance did not change city code on this, but rather 

clarified it. 

 

One of the Zoning Administrator’s responses to appellant’s arguments about the Apartment 

Hotel approval is quite troubling. The ZA’s appeal recommendation denied that an Apartment 

Hotel was even approved. But this is false. The determination from which this appeal is taken 

could not be more clear. It says on page 2: 

Pursuant to LAMC Section (and there it cites the relevant CUP code section) I hereby 

approve a conditional use to allow the use and maintenance of an Apartment Hotel 

with[in] 500 feet of a residential zone. 

Pretending that the the Apartment Hotel approval didn’t happen doesn’t mean it didn’t happen. 

 

If that original determination was made in error, it was up to the applicant to appeal it. But the 

applicant did not appeal. You cannot sustain an approval for a hotel if a hotel approval was never 

granted. 
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Doing so creates a huge CEQA problem, because it results in approval of a project that is 

significantly changed relative to its project description, or approves a project that is inconsistent 

with its project description. That is improper. It is well-established that CEQA requires a stable 

project description. And it is improper to assume that changing what appears only to be a label 

from Apartment Hotel to Hotel does not cause impacts. 

 

For example, even if this project were originally approved as a hotel, it has 4 dwelling units in 

one structure, as Juliet Oh presented in her testimony to the APC. This is not permitted under the 

City’s zoning code without a variance, which requires numerous mandatory findings under the 

City Charter and zoning code. That conflict alone raises a significant land use impact for which 

there has been no mitigation. 

 

PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

There are some significant procedural issues with this case. The APC heard the case on appeal, 

but made negotiated project changes with the applicant as if hearing the matter originally. The 

APC allegedly granted the appeals in part. The reality is the APC had no jurisdiction to make 

project changes if it did not grant one of the appeals. But the APC did not identify any appeal 

points as being correct, they denied the appeals in their entirety. 

 

The Council now stands in the APC’s shoes as an appellate body, and the applicant continues to 

bring new modifications to the approvals and findings, and to submit new environmental 

information to the record. If that information was necessary to the City’s decision in the case it 

should have been in the record a long time ago, instead of submitted when community members 

had no time to meaningfully review or rebut the new information. 

 

Today’s hearing was noticed as if it would not receive public comment or even presentations 

from the applicant and appellants. At 6:20pm yesterday appellants received word they would be 

heard. And obviously Council took testimony from a number of members of the public this 

morning. KNF appreciates the opportunity to be heard, of course, but how many community 

members did not participate today because of the inaccurate hearing notice? And did some 
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community members receive a heads up that testimony would be permitted, because there was 

no public communication correcting the notice that I am aware. This is not a harm that can be 

corrected by continuing the item, because the council loses jurisdiction after today. KNF objects 

to the inaccurate notice which we feel kept the Council from hearing many community members 

who would have objected to the project.  

 

There is apparently also a substitute motion from Councilmember Bonin on the item. The 

community has not had any opportunity to review this motion before council action today, so I 

must object to its consideration, particularly where this project comes to the Council on appeal. 

 

Despite our numerous disagreements with the applicant’s team on what the City’s zoning code 

and local regulations permit at the project site, KNF continues to be willing to work with the 

applicant to improve the project to address community concerns. But the only way further 

discussion can occur is if the Council vetoes and remands back to the APC, which is the 

reasonable request KNF now makes. The only other alternative that protects the Venice and 

Oakwood community is granting the appeals. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Jordan R. Sisson, Esq.
Date Submitted: 09/15/2020 09:33 AM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Appellants maintain that the Project does not qualify for a mixed use exemption because the Project’s 78 hotel

guest rooms clearly fall within the definition of “hotel” and “guest rooms” (LAMC sec. 12.03), thus are
considered “commercial uses” (LAMC sec. 13.09-B.3), and therefore this project is not “predominately” entail
residential uses (12.22.A.23.d). Appellants are unaware of any other hotel project that has been exempt from
the lot consolidation restrictions under the Venice Coastal Specific Plan specific plans. Upon our review, it
appears that mixed use projects that provide actual long term housing opportunities have qualified for the
exemption. See e.g., DCP (1/18/05) LOD RE: Case No.
CPC-2003-9340-SPE-SPP-CU-ZV-ZAA-CDP-SPR-MEL, pp. P-1, F-10 (exemption for lot consolidation for
75 residential condos and ground floor bakery/restaurant),
https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/document/MTk5Nzk0/d656aa11-4807-4f64-b4c4-1f4fa6319788/pdd.
While relying on isolated provisions of LAMC sections 12.03, 12.22, and 13.00 (see
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-1024_misc_a_09-15-20.pdf), the Applicant and DCP has ignored
clear and critical provisions that show that this Project is not a predominantly residential use mixed use project
entitled to exemption from Code and Specific Plan regulations. Additionally, the new feasibility study about
Alternative 4 was just uploaded today on the eve of Council actions (see
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=20-1024;
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-1024_misc_1_09-14-2020.pdf). This has not been vetted by the
public and defeats CEQA’s informed decision-making purposes. For all the reasons previously discussed,
Council should either deny the Project’s entitlements or send it back to the West LA Area Planning
Commission. Thank you for your consideration. Jordan R. Sisson, Attorney Law Office of Gideon Kracov 801
S. Grand Ave., 11th Floor Los Angeles, CA 90017 Office: 213-629-2071 ext. 1102 Fax: 213-623-7755
jordan@gideonlaw.net www.gideonlaw.net 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Adam Davidson
Date Submitted: 09/14/2020 11:45 PM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  THANK YOU Councilmember Bonin for bringing this to

Council. I want you to know that I STRONGLY support a denial
of the Venice Place Hotel. I believe this is ultimately harmful
project for the Venice community. * This is an unprecedented
project and may pose significant impacts on the community. *
The project raises substantial concerns related to traffic and
pedestrian safety. * The project does not preserve historic-cultural
resources. * The project does not have the required housing and
affordable housing. * The project is not compatible in mass, scale
or character with the surrounding residential neighborhoods. *
This project would set an unacceptable precedent for the Venice
Specific Plan * The project requires further public engagement,
particularly with the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
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Name: Eric Geier
Date Submitted: 09/15/2020 09:18 AM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please see the attached document from Applicant's representative. 
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September 15, 2020 

VIA E-MAIL 

Councilmember Nuri Martinez, Council President 
Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Erika.Pulst, City Clerk 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
erika.pulst@lacity.org 
 
 

Re:  Council File 20-1024 
 ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI-1A 

ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
 
 

Honorable Councilmember Nuri Martinez, 
 

I am writing on behalf of my client, Wynkoop Properties, LLC, owner of the property 
located at 1021-1033 and 1047-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard and 1011 Electric Avenue 
("Property"). The applicant proposes development of a mixed-use project consisting of a hotel, 
apartment units, restaurants, office, and retail ("Project"). 
 

On behalf of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the following additional 
Applicant Volunteered Conditions of approval, and technical corrections to the Conditions of 
Approval are incorporated into your determination on the project.  These are in addition to the 
requested additions and changes submitted to the file on September 10, 2020, attached hereto as 
Attachment “A”. 
 
ADDITIONAL APPLICANT VOLUNTEERED CONDITIONS 

15.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. During peak evening 
operational hours (4pm to 6 pm), should the Project’s valet operations and/or 
onsite queueing location be unable to accommodate service levels identified and 
analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, the operator shall 
provide an off-site parking location for any consistently unforeseen overflow, 
subject to review and approval by the Department of Building and Safety and the 
Department of Transportation. A copy of the approved circulation plan shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to be placed in the subject case 
file. 

 
 
NEW CONDITIONS 
 
15.i The Applicant shall be required to submit a compliance report to the Department 

of City Planning within after 18 months issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy 
for the hotel.  The compliance report shall evaluate the parking operations for 
consistency with these conditions of approval, and operational conditions as set 
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forth in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project.  The study shall 
be conducted by a licensed parking consultant, and should evaluate the project’s 
parking operations, surveying queuing capacity, retrieval times, and overall 
parking utilization of the subterranean garage.   The study shall be conducted 
during peak operating hours, and shall include at a minimum one weekday and 
one weekend time period.  Any operational modifications necessary to comply 
with conditions of approval and the assumptions within the EIR shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation.   
 

19.c The project shall contribute $75,000 toward pedestrian improvements and/or 
crosswalk improvements at the intersection of Broadway Avenue and Abbot 
Kinney Boulevard, in consultation with the Department of Transportation.    

51. The Applicant shall work with Council District 11 to create a local hire program, 
targeting the Venice Community. 

 

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

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

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.  An 
existing passenger loading area shall be maintained on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 
subject to review by the Department of Transportation. 

 
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.   

 

Thank you for your consideration of these corrections.  Feel free to connect with me at (310) 
204-3500 x. 301, or at dana@three6ixty.net should you have any questions regarding this 
transmittal. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Dana A. Sayles, AICP 
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ATTACHMENT “A” 

 
APPLICANT VOLUNTEERED CONDITIONS / TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

SUBMITTAL SEPTEMBER 10, 2020 
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September 10, 2020 

VIA E-MAIL 

Councilmember Marqueece Harris-Dawson, Chair 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
c/o Leyla Campos, City Clerk 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
leyla.campos@lacity.org 
 
 

Re:  Council File 20-1024 
 ZA-2012-3354-CUB-CU-CDP-SPR-SPP-MEL-WDI-1A 

ENV-2016-4321-EIR 
 
 

Honorable Councilmember Harris-Dawson, 
 

I am writing on behalf of my client, Wynkoop Properties, LLC, owner of the property 
located at 1021-1033 and 1047-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard and 1011 Electric 
Avenue ("Property"). The applicant proposes development of a mixed-use project consisting 
of a hotel, apartment units, restaurants, office, and retail ("Project"). 
 

On behalf of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the following Applicant 
Volunteered Conditions of approval, and technical corrections to the conditions of approval 
are incorporated into your determination on the project. 
 
APPLICANT VOLUNTEERED CONDITIONS 

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. In addition, a 2.5-foot-wide ground-floor public 

sidewalk easement shall be provided adjoining the dedication.  Building and floor 

area encroachments are permitted below grade to the property line, and above 

grade over a vertical clearance of 8-feet, for a maximum depth of 30”.    

Context: The Applicant requested a Waiver of Dedication or Improvement (“WDI”) to reduce 

an otherwise required highway dedication along Electric Avenue from 7.5 feet to 5 feet. The 

Waiver request was appropriate, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, as the additional 

two and one-half feet would not further vehicular circulation under Mobility Plan 2035. 

During the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission hearing on July 15th, the Commission 

requested that the Applicant provide additional streetscape improvements along Electric 

Avenue to further pedestrian access and safety. This resulted in the voluntary condition 

(Condition 19) for an additional 2.5-foot, ground floor (at grade), side walk easement along 

the Electric Avenue frontage for pedestrian circulation.  However, the necessity remains to 

mailto:leyla.campos@lacity.org
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have below grade encroachments to the current property line to accommodate the 

subterranean parking strucure.  Additionally above-grade projections are necessary to 

accommodate the project as designed, and not to compromise needed floor area and unit 

count for the project. 

22.  Alcoholic Beverage Conditions 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. , Saturday and Sunday, and 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M., Monday 

through Friday.  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 for alcohol sales shall be limited to 

7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M, Saturday and Sunday, and 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M., Monday 

through Friday. 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 for alcohol sales shall be limited to 

7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M, Saturday and Sunday, and 9:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M., Monday 

through Friday. The on-site 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. 

Context: The Applicant originally requested hours of alcohol sale from 7:00 A.M. to 1:00 A.M. 

daily, as approved by the Zoning Administrator. However, at the request of the Venice 

community and parents of Westminster Elementary School, the Applicant is voluntarily 

restricting the sale of alcohol, Monday through Friday, beginning at 9:00 A.M. in lieu of 7:00 

A.M. following the commencement of school hours. While this voluntary condition was not 

accurately reflected in the August 7th, 2020 APC Determination Letter, the condition text above 

(underlined) accurately reflects the requested hours of alcohol sales. 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS (AS MODIFIED BY WEST LOS 

ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING – 

JULY 15TH, 2020 HEARING AND AUGUST 7TH, 2020 LETTER OF DETERMINATION, 

SPELLING AND GRAMMATICAL ERROR CHANGES OMITTED HEREIN): 

• Global: Apartment-Hotel Mixed-Use and Apartment Hotel Hotel 
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• 6. Uses. The project shall be limited to a mixed-use development comprised of the 

following: 

a.  An apartment 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 SheetX Sheet X2 and X3 

of "ExhibitA "Exhibit A." 

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

• 10. Height. The project shall be limited to a maximum flat roof height limit of 30 
feet, to the top edge of the roof parapet, as defined by Sections 9 and 10 of the 

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.  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. 

 

• 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, their 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. 

• 15. Parking. A minimum of 175184 vehicle parking spaces shall be provided onsite. 
Off-site parking shall be prohibited for the purposes of meeting the parking 

requirements of the LAMC and Specific Plan. 

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

shall not apply to the existing valet operation on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. Queuing 

shall not be permitted beyond the property line on Abbot Kinney. 

a.  Primary valet operations shall be provided on a 24-hour basis at the existing 

Main Valet Area on Electric Avenue. 

b.  Additional valet operations shall be provided, starting at 5:00 PM daily, at 

the Secondary Valet Area on Abbot Kinney Boulevard. The Secondary Valet Area 

shall be designated as the curbside space between Broadway Street and the Project 

property line with 1039 Abbot Kinney Boulevard. 

c.  Use of the Secondary Valet Area shall be permitted prior to 5:00 PM 

consistent with Condition 38 related to Private Hosted Events. 

• 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 An existing passenger loading area shall be prohibited along maintained 

on Abbot Kinney Boulevard, subject to review by the Department of Transportation. 

The highlighted language was added by the APC. We respectfully request that it be struck out 

to allow the option for loading on Broadway during limited hours, which hours would exclude 

before and after school at Westminster Elementary. It is our understanding that this is 

acceptable to certain opponents.  

 

• 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. In addition, a 2.5-foot-wide ground-floor public 

sidewalk easement shall be provided adjoining the dedication.  Building and floor 

area encroachments are permitted below grade to the property line, and above 

grade over a vertical clearance of 8-feet, for a maximum depth of 30”.    

• 38. Private Events.  

a.  Not more than one hosted event shall be permitted 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 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays or 

shall start or end between 12:00 p.m. and 2:00 p.m. on weekends unless 1) a 
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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: 

  

• 48. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the mitigation measures in 
the attached Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) and stamped "Exhibit 8" 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. Implementation. The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP), attached as 

"Exhibit B" and part of the case file, shall be enforced throughout all phases of the 

Project. The Applicant shall be responsible for implementing each Project Design 

Features (PDF) and Mitigation Measure (MM) and shall be obligated to provide 

certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring and enforcement 

agencies that each PDF and MM has been implemented. The Applicant shall 

maintain records demonstrating compliance with each PDF and MM. Such records 

shall be made available to the City upon request. 

 

• 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. 

Construction Monitor. During the construction phase and prior to the issuance of 

building permits, the Applicant shall retain an independent Construction Monitor 

(either via the City or through a third-party consultant), approved by the 

Department of City Planning, who shall be responsible for monitoring 

implementation of PDFs and MMs during construction activities consistent with the 

monitoring phase and frequency set forth in this MMP. 
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The Construction Monitor shall also prepare documentation of the Applicant's 

compliance with the PDFs and MMs during construction every 90 days in a form 

satisfactory to the Department of City Planning. The documentation must be signed 

by the Applicant and Construction Monitor and be included as part of the 

Applicant's Compliance Report. The Construction Monitor shall be obligated to 

immediately report to the Enforcement Agency any non-compliance with the MMs 

and PDFs within two businesses days if the Applicant does not correct the non-

compliance within a reasonable time of notification to the Applicant by the monitor 

or if the non-compliance is repeated. Such non-compliance shall be appropriately 

addressed by the Enforcement Agency. 

• 50. 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 Substantial Conformance and 

Modification. After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor 

changes and modifications to the MMP are permitted, but can only be made subject 

to City approval. The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any appropriate agencies or 

departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed change or modification. 

This flexibility is necessary in light of the nature of the MMP and the need to protect 

the environment. No changes will be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy 

the requirements of CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency. 

Thank you for your consideration of these corrections.  Feel free to connect with me at 

(310) 204-3500 x. 301, or at dana@three6ixty.net should you have any questions regarding 

this transmittal. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Dana A. Sayles, AICP 

 

Cc: Councilmember Bob Blumenfield 

Councilmember Gilbert Cedillo 

Councilmember Curren Price 
Councilmember John Lee 

Councilmember Mike Bonin 

Krista Kline 

mailto:dana@three6ixty.net
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Len Nguyen 

Jason Douglas 

 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name:
Date Submitted: 09/15/2020 09:23 AM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  Good morning Councilmembers, I hope you can read this before

the meeting starts. PLEASE DENY THE PROJECT.I want to
honor Councilmember Bonin and his support of Venice and the
Oakwood community in particular. Councilmember Bonin took a
big step in asking for the 245 because he saw that a project of this
size demanded more careful, well thought out consideration and
he found several issues in the Appeals that deserved more
oversight. He is right. The mass and scale are not compatible, a
sensitive historic - cultural neighborhood would bear the brunt
should this be built. The developer showed his insensitivity to the
history of Venice and the important place of our African
American community in this history. What he is proposing to
build is nothing but a huge wall that effectively closes off the
community to his project and is exclusive rather than inclusive.
The developer submitted a feasibility study at the last minute, I
can't imagine that neither the city nor you had time to study out
and confirm its findings. But what this saids at a glance that the
developer is saying that he would have a less than 1% change if
he had to lose ONE guest room in order to preserve three historic
bungalows, also important in the history of our African American
community. Councilmember Bonin understood all this and asked
that you give more time so proper outreach and public input can
be made and to give the developer a chance after public input to
change his project so that it really benefits the whole community
and not the enabled few. Listen carefully as the true neighbors
speak. You will understand too why this project should be
DENIED. Thank you for your time and consideration. Sue Kaplan
Venice resident 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Allie Kiekhofer
Date Submitted: 09/15/2020 10:25 AM
Council File No: 20-1024 
Comments for Public Posting:  I'd like to thank Councilmember Bonin for his motion regarding

the Venice Place Hotel. I grew up in west LA and most of my
family and good friends live in or near CM Bonin's district. Thank
you to Mr. Bonin for stepping up for the Oakwood and Venice
communities. I strongly support a denial of the Venice Place
Hotel. This is an unprecedented project that will create significant
harms for the community: The project raises substantial concerns
related to traffic and pedestrian safety. The project does not
preserve historic-cultural resources. The project does not have the
required housing and affordable housing. The project is not
compatible in mass, scale or character with the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. This project would set an unacceptable
precedent for the Venice Specific Plan. Please continue
prioritizing the needs of people who live in the community instead
of the profits of hotel developers. Deny the Venice Place Hotel.
Thank you. 
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