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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 
1021/ 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, and parking in a three-level underground garage.
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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
Erratum No. 2

PAGE 3 City of Los Angeles
September 2020



2 TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS

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

ALTERNATIVE 4
Section 4.a) Environmentally Superior Alternative, starting on page 6-6 of the Draft EIR shall 
be revised as follows:

Alternative 4 (Historic Preservation) 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. However, as discussed below, Alternative 4 has been found to be 
infeasible.

Table 6.D-1 Alternative 4 - Project Objectives, on page 6-81 of the Draft EIR shall be revised 
as follows:

Project Objective Discussion

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.

Not Met. Alternative 4 would not develop an 
economically viable project.
Alternative 4 would reduce the total

Specifically,

hotel/residential floor area by 800 sf or 1.5 
percent. 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 
retained 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 square 
feet of retail with the Project. A Financial 
Feasibility Analysis by RCLCO Real Estate 
Advisors, August 25, 2020 (Erratum No.2: 
Appendix) submitted to the record concludes 
that the changes to the Project footprint and 
configuration in Alternative 4 would result in 
diminished and increasedrevenues
construction costs, which would limit the 
ability of the Project to meet the minimum 
economic return threshold needed to support
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investment and development. Therefore, 
Alternative 4 is economically infeasible. 
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, although 
Alternative 4 is not economically viable for
development.____________________________
Met. Alternative 4 would include hotel, retail, spa, 
and additional restaurant uses for visitor serving 
commercial activities. However, the largest 
contiguous useable retail space in Alternative 
4 would be approximately 700 square feet, as 
compared to 2,935 square feet of retail with the 
Project which would impact the usability of the 
retail component._________________________

To provide visitor serving commercial activities.

Appendices of the Draft EIR:

The attached Appendix: Financial Feasibility Analysis, RCLCO Real Estate Advisors, August 25, 2020 
shall be added as Appendix O of the Draft EIR.

Venice Place Project
Erratum No. 2

PAGE 5 City of Los Angeles
September 2020



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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