
 

 
 

 

September 10, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL: 
 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 1010 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org  
 
RE: ITEM 5 PLUM AGENDA FOR SEPTEMBER 10, 2020(COUNCIL FILE NO. 20-1024); 

VENICE PLACE PROJECT APPEAL (DCP CASE NOS. ZA-2012-3354, ENV-2016-4321); 
APPELLANT UNITE HERE LOCAL 11 COMMENTS 

 
On behalf of Appellants 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 submits the following supplemental comments to 
the City of Los Angeles (“City”) Planning & Land Use Management Committee (“PLUM”) regarding the above-
referenced (“Project”). At the outset, Appellants appreciate the City, and particularly Councilmember Bonin, 
for asserting jurisdiction over the Project, which previously was approved during Appellants’ appeal by the 
West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission (“APC”) via its August 7, 2020 Letter of Determination (“LOD”)1 
that relied on the underlying Department of City Planning (“DCP”)’s July 15, 2020 Staff Report.2 

 
Under Charter section 245(e), the Council shall not be limited to veto of the APC action, but shall have 

the same authority to act on a matter as that originally held by the APC.  In other words, Council should grant 
our original land use appeals and vote to deny the requested entitlements. 

 
The following comments, which incorporate by this reference all comments raised by all other 

commenting parties, is in response to DCP’s August 27, 2020 appeal response letter (“Response”),3 which 
perpetuates the fiction that this nearly 100 percent commercial development with four meager dwelling units is 
a mixed-use residential project—it is not, neither under the Code nor under any reasonable understanding of 
the term as used in the City.  The APC wrongfully rejected our appeals.  

 
The applicant needs to characterize this Project as a “mixed-use” project because it: i) seeks 

exemption from the City’s Mini-Shopping Center/Commercial Corner Development standards (LAMC § 
12.22.23(d)), ii) consolidates more than the two-lot maximum per the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan 
(“VCZSP” or “Specific Plan”) § 9.A.1.e(4)); and iii) receives greater density than otherwise allowed (VCZSP § 
11.B.3). However, DCP’s and APC’s justifications for the “mixed use” characterization are seriously flawed and 
inconsistent with the Code and prior DCP decisions—all of which raises a significant question about how DCP 
classifies hotel projects (as explained below) 

 

1 APC (8/7/20) LOD RE: ZA-2012-3354, https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/document/MjMzMTcx0/
46e6f77e-051c-4e11-ad6d-6ce8558211cd/pdd. 
2 DCP (7/15/20) Staff Report RE: ZA-2012-3354, https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/b660a0e8-5cbe-
4d60-afc2-3ec8a6e11e1b/ZA-2012-3354.pdf,  
3 DCP (8/27/20) Response RE: 1021-1051 South Abbot Kinney Boulevard; CF 20-102, 
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/20-1024_misc_08-27-2020.pdf.  
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First, guest rooms and hotels are plainly considered commercial—not residential—uses under 

the LAMC §§ 12.22.23(d), 13.09-B.3, or 12.03. The chief justification relied upon by DCP and APC is that the 
Project qualifies as a mixed-use project because the hotel guest rooms are considered residential uses under 
the above Code sections.4 However, these unambiguous provisions clearly require mixed-use projects to be 
predominantly residential uses (LAMC § 12.22.A.23.d)(1)), indicate that commercial uses explicitly include 
guest rooms and hotels (LAMC § 13.09.B.3), and show that hotel guest rooms are not dwelling units intended for 
families to live in (LAMC § 12.03) (see excerpts below).5 

 

 
* * * 

 
* * * 

 

 
As the above provisions make clear, hotel guest rooms are not residential uses as suggested by DCP 

and APC. Furthermore, to suggest hotels are residential directly conflicts with the City’s Affordable Housing 

 

4 DCP Response, supra fn. 3, p. 3; DCP Staff Report, supra fn. 2, pp. A-15 – A-17. 
5 DCP Staff Report, supra fn. 2, pp. A-15 – A-16. 



   

Linkage Fee (“AHLF”) Program, under which DCP has held that guest rooms are not residential pursuant to 
the definitions of LAMC §§ 12.03 and 12.22.6 This begs the question, how can DCP find hotel guest rooms here 
to be residential when it defines them as non-residential under the same Code sections?  

 
Second, the Specific Plan relaxed development restrictions for mixed-use projects that create 

housing opportunities for residents—not hotel patrons.  While the Specific Plan does not define mixed-
use or require a specific number of dwelling units, it clearly envisions mixed-use projects that encourage 
housing opportunities for residents.7 Nowhere is it suggested that incentives are needed for mixed-use projects 
to encourage hotel rooms. Here, classifying the hotel rooms as residential does nothing to promote housing 
opportunities for residents. So too, this Project sets a dangerous precedent that would allow lot consolidation 
and increase density for project with just a scintilla of housing. Here, there are merely four dwelling units that 
amount to less than 95% of the entire square footage of the Project. This begs the question, under this 
interpretation, what stops the next developer from adding merely one dwelling unit to an otherwise entirely 
commercial project with no limits on lot consolidation and 50% more density?  

 
Third, DCP appears to be inconsistently classifying hotel projects as residential or non-

residential depending whether it suits the needs of the project proponent. Here, the applicant is seeking 
residential use classification because it suits its needs for lot consolidation, FAR density increase, and 
exemption from Commercial Corner regulations. Yet, just last month, DCP did not assess the higher 
residential AHLF fee on an office to hotel conversion project, seemingly finding office and hotel to be both 
non-residential uses.8 Alternatively, earlier this year, DCP took the position that an extended stay hotel with 
kitchenettes (which are functional dwelling units) was not a residential building subject to Measure JJJ.9 This 
begs the question, what basis—beyond suiting the project proponents’ needs—is DCP variously classifying 
hotel projects as residential versus non-residential? 

 
In sum, this case presents serious questions about how hotel projects are classified as residential 

versus non-residential. Here, the plain language of the Code is unambiguous that hotel rooms are commercial 
uses and that this project is not predominantly residential with less than 5% of its square footage dedicated 
to dwelling units. As such, APC abused its discretion when approving the Project, which Appellants 
respectfully urge PLUM to reverse and remand back to APC for reconsideration.   

 
Under Charter section 245(e), the Council shall not be limited to veto of the APC action, but shall have 

the same authority to act on a matter as that originally held by the APC.  In other words, Council should grant 
the original appeals and vote to deny the requested entitlements. 

 

Finally, Appellants reserve the right to supplement their comments at future Project hearings.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
___________________________________________________ 
Jordan R. Sisson 
Attorney for Appellants 

 

6 See LAMC § 19.18.A (incorporating definitions found in LAMC § 12.03 and 12.22); see also DCP (5/19/20) 
AHLF Update, p. 1 (“Nonresidential Uses including Hotels”), https://ladbs.org/docs/default-
source/publications/misc-publications/ahlf-fee-schedule---effective-july-1-2020.pdf?sfvrsn=172df653_4.  
7 See e.g. VCZSP §§ 9.A.1.E.4 (“for mixed-use and multi-family residential); Council File No. 98-0518, Part 1 of 
3, PDF pp. 126, 173, 178, 267, 275, 308, https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1998/98-0518_MISC_07-03-
2001a.pdf; Part 2 of 3, https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1998/98-0518_MISC_02-11-2000b.pdf; Part 3 of 
3, https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/1998/98-0518_MISC_09-18-98.pdf.  
8 DCP Case Nos. VTT-82399, DIR-2020-3999, ENV-2020-402. 
9 DCP Case Nos.  CPC-2017-712, ENV-2017-713, and Council File No. 18-1242. 
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