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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Gary Richwald <drgary@usnz.net>
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.net1 
<austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>
Cc: Sue Bayley <suebayley@usnz.net>

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:28 PM

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

mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:drgary@usnz.net
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:mike.bonin@lacity.org
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:theodore.irving@lacity.org
mailto:theodore.irving@lacity.org
mailto:jason.p.douglas@lacity.org
mailto:jason.p.douglas@lacity.org
mailto:nick.melvoin@lausd.net
mailto:nick.melvoin@lausd.net
mailto:austin.beutner@lausd.net
mailto:preservingvenice@gmail.org
mailto:preservingvenice@gmail.org
mailto: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


Connect
^ Create
W Collaborate 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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:29 PM

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
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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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:36 PM

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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Deb Z <xtravoice@aol.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:37 PM

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
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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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:43 PM

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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Daniel Rothman <dbrmus@aol.com>
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>

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 3:53 PM

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
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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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 4:09 PM

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

mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:caskey@theebelinggroup.com
mailto:caskey@theebelinggroup.com
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:mike.bonin@lacity.org
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:theodore.irving@lacity.org
mailto:jason.p.douglas@lacity.org
mailto:nick.melvoin@lausd.net
mailto:austin.beutner@lausd.net
mailto:preservingvenice@gmail.org


Connect
^ Create
W Collaborate 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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:31 PM

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 Abbo0
crosswalks. • -On-site parking is valet only via an automated parking system accessed only 
on the already-narrow Electric Ave. Patrons wai
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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Rachel Davis <doctorrae@gmail.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:35 PM

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]
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Rachel Davis <racheldavis513@gmail.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 6:36 PM

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]
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Cheri Pann <cheripann@mac.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 9:44 PM

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>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 9:45 PM

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.
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• -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]
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
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Theoakwoodhouse <theoakwoodhouse@gmail.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:23 PM

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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
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Stephen Pouliot <savenezia@aol.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:30 PM

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
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Stephen Pouliot <savenezia@aol.com>
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

Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 11:32 PM

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
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Leslie Rainer <LRainer@getty.edu>
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>

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 8:39 AM

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

L#£signature_927002205

mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:LRainer@getty.edu
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:apcwestla@lacity.org
mailto:mike.bonin@lacity.org
mailto:mike.bonin@lacity.org
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:theodore.irving@lacity.org
mailto:theodore.irving@lacity.org
mailto:jason.p.douglas@lacity.org
mailto:jason.p.douglas@lacity.org
mailto:nick.melvoin@lausd.net
mailto:nick.melvoin@lausd.net
mailto:austin.beutner@lausd.net
mailto:austin.beutner@lausd.net
mailto:preservingvenice@gmail.org
mailto:preservingvenice@gmail.org
http://www.getty.edu/


Connect
^ Create
W Collaborate Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
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Paula Lumbard <paulal@footagebank.com>
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

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 10:27 AM

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
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nick.melvoin@lausd.net, austin.beutner@lausd.net, preservingvenice@gmail.org

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 11:47 AM

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
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Reply-To: Nick Mele <whamtwo@yahoo.com>
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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!

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 1:30 PM

Thank you Nick Mele
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1 message

adrea lavezzoli <adrealavezzoli@gmail.com>
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

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 3:01 PM

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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Pamela Koslow <pamkoslow@gmail.com>
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

Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 8:27 PM

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]
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Pamela Koslow <pamkoslow@gmail.com>
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

Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 9:40 AM

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]
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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>
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>

Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 7:39 AM

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]
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Madeleine Schwab <madeleineschwab@yahoo.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>

Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 11:56 AM

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)
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1 message

Samantha Dickinson <sdcoraggio@gmail.com>
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

Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 4:31 PM

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
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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>
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>

Sun, Jun 21,2020 at 9:50 AM

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]
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
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1 message

Stephanie Waxman <waxman823@gmail.com>
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

Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 1:19 PM

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/
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1 message

Dennis Hicks <drhicks2@yahoo.com>
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

Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 4:10 PM

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/
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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>
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

Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 7:20 PM

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
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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>
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>

Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 9:42 AM

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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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Greg Matthews <gregmatthews@mac.com>
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

Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 11:44 AM

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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The Venice Place Project
1 message

tandy parks <tandyparks@gmail.com>
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>

Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 5:05 PM

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
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OPPOSE: Venice Place Hotel Project: CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354-(CUB)(CU) (CDP)
(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI)
1 message

Alyssa Brakey <aboots@hotmail.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>, "preservingvenice@gmail.org" <preservingvenice@gmail.org>

Thu, Jun 25, 2020 at 12:06 PM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 7:29 AM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 7:29 AM

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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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>
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>

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 8:30 AM

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
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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 8:56 AM

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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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>
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>

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 9:02 AM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 9:31 AM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 11:54 AM

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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Venice Place Hotel Project -- Don't kill the goose that laid the golden egg
1 message

Mitchel Kadish <mitchel.kadish@gmail.com>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 12:55 PM

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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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>
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>

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 2:31 PM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 3:02 PM

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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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>
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

Wed, Jul 1,2020 at 3:21 PM

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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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>
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>

Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 1:57 PM

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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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>
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

Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 4:36 PM

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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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>
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

Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 8:39 PM

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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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>
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>

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 8:57 AM

Richard Stanger

2409 Clark Avenue

Venice, CA 90291

July 3, 2020

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission

nd11214 West Exposition Blvd., 2 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
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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



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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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>
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

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 10:05 AM

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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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>
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

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:37 AM

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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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>
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

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:18 PM

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 Mondav-Fridav. 
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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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>
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

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:42 PM

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 -
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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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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>
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

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 11:39 AM

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>
To: "apcwestla@lacity.orgY"' <apcwestla@lacity.org>, "Vmike.bonin@lacity.orgY"' <mike.bonin@lacity.org>, 
"Vjuliet.oh@lacity.orgY"' <juliet.oh@lacity.org>, "Vtheodore.irving@lacity.orgY"' <theodore.irving@lacity.org>, 
"Vjason.p.douglas@lacity.orgY"' <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, Tnick.melvoin@lausd.netY"' <nick.melvoin@lausd.net>, 
"Vaustin.beutner@lausd.netY"' <austin.beutner@lausd.net>, "\"preservingvenice@gmail.com\ 
<preservingvenice@gmail.com>

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 12:50 PM

mi

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.
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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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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>
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>

Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 3:00 PM

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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1 message

Ingrid Mueller <ingridinvenice@gmail.com> 
To: juliet.oh@lacity.org, apcwestla@lacity.org

Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 11:09 AM

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
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Citizens Preserving Venice-Updated Appeal Justification 1 of 2

Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>
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>

Mon, Jul 6, 2020 at 3:49 PM

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
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UPDATED as of July 6, 2020
1

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 TN 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.”

2

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:

The Project is not in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 
1976.
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.
The issuance of a conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol will adversely affect the 
welfare of the community.
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.
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.
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.
The parking plans do not comply with parking requirements.
The approved loading areas and conditions are unclear and could create unsafe and 
hazardous conditions.
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.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

9.
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II. How Appellant is aggrieved by the decision.

4

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.”

5

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.

7

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



July 6, 2020 9
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.

10

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.)
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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.
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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.
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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
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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.
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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



July 6, 2020
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.
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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.
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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



July 6, 2020
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.
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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.
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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.

21

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.

22

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.

23

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.

24

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.
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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.

27

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.

u

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.
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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 43 ft 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.
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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.
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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 prohibitedu
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in the public right of way.
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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.
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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.)
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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.
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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.
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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.
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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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Service vehicles park in the middle of Abbott Kinney Boulevard limiting visibility.
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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.

Children cross Abbott Kinney Boulevard at Broadway heading home from Westminster Elementary School.
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Service vehicles park in the middle of Abbott Kinney Boulevard limiting visibility.
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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.

41

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.

43

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.
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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 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.

“Complete streets" take into 
account the many community 
needs that streets fulfill. Streets 
do not just move people from 
one location to another. They 
provide a space for people to 
recreate, exercise, conduct 
business, engage in community 
activities, interact with their 
neighbors, and beautify their 
surroundings. Complete streets 
offer safety, comfort, and 
convenience for all users 
regardless of age, ability or 
means of transportation. They 
also lead to other public 
benefits, including improved 
transportation, a cleaner 
environment, and healthier 
neighborhoods.

- Los Angeles City Council Motion, 
January 28,2014

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.
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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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_________ juHatoh@iaoty.org #
Subject: R" Appeal Perod tor Case No. ZA2012-3354-(CUBKCU)(CDPI<SPHt<MtO(WDI) Ven«e P'-ac* Project 

Date: March 24. 2020 at 9.04 AM 
To: ftobin ftu'dlsill wilarudiC*'rT'o.corn
Cc. Amanda Seward amandase«a'<K!‘'artvGt3.nct. David Ewing sorrOUSOus^acH com. Sue Kaplan sueakapiBn:.*gmiittcoin, 

Judy Goldman ;-gpcstc-''ool com, De«*e Samue<s G*samuels(»carr.com Alley M Us Boon a(¥Orscr*>ean.com Mary JACK 
maryjackisi  ̂yahao.com. Richard Stanyc-i stangftfT<&caff.Com, Rapn Awla ralpr. awawt'tacrtyorg. Maritza Pr/ckOD 
momza przekop@iacity erg

From: Juliet

Dear Robin,

we are currently working with the DSC 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.

As previously advised, you can file your appeal application and justification and provide 
supplemental inforniation/justification after an appeal application has been accepted^^Ehi^ 
includes addition!AappeaI points, if needed.

Step i - Send vfc USPS:
- Original Appeal Application (wet signatures)
- Appeal Fee, check payable to the City of Los Angeles

Mail to:
City Planning - Metro DSC 
201 N. Figueroa St.
4th Floor
l.os Angeles, CA 90012

* Please be mindful of the end of the appeal period. This mailing must be postmarked by MutxH
26th.

Step 2 - Send email to notify DSC, provide the case number, contact information 
(cmail/phone number) of appellant, and attach the following as i

- copy of signed appeal application
- justification
- letter of determination

*For this case, please email the materials above to:
ralph.avila'-lacity.org. plzdsOpfrladlV-Org. and jMifelQlbffiiagty iWg-

atiathmente;

The mailed (via USPS or courier) materials in Step 1 mu.s_t_.bg. postmarked by the end Qt~ the 
appeal period- Step 1 and 2 must be completed. An email alone does not satisfy the appeal 
application requirements.

1 will discuss the discrepancy in the grant clause and conditions with the ZA to determine if 
this warrants re-issuance of the Determination or requires action during the appeal hearing. 
Typically this is addressed through an appeal. I would advise you continue preparing your 
appeal materials.

We are currently working with administrative staff to prepare an electronic copy of the case 
file. As discussed, this may be available next week.

Thank you for your patience as wc work through these changes. Let me know if you have 
any questions.

Best regards,

On Mon, Mar 23,2020 at 11:28 PM Robin Rudisill <■% ildmoi " av.1 o>m> wrote: 
Hi Juliet,
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From: Juliet Ofi iU*t.on@toc<:yoig
Subject: Re. Appeal Period lor Case No. ZA2012-3354TCUB>(CU){CDP><SPRUMELKWDI) Venico Place Projoct 

March 2a. 2020 at11:35 AM 
"Robm Rudial Wildrudr@mo.com

Cc: Amanda Seward amanCaseward@artvist.i net. Oawj Ewing sonousbus@aol.ccm. Sue Kaalan 0ueqk3plan@gma1l.com. 
Judy GoWman jtgposte@aol com. Dedro Samuels <5samuels@carr.com Alley Mills Bean a@orsonbean com. vary JACK 
maryjackis^yahcocom Richard Starker stangerr@ca.rr com

Dale:
To:

Dear Robin,

As of today, the v;^L ynD-rs tpSQ. ne.du:^ 'ia.hr_tLohli*;:

Consistent with Mayor Eric Garcetti's Executive Directive on COVID-19 to limit in-person 
contact, all City Planning staff will be interacting with customers and project applicants online, 
through email, and by phone. To facilitate the exchange of documents and plans, a new "drop-box 
system" is being implemented for all City Departments that staff the Development Services 
Centers (DSC) at the Meiro/Downtoum location (Figueroa Plaza), in Van Nuys at the Marvin 
Braude Building, and at the t'Ves/ Los Angeles office.

With City facilities dosed to the public, applicants no longer need an appointment to submit an 
application for a new case filing or condition dearance. Applicants will now be able to file project 
applications without having to access the public ivuntcr or wait for an initial filing appointment. 
Tor services that cannot be accomplished electronically and reifiure the submission af physical 
documents and plans, applicants may use the drop box. The drop box will be available during 
regular business hours and will be monitored in a secure location outside the three DSCs. Staff 
will contact applicants via email and phone to provide payment information and to address any 
issues before the case file is deemed complete. Once ixmiplete, the case will be assigned for 
processing.

Appeal applications will also be accepted in the same manner Appeal applications will be subject 
to raneio and approval by staff to ensure the1/ meet all legal requirements per the Iws Angeles 
Municipal Code.

In regards to the case file materials. 1 am currently working with our administrative staff and 
ZA to send your team (as well as others) a copy of the Exhibit A. There is a little delay as 
sialf is currently out sick or telecommuting. As previously advised, you can submit an 
appeal application packet and then provide supplemental justification after reviewing the 
case file materials. That way, you can submit an appeal within the specified time limits. We 
are hoping to work out a system to scan and send the requested materials, however, these 
materials will likely not be available until next week.

Attached is a copy of the fee estimate for filing an appeal. Please be sure to follow the 
instructions outlined in the a ppeal Application to ensure a complete Appeal Packet is 
submitted in the Drop Box.

Thanks for your patience.

On Fri, Mar 20. 2020 at 11:46 AM Robin Kudisill <v if,:- nrll-'i ni.- ,-om> wrote: 
Hi Juliet,

I hope you are doing well.

Since we're not able to review the case file as we must remain at home, I was told I could 
ask you for a list of the documents I need in order to help write the appeal justification for 
this project. See below.

Also, the determination is not clear with respect to the loading 7,one. On page 2 it states 
that "an on-street loading area on Broadway" is APPROVED. Condition 17 states: 
"Commercial loading shall be prohibited along Broadway." Page 37, first paragraph says: 
’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.....a loading area is also provided

mailto:Wildrudr@mo.com
mailto:sonousbus@aol.ccm
mailto:0ueqk3plan@gma1l.com
mailto:5samuels@carr.com
mailto:stangerr@ca.rr


EXHIBIT B



CASE NO. ZA 2012-3354/(CUBXCU)(CDP)(SPR)(SPP)(MEL)(WDI) PAGE 2!

FlW iVvg ^
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 ^—-

Vis

Pi*4> 2*1'] 0LtC
According to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) licensing! 

fthree on-site and two off-site consumption licenses^re allocatfiri/fo the_§^bi§c[ 
tracCjCensus Tract 2733.UUJ1 Currently there ~arefi f orvsitelicensesj3nd(3 off-site, 

licenses in this census tract.Records fromJhe California Department of Alcoholic Beverage^ 
~TJontrol show that there are£two gctivelType 47 ABC Licenses for the two existing 
/^restaurants, tobe maintains 
(Wine BistTo (License No. 51

criteria,
census

CM?' 'oand imo roved bs part of the proposed development: Primitivo
_________________1481 ij) was active since June 8. 2015 andpJcense No 569602

' wasActive since August 24, 20T6. The proposed hotel restaurant seeks a_mniw 
In extension of an existinaCFvoe 47 License. No. 345545)active since October 7,1998^adding 

J th& new areas within tbfe "hotel and seeking an off-site'TTcerTse ror ine saie^ within the 
/ proposed market.

al and

tap****' 

rs o' .
/

a
>

According to statistics provided by the Los Angeles Police Department’s Pacifit Division 
Vice Unit, within Crime Reporting District No. 1413, which has jurisdiction over the subjed 
property, a total of/528 crimes were reported in 2018 (171 Part I and 357 Part llWimesY 
compared to the citywide average of 185 offenses and the high crime reporting district of 
222 crimes for \hk same reporting period. \ ^

£

+9^

! J Part 1 Crimes
Assaull(18),l 

i I jQther Assault
- Weapons violation (3), Prostitution Related (1), Sex Offenses (0), Offenses Against Family

U (0), Narcotics (30), Liquor Laws (22), Public Drunkenness (3), Disturbing the Peace (0), ^ 0
/~3 l Disorder^ 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/nade 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.

^ported by LAPD include, Homicide (0), Rape (1), Robbery (3). Aggravated*-^-,------ *
urglary (32), Auto Theft (17), Larceny (100). Part II Crimes reported include, f 
(7), Forgery/Counterfeit (1) Embezzlement/Fraud (0), Stolen Property (0), 5-b.

6sP
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

0P-®

Q



DEPARTMENT OF ALCHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL 
NUMBER OF LICENSES AUTHORIZED BY CENSUS TRACT

August 2019

On Off
Sale Sale

County
Population

County Ratio County Ratio Census 
Off Sale

Census Tract 
Population

County Name
On Sale Tract #

1,620 2719.02 3,877 4 2IOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958
2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2721 4,354 4

1,620 2722.01 2,411 2 1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958'
10,253,716 958 1,620 2722.02 3.3 7 8 3 2LOS ANGELES
10,253,716 1,620 2723.01 2,941 3 1LOS ANGELES 958

4,074 4 2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2723.02
LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2731 2,197 2 1'

2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2732 3,711 3

TV 23,695LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620
10,253,716 1,620 2734.02 3,172 3 1LOS ANGELES 958

LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2735.02 2,884 3 1
1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2736 2,413 2

1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2737 2,801 2

3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2738 3,107 1
LOS ANGELES 210,253,716 958 1,620 2739.02 4,227 4

2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2741 4,418 4
4,337 2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2742.02 4

1,620 2751.01 1,177 1 0LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958
10,253,716 958 1,620 2751.02 4,226 4 2LOS ANGELES
10,253,716 958 1,620 2752 3,887 4 2LOS ANGELES

1,620 2753.02 4,775 4 2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 '
958 1,620 2753.11 4,993 5 3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716

1,620 2754 3,349 3 2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958
2755 5,207 5 3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620

LOS ANGELES 10,253,716
10,253,716

958 1,620 2756.02
1,620 2756.03

M70 6 3
LOS ANGELES 958 2,711 2 1
LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2760 5,396 5 3

5,592 5 3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2761
LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2764 4,009 4 2

10,253,716 958 1,620 2765 5,063 5 3LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2766.01 3,838 4 2

3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2766.03 5,252 5

LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2766.04 3,983 4 2
LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2770 5,395 5 3

3,004 3 1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2771
2,490 2 1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1.620 2772

1,620 2774 1,533 1 0LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958
958 1,620 2780.01 2,458 2 1LOS ANGELES 10,253,716

3,158LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2781.02 3 1
LOS ANGELES 10,2b:. 1: 958 1,620 2911.1 3,510 3 2'

110,253,716 958 1,620 2911.2 2,210 2LOS ANGELES
10,253,716 958 1,620 2911.3 3,582 3 2LOS ANGELES :

4,967 5 3LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2912.1t
3,353 3 2LOS ANGELES 10,253,716 958 1,620 2912.2

<S>48



Home Licensing Licensing Reports License Report

License Report

Results for: Active Off-Sale Retail License

County: LOS ANGELES County
Census Tract: 2733

Report Date: Saturday, March 28,2020

Show io entries Search:

Orig.
Iss.
Date

License
Number Status

License
Type

Expir.
Date

Premises 
Ad dr.

Business
Name

Primary
Owner

10/31/2006 09/30/2020 HERMOSILLO, 529 ROSE
OSCAR P

446222 ACTIVE 20 VENICE
BEACH
WINES

AVE,
VENICE, CA
90291-2680
Census
Tract:
2733.00

01/08/2018 12/31/2020 OBVIOUS
WINES LLC

S87847 ACTIVE 20 245 THIRD OBVIOUS
WINESAVE,

VENICE, CA
90291-8616
Census
Tract:
2733.00

ACTIVE 20 01/16/2019 12/31/2020 MONTOYA
MOORE 
VENTURES 1

511 ROSE VINON
ROSE

600426
AVE,
VENICE, CA
90291-2605
Census
Tract:
2733.00

LLC

Showing 1 to 3 of 3 entries Previous Next
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Licensing Licensing Reports License ReportHome

License Report

Results for: Active On-Sale Retail Licenses
5).

y n v <?%

County: LOS ANGELES County

Census Tract: 2733

Report Date: Saturday, March 28,2020

Search:Show io entries

Orig.
Business
Name

Premises
Addr.

Expir.
Date

Primary
Owner

License
Type

Iss.License
Number i\ Status Date

NEIGHBOR10/07/1998 08/31/2020 WEST INDIES __ 1031 ABBOT
---------------- TRADINgZo KINNEY

BLVD, 
VENICE, CA 
90291-3386 

Census 
Tract: 

2733.00

ACTIVE 47345545

INC

10/07/1998 08/31/2020 WEST INDIES _1031 ABBOT 
^ ~TRADINGCb ~KINNEY~~^

NEIGHBORACTIVE 58345545

y.
INC BLVD,

VENICE, CA 
90291 3386 
Census 
Tract: 
2733.00

&



1201 ABBOT OTHEROOM 

KINNEY 
BLVD,
VENICE, CA 
90291-3315 
Census 
Tract:
2733.00

02/09/2005 01/31/2021 OTHEROOM
INC THE

ACTIVE 42415847
THE

VENICE 

BEACH 

VENICE, CA WINES 
90291-2680 
Census 
Tract:
2733.00

10/31/2006 09/30/2020 HERMOSILLO. 529 ROSE
OSCAR P

ACTIVE 41446222
AVE,

VENICE 
BEACH 

VENICE, CA WINES 
90291-2680 
Census 
Tract:
2733.00

10/31/2006 09/30/2020 HERMOSILLO, 529 ROSE
OSCAR P

ACTIVE 58446222
AVE,

09/07/2016 08/31/2020 OAKWOOD
PARK LLC

1305 ABBOT
KINNEY

BLVD,
VENICE, CA
90291-3739

Census
Tract:
2733.00

ACTIVE 41511103

512 ROSE CAFE
GRATITUDE

07/03/2012 06/30/2020 CAFEACTIVE 41517914
AVE,GRATITUDE 

VENICE LLC VENICE, CA 
90291-2606 
Census
Tract:
2733.00

04/22/2015 03/31/2020 MKC FOOD 1009 ABBOT PLANT
FUTURE LLC KINNEY 

BLVD,
VENICE, CA 
90291 
Census 
Tract:
2733.00

553366 ACTIVE 41
FOOD AND 
WINE



1205 ABBOT BUTCHER'S 
KINNEY DAUGHTER 

BLVD,

10/27/2015 09/30/2020 JUICERIE 2SUREND 41557483
LLC

LOS

ANGELES,
CA
90291-3315

Census
Tract:

2733.00

TACOS POR 

FAVOR
09/25/2015 08/31/2020 TACOS POR

FAVOR

826ACTIVE 41558296
HAMPTON 
DRIVE 

VENICE, CA 

90291-3021 
Census 

Tract: 

2733.00

i

2 3 NextPreviousShowing 1 to 10 of 22 entries

DOWNLOAD REPORT (CSV)

©
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Home Licensing Licensing Reports License Report

License Report

Results for: Active On-Sale Retail Licenses

County: LOS ANGELES County

Census Tract: 2733

Report Date: Saturday, March 28,2020

d Search:Show 10 entries

Orig.
Premises
Addr.

Business
Name

Expir.
Date

Primary
Owner

License
Type

License
Number Status

Iss.
Date

512 ROSE
AVE, UNIT F,
VENICE, CA

90291-5834
Census

Tract:
2733.00

MAKANI10/19/2015 09/30/2020 MAH INA LLCACTIVE 47559915

GREENLEAF

VENICE
05/02/2016 04/30/2020 G 7 VENICE 1237-1239

ABBOT
KINNEY

BLVD,
VENICE, CA
90291-3315
Census
Tract:
2733.00

ACTIVE 47566336
LLC



05/02/2016 04/30/2020 G 7 VENICE 1237-1239 GREENLEAF 
VENICE

ACTIVE 77566336
LLC ABBOT

KINNEY
BLVD,
VENICE, CA
90291-3315
Census
Tract:
2733.00

1237-1239 GREENLEAF 
ABBOT 
KINNEY 
BLVD,
VENICE, CA 
90291-3315 
Census 
Tract:
2733.00

05/02/2016 04/30/2020 G 7 VENICEACTIVE 58566336
VENICELLC

f
1021-2308/24/2016 07/31/2020 FELIXACTIVE 47569602
ABBOT
KINNEY

TRATTORIA
LLC

C^SL BLVD,
LOS
ANGELES,
CA
90291-3386
Census
Tract:
2733.00

11/17/2017 10/31/2020 VILLAGOMEZ 1121 ABBOT LA
ENTERPRISES, KINNEY

BLVD, STE

585768 ACTIVE 41
TOSTADERU

INC.
4-5,
VENICE, CA
90291
Census
Tract:
2733.00

07/17/2018 06/30/2020 GITANA LLC 533 ROSE CHULITAACTIVE 47592831
AVE,
LOS
ANGELES,
CA
90291-2680
Census
Tract:
2733.00



533 ROSE CHULITA07/17/2018 06/30/2020 GHANA LLC592831 ACTIVE 58
AVE,

LOS
ANGELES,

CA
90291-2680
Census

Tract:
2733.00

523 ROSE07/23/2018 06/30/2020 BL 523 ROSE
AVENUECA

ACTIVE 41593421
AVE,

VENICE, CA

90291-2680
Census

Tract:
2733.00

LLC

07/23/2018 05/30/2020 BL 523 ROSE
AVENUECA

523 ROSEACTIVE 58593421
AVE,

VENICE, CA

90291-2680

Census

Tract:
2733.00

LLC

2 3 NextPreviousShowing 11 to 20 of 22 entries

DOWNLOAD REPORT (CSV)
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Alcoholic Beverage Control Search

PREVENTION EDILICENSING ENFORCEMENTLAW & POLICY

Home Licensing Licensing Reports License Report

License Report

Results for: Active On-Saie Retail Licenses

County: LOS ANGELES County

Census Tract: 2733

Report Date: Saturday. March 28,2020

3 Search:Show io entries

Orig.
Premises
Addr.

Business
Name

License Expir. Primary
Owner

<License
Number U Status Type

Iss.
Date Date <

08/29/2019 07/31/2020 AMERICAN
BEAUTY
VENTURE

425 ROSEACTIVE 47S97701
AVE,
VENICE, CA
90291-2629
Census
Tract:
2733.00

LLC

06/05/2019 05/31/2020 JUICERIE 2 1205 ABBOT BUTCHER'S 
DAUGHTER,

604548 ACTIVE 47
LLC KINNEY

BLVD, THE
LOS
ANGELES,
CA
90291-3315
Census
Tract:
2733.00 10

Showing 21 to 22 of 22 entries Previous 1 2 3 Next

m!os://wwvv.a&c.ca.gov



License Details
Report Date: Sunday, March 29, 2020

LICENSE INFORMATION BUSINESS NAME
License Number: 15545 NEIGHBOR

Primary Owner: WEST INDIES TRADING CO BUSINESS ADDRESS
1031 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD , VENICE, CA, 90291

INC

Office of Application: 03 - LB/LAKEWOOD
County: LOS ANGELES

Census Tract: 2733.00

LICENSEE INFORMATION
Licensee: WEST INDIES TRADING CO

INC

Company Information

OFFICER: VALLAS, ROBERT KRISTIAN 
(PRESIDENT/SECRETARY)

OFFICER: VALLAS, ROBERT KRISTIAN (CHIEF 
FINANCIAL OFFICER)

STOCKHOLDER: VALLAS, ROBERT KRISTIAN

LICENSE TYPES

41 - ON-SALE BEER AND WINE - EATING 
PLACE

47 - ON-SALE GENERAL EATING PLACE
License Type Status: ACTIVE

License Type Status: CANCELED
Status Date: 15-SE P-2010

Status Date: 14-SEP-2C10
12 Month(s)Term:

Term:

(^Original

RMQQlhis)
Original Issue Date: 14-SEP-2010

Issue Date: 07-OCT-1998
piration Date: 31-AUG-2020

Expiration Date: 

(^Master: 

Duplicate:

30-SEP-2010
YMaster:

D
o

Duplicate: 0

Fee Code: P40
Fee Code: P40

Transfers:

OP
Transfers:



(58 - CATERER PERMIT 

License Type Status: 

Status Date:

ACTIVE

12-J UN-2017

12 Month(s) 

14-SFP-2010

Term:

Original Issue Date: 

Expiration Date: 1-AUG-202I

NMaster:

Duplicate: 1

Fee Code: P40

Transfers:

OPERATING RESTRICTIONS:
Sales, service and consumption of alcoholic beverages shall be permitted only between the hours of 11:00 am 
and 12:00 Midnight each day of the week.

The quarterly gross sales of alcoholic beverages shall not exceed the gross sales of food during the same 
period. The licensee shall at all times maintain records which reflect separately the gross sale of food and the 
gross sales of alcoholic beverages of the licensed business. Said records shall be kept no less frequently than 
on a quarterly basis and shall be made available to the Department on demand

There shall be no dancing permitted on the premises at any time.

There shall be no amusement machines or video game devices in the premises at any time.

Entertainment provided shall not be audible beyond the area under the control of the licensee(s) as defined 
on the ABC-257 dated 11/1/12 and ABC-253 dated 10/31/12.

DISCIPLINARY ACTION:
No Active Disciplinary Action found

DISCIPLINARY HISTORY:
No Disciplinary History found

ESCROWS:HOLDS:
No Active Holds founc No Escrow found

0J>For definition of codes, view our glossary



Alcoholic Beverage Control Search

LAW & POLICY LICENSING ENFORCEMENT PREVENTION

Home Licensing License Lookup License Details

License Details
Report Date: Sunday, March 29,2020

LICENSE INFORMATION BUSINESS ADDRESS
(^56^02^)

FELIX TRATTORIA LLC

License Number. 1021-23 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD , LOS ANGELES, CA,
90291Primary Owner:

Office of Application: 03 - LB/LAKEWOOD County: LOS ANGELES

Census Tract: 2733.00

LICENSEE INFORMATION
Licensee: FELIX TRATTORIA LLC

Company Information

OFFICER: FUNKE, EVAN ALEXANDER (MANAGER) 

OFFICER: GUSTO 54 RESTAURANTS LLC (MANAGER)

MEMBER: FUNKE, EVAN ALEXANDER 

MEMBER: GUSTO 54 RESTAURANTS LLC

LICENSE TYPES

47 - ON-SALE GENERAL EATING PLACE^
License Type Status:

Status Date:

ACTIVE

25-AUG-2016

Term: 12 Month(s)

Original Issue Date: 24-AUG-2016

Expiration Date: 31-JUL-2020



DMaster:

Duplicate: 0

Fee Code: P4C

Transfers: From License Number: 
47-363870 
Transferred On: 24- 
AUG-2016 /

(r^

OPERATING RESTRICTIONS:

'Operating Restrictions exist. For more information, please see our Guidelines for Access -.o Records.

DISCIPLINARY ACTION:
No Active Disciplinary Action found

DISCIPLINARY HISTORY:
No Disciplinary History found.

ESCROWS:HOLDS:
No Escrow foundNo Active Holds found

For definition of codes, view our glossary

(HJ
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** Alcoholic Beverage Control Search

LAW & POLICY LICENSING ENFORCEMENT PREVENTION EDUCA

Home Licensing License Lockup License Details

License Details
Report Date: Sunday, March 29.2020

LICENSE INFORMATION BUSINESS NAME

JLicense Number: 514811 PRIMITIVO WINE BISTRO

Primary Owner: PRIMITIVA INC BUSINESS ADDRESS

1025 ABBOT KINNEY BLVD , VENICE, CA, 90291Office of Application: 03 - LB/LAKEWOOD

County: LOS ANGELES

2733.00Census Tract:

LICENSEE INFORMATION
Licensee: PRIMITIVA INC

Company Information

OFFICER: VERNIEU, MARY CATHERINE (CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER)

OFFICER: OSBORNE, MERLIN (DIRECTOR)

OFFICER: DENY, DANIEL GILBERT (SECRETARY/ASST
SEC)

STOCKHOLDER: NOVACK, DONALD PAUL 

STOCKHOLDER: DENY, DANIEL GILBERT 

STOCKHOLDER: HARRIS, JAMES J

STOCKHOLDER: VERNIEU, MARY CATHERINE

STOCKHOLDER: OSBORNE, MERLIN

b



LICENSE TYPES

47 - ON-SALE GENERAL EATING PLACE

License Type Status:
58 - CATERER PERMIT

CANCELED^CANCELED License Type Status:

Status Date: 03-FEB-2020 Status Date: 21-APR-2019

Term: 12 Month(s) Term: 12 Month(s)

Original Issue Date: 08-J UN-2015 Original Issue Date: 07-JUN-2017

Expiration Date: 31-MAY-2020 Expiration Date: 3]-MAY-2020

Master: Master: N

Duplicate: 0 Duplicate: 1

Fee Code: P40 Fee Code: P40

ransfers: To License Number: 
47-609493 
Transferred On: 31- 

JAN-2020

Transfers: To License Number: 

47-609493 
Transferred On: 31- 

JAN-2020 /

OPERATING RESTRICTIONS:

‘Operating Restrictions exist. For more infori ition, please see our Guide1 ines for Access co Records.

DISCIPLINARY ACTION:

No Active Disciplinary Action found

DISCIPLINARY HISTORY:

No Disciplinary History found.

HOLDS: ESCROWS:

No Active Holds found No Escrow found

For definition of codes, view our glossary
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Reducing Alcohol-Related Harms 

in Los Angeles County
A Cities and Communities Health Report

Excessive alcokol consumption costs 

LA County 2;SOO lives and $lo,S' blLllon 

eack year,

Alcokol misuse and abuse Is not only 

treatable, but preventable!

Houj coryirvumltles caia take actlota:
© Stop aLcokol sales to rvilKors 
© Reduce ^outk exposure to alcokoL advertising 
© Lirvut tke density of aLcokol outlets 
© Increase ^outk awareness of tke kaz.ards of alcokoL
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Message from Hie Health Office
As the second-leading cause of premature death and disability in Los Angeles Coun

ty,1 excessive alcohol consumption continues to be a serious public health concern.

Each year 2,500 people in the county die from alcohol-related causes, with the loss 

of approximately 78.000 years ol potential life. In addition to the devastating per

sonal and societal effects of alcohol abuse on individuals, families, and communi

ties. excessive alcohol consumption costs Los Angeles County an estimated Si0.8 

billion annually, or roughly $1,000 for every resident .1

More than half of adults in Los Angeles County report drinking alcohol in the 

past month. When used in moderation, alcohoi use may have modest health 

benefits. However, excessive alcohol consumption, which includes binge drinking1 and heavy drinking," leads 

serious medical illnesses, impaired mental health, increased motor vehicle crashes, increased rates of violent 

crime, and a multitude of other harmful social consequences on family interactions, work productivity, and 

school performance.

An estimated 16.2% (or 1,190,000) of county adults are binge drinkers (Figure 1) and an additional 3.3%

(or 242,000) are heavy drinkers (Figure 2). Both binge drinking and heavy drinking are more common 

among males and young adults; heavy drinking is also more common among whites and those of higher 

socioeconomic status.5 The high rates of binge drinking among teens and young adults arc a particular cause 

for concern, as close to 1 in 5 high school students in Los Angeles reported at least one episode of binge 

drinking in the past month.

A high density of alcohol outlets increases alcohol consumption.6 motor vehicle crashes,7 alcohol-related 

hospital admissions.8injury deaths’ assaults and violent enme,10suicides,7 drinking and driving,"-13 child 

maltreatment,15 and neighborhood disturbances.14 In this report, we examined the relationship between the 

density of alcohol outlets and three alcohol-related harms in 117 cities and communities across Los Angeles 

County and found similar results; increased rates of violent crime, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, 

and alcohol-related deaths were all associated with having a high density of alcohoi outlets in that city or 

community.

Limiting the density oi alcohol outlets is one effective approach to reducing excessive alcohol consumption 

and alcohol-related harms.1- To assist communities in designing strategies and in policy making efforts to 

prevent alcohoi-related harms, this report provides a profile of alcohol outlet density and alcohol-related 

consequences by city and community. We hope the iniormation provided will help support and strengthen 

efforts to prevent alcohol-related diseases and injuries throughout the county.

fi.

to

d'
f'htXM.iMO.

Jonathan E. Fielding. MD. MPH 
Director of Public Health and Health Officer



Percent of Adults Who Reported Binge Drinking in the Past Month, by Age Group, 2007

Binge drinking for females is drinking 4 or more drinks, and for males 5 or more drinks, on one occasion 
at least one time in the past month. Source: 2007 Lot Angeles County Health Survey
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Number of Adults Who Reported Heavy Drinking in the Past Month, by Gender, 2007

Heavy drinking for males is consuming more than 60 drinks, and for females more than 30 drinks, 
in the past month. Source. 2007 Los Angeles County Health Survey
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Study Methods
Defining Cities and Communities within Los Angeles County
Cities and communities (unincorporated areas) in Los Angeles County were defined using the Census 2000 

Incorporated Places and Census Designated Places. The city of Los Angeles was further divided into its 15 city 
council districts to provide more local information."'

The 2007 population estimates for Los Angeles County1 were used to determine density and those at risk for 

alcohol-related harms. Cities and communities with less than 10,000 residents arc excluded from this report 

because estimates lor these areas are unreliable. For each of the remaining 117 cities and communities, the 

density of alcohol outlets and the rates of several alcohol-related harms were examined.

Determining Alcohol Outlet Density
Information on alcohoi outlets within Los Angeles County was obtained from the California Department of 

Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC).'" ABC categorizes alcohol outlets as:

* on-premiscs - outlets where alcohol is served to be consumed on sue, e.g. bars and resiauranis.

• off-premises - outlets where alcohol is sold to be consumed off sue. e.g. liquor stores and grocery 
stores.19

A total of 16,039 alcohol outlets in LA County were identified and Included in the analysis. The densities 

(number of outlets per 10,000 residents) of on-premise.-; and off-prcmiscs alcohol outlets were calculated 

separately, and categorized into tertiles of ‘low," “medium," or "high" density.

Measuring Alcohol-Related Harms
In this report, three alcohol-related harms were examined: alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes,30 violeni 

crimes.-’ and alcohol-related deaths “ These three harms were analyzed because city/community-level data 

were available and because they have been found m other studies to be related to alcohol outlet density

Data Analysis
As the intent of this report was to explore the potential impact of the density of alcohol outlets on cities and 

communities, all daia were aggregated at the city and community level. The density of on-premises and off- 

preinises alcohol ouilets and the rates of alcohol-related harms (motor vehicle crashes, violent crime, and 

deaths) were calculated for each city/commumty. Each city/community was then ranked relative to others in 

Los Angeles County, where a low ranking indicates fewer alcohol outlets per resident and a high ranking 

indicates more alcohol outlets per resident. While the relative rankings are listed, alcohol outlet density was 

also categorized into three groups (low/medium/high) by tertile, and alcohol-related harms were categorized 

into four groups (lovvcsi/low/high/highest) by quartile, to allow for more stable and easily interpretable com
parisons.

Logistic regression modeling was performed to examine the associations between alcohol outlet density and 

alcohol-related harms, adjusting for economic hardship to account for neighborhood socioeconomic condi

tions. Details regarding the economic hardship index have been published elsewhere:i No adjustments were 

made for other neighborhood characteristics; e.g., population density, neighborhood diversity, or urban 

versus rural.



Findings
Alcohol Outlet Density

In Los Angeles County, there is an average of 16 alcohol outlets (on- and off-premises combined) per 10,000 

people and about lour alcohol outlets per square mile. This is slightly lower than the statewide average for 

California of 18 outlets per 10.000 people. However, outlet density varies widely among cities and communi

ties across the county, ranging from 0 to 47.3 (West Hollywood) on-premises alcohol outlets, and 0 to 23.8 

(Commerce) off-prcmiscs alcohol outlets per 10.000 residents. Table l presents the density of on-premises and 

off-premises alcohol outlets for each city and community.

The geographic distribution of on- and off-premises outlets differs (Maps 1 and 2). There is a higher density of 

on-premises outlets m affluent communities, including the Beach Cities, West Hollywood, and some Foothill 

(Map 1, p<0.001). On the other hand, a higher density of off-premises outlets was only weakly
in some central and

communities
associated with less affluent communities (Map 2, p=0.076), with higher density seen 

south Los Angeles communities, as well as the cities of Commerce, Malibu, and Same Fe Springs

On-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density among Los Angeles County Cities and Communities. 2009
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Map 2. Off-Premises Alcohol Outlet Density among Los Angeles County Cities and Communities. 2009
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Association Between Alcohol Outlet Density and Alcohol-Related Harms
Using logistic regression to adjust for community-level economic hardship, we found that having a high 

density of cither on-premises or off-premises outlets was associated with significantly higher rates of alcohol 
related harms.

Violent Crime
Communities with a high density* of either outlets were...

9 to 10 times more likely to have increased rates of violent crime (p<0.01)
• While rates of Violent Crijne were generally lower in areas of low economc hardship 

(i.e. more areas)/areas with higher on- or off-premises outlet density wef£"-v

e
ch more likely to have increased rates of violent crime, when comparing communi-; 
with similar levels of economic hardship.

Alcohol-involved Motor Vehicle Crashes 
Communities with a high density of

• A times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-involved crashes (p=0.008)

Alcohol-related Deaths
Communities with a high density of

• 5 times more likely to have increased rates of alcohol-related deaths (p=0.004)

■ compared to low density

alcohol outlets were...

alcohol outlets were...

The rates of violent crimes, alcohol-involved motor vehicle crashes, and alcohol-related deaths for each city 

and community are presented in Table 2.
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Discussion
Alcohol is the ihird-ieading cause of preventable death in the United Stares.'- and 

accoums for 2,500 deaths in Los Angeles County each year. 75% of which occur in 

men.:‘ It also results in 78,000 years of potential life lost due to premature death from 

alcohol use (Figure 3). with premature deaths among young people (less than age 

21) accounting for more than 12% of the years of life lost Excessive consumption of 

alcohol is a major public health concern among teenagers and adults in Los Angeles 

County, with significant health and economic impacts. These include societal harms 

only from illnesses, but also due to injuries, violent crimes and property crimes, 

traffic accidents, work loss, and community and family disruptions.

The findings in this analysis are consistent with previous studies which have shown 

significant associations between alcohol availability and alcohol-related harms. For example, environmental 

factors such as the density of alcohol outlets have been found to play an important role in teenage dnnking. 

Among teenagers in California, binge drinking and driving after dnnking have been associated with the avail

ability of alcohol outlets within a halt-mile from home.-'

Preventing alcohol misuse and abuse among teenagers and young adults is especially critical Attitudes toward 

drinking and drinking behaviors are formed during youth, and alcohol is the most frequently used drug 

among teenagers. Underage drinking is a major cause oi death from injuries among persons under the age of 

21, and the early onset ol drinking increases the risk of alcohol-related problems later in life The serious

ness of this problem led the U.S. Surgeon General to issue a ‘Call to Action to Prevent and Reduce Underage 

Drinking" in 2007.

Excessive alcohol use also cisproponinnately affects some racial/ethruc groups. For example, although rates 

of heavy dnnking are highest among whites, the death rate from alcohoi-related liver disease and cirrhosis is 

much higher among Hispanics.

Fortunately, alcohol misuse and abuse is not only highly treatable, but largely preventable. Dnnking among 

youth and adults is strongly influenced by alcohol control policies, * and the findings in this report empha

size the need to ink,- preventive actions at the community level ancjjo implement targeted interventions that 

reduce alcohoi outlet density

In California, laws and regulations that determine alcohol access and availability primarily rest with the state, 

and to a lesser degree, local government. The California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (.ABC), 

has the authority to license and regulate the manufacture, importation, and sale of alcoholic beverages. This 

includes reviewing and approving new outlet licenses, ensuring compliance with laws and regulations, and 

conducting limited prevention and education programs. Local governments can influence the licensing and 

compliance process and help minimize harms associated with problem alcohol outlets through their land use 

policies (e.g., zoning, conditional use permits, ordinances) Communities can also participate in public hear

ings and work with ABC to identify outlets that fail io comply with requirements.

The State has the sole authority to impose alcohol taxes. State excise taxes are levied on the sale of specific 

goods or commodities (e.g.. alcohol), and are controlled at the State level, with revenues benefiting the State 

General Fund. Recently, State and local policy-makers have considered mitigation fees as a way to address 

adverse affects on public health by funding programs to address or prevent those harms at the Suite or local 

level. The passage of Proposition 26 in 2010 will make adoption of mitigation Tees more difficult to enact 

because the measure increased the vote requirement to enact from a simple majority to a Vj majority. It is im

portant for communities to understand these processes and authorities so they can best effect needed changes.
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Strategies to Reduce Alcohol-Related Harrr 
in Our Cities and Communities
The following are eight recommendations that policymakers, communities, businesses, schools, and 
health care providers can use to reduce alcohol related consequences m our cities and communities.

1. Take actions to limit alcohol outlet density.
ABC has the authority to license and regulate the sale of alcoholic beverages. As pan of the licensing process. 

ABC is required lo inform local government ol applications Local government and communities can play an 

important role in the ABC decision-making process, including commenting on or protesting an application.

I Additionally, as recommend by the Community Guide.-’3 * * * * 8 local government can use land use powers to inllu- 

jcncc the process by limiting the number of new alcohol outlets allowed by the city or county general plans, or 

Lkby imposing operating restrictions on new or existing outlets.

New Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can implement zoning ordinances or require applicants to ob

tain a "conditional use permit'' prior to ABC license approval (hat includes conditions such as restrictions 

on location/density, hours of sale, types of beverages sold, and licensee conduct. Community members 

can also participate tn public hearings for new outlets, e.g., by highlighting areas where on-premises or 

off-premises outlets are oversaturated. ' - ‘

Existing Alcohol Outlets: Local jurisdictions can implement "deemed approved’ ordinances that require 

off-premises outlets to comply with performance standards (e.g., properly maintained premises that do 

not adversely affect the surrounding community), and require that owners/employees do not permit or 

facilitate unlawful behavior (e g.. sales to minors, public consumption on the property or surrounding 

sidewalk, or other illegal activity). Community members can inform or collaborate with ABC m identify

ing problem outlets or encouraging revocation of a license for continued violations.-*w

2. Change the economics of alcoholic beverages.
Despite the clear link between alcohol consumption and alcohol-related harms (e.g.. motor vehicle crashes, 

alcohol-impaired driving, liver cirrhosis, illness/injury. crime). California's alcohol taxes pet gallon are below 

the national average for beer (204 vs. 280. liquor ($3.30 vs. 53.70). and wine (204 vs. 79C); only Louisi

ana has a lower wine uix than California.W51 California's last increase in alcohol taxes occurred in 1991; the 

increase was lc per glass of wine and 2C per serving of beer and liquor. Alcohol-related harms cost California 

$38.0 billion annually, including S10.8 billion in Los Angeles County- The Community Guide has found that 

higher alcohol taxes can reduce over-consumption and youth access, as well as provide funds for prevention 

and health care.*-" In California, efforts to raise taxes begin at the state level, but communities can inform 

legislators regarding the benefits of such legislation and mobilize support around related ballot initiatives.

3. Restrict alcohol availability and accessibility to minors.
Underage drinking and early initiation of alcohol use are as

sociated with greater alcohol-related problems in adulthood

Restricting the ability of minors to obtain alcohol in the 

home and community can change social norms regarding the 

permissibility of underage drinking and delay early initiation 

of alcohol use. Parents and guardians should closely monitor i 

alcoholic beverages in the home and ensure underage dnnk- *

ing does not occur at family events. Furthermore, comniuni- J|

ties can implement and enforce social host ordinances that

increase consequences for adults who knowingly permit 

underage drinking in private settings, such as parties. ■■

•x \
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Communities can also support the implementation of policies to limit the consumption of alcohol in public 

places (e.g.. parks, beaches) and to decrease the possibility of minors obtaining alcohol at events highly at

tended by youth (e.g., by requiring ID bracelets).’2

4. Reduce alcohol advertising in public places and in areas commonly seen by minors.
Exposure to alcohol advertising influences youths' beliefs about alcohol and their intention to dnnk. Restrict

ing alcohol advertising in public places (e.g.. billboards, sporting events) and enforcing signage restrictions at 

liquor and convenience stores (e.g.. no more than 33% of square footage of window advertisements, specific 

for alcohol product placement) reduces youth exposure 10 alcohol marketing.

5. Ensure compliance with responsible sales and serving practices.
Requiring regular retailer/vendor education to deter sales to underage youth (e.g.. Responsible Beverage Sales 

and Service training, ID checks) in combination with compliance checks has beer, effective in limiting under

age alcohol access and use. In California, completion of a Responsible Beverage Sales and Service training is 

voluntary, but it can be required locally through Conditional Use Permits. The Los Angeles Police Depart

ment’s Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers "STAR" training is one no-cost option for those employed 

in the alcoholic beverage sendee industry: additional trainers arc listed on ABCs website n M The Community 

Guide has also identified maintaining limits on hours of alcohol sales as effective in reducing excessive alcohol 

consumption and related harms” In California, city and county governments have the authority 

different sale hours.

area

to set

1
6. Provide educational services.
Providing alcohol education and training to youth in school 

and community settings can raise awareness, develop refusal 

skills, and reduce the likelihood they will ride with alcohol- 

impaired drivers. Information about the hazards of alcohol 

and the legal and social consequences of use can be dis

seminated through school and community programs This 

will help change students' perceptions, decrease the public's 

acceptance of underage drinking, and support the message 

that underage drinking Is not acceptable :‘i:'

7. Increase screening by health care providers for alcohol use and misuse.
The U.S. Preventive Sen-ices Task Force recommends screening and behavioral counseling to reduce alcohol 

misuse by adults, including pregnant women. The 5As framework may be helpful for behavioral counseling: 

ASSESS alcohol consumption with a brief screening tool followed by clinical assessment as needed; ADVISE 

patients to reduce alcohol consumption to moderate levels; AGREE on individual goals for reducing alcohol 

abstinence (if indicated): ASSIST patients with acquiring the motivations, self-help skills, or supports 

needed lor behavior change; and ARRANGE lollow-up support and repeated counseling, including referring 

dependent drinkers for specialty treatment In addition, all pregnant women and women contemplating preg

nancy should be informed of the harmful effects of alcohol on the fetus."

8. Provide access to mental health and substance abuse services.
Health care providers who are unable to directly provide substance abuse 

treatment should refer patients who screen positive for further assessment 

and treatment services, and then follow-up lo ensure that the patient received 

needed sendees In LA County, persons without insurance can call the Com- 

munitv .Assessment Services Centers at (800) 564-6600 to find the nearest 

appropriate treatment cenrer.

* ■
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Helpful Online Resources

Sc. Substance Abuse Prevention and Control, LA County Department of Public Health
' • www.publichealth.Iacoumy.gov/sapc/

National Institute on Drug Abuse
www. nida .nih .gov/

Federal Resources to Stop Underage Drinking
www.stopalcoholabuse.gov/

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration 
Center for Substance Abuse Prevention
www.samhsa .gov/prevention/

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's Alcohol Program
www.cdc.gov/Alcohol/

The Guide to Community Preventive Services
www'. thecommumtyguidc.org*
Join Together: Advancing Effective Alcohol and Drug Policy, Prevention, and Treatment
wwwjointogether.org

http://www.publichealth.Iacoumy.gov/sapc/
http://www.stopalcoholabuse.gov/
http://www.samhsa
http://www.cdc.gov/Alcohol/
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ISSUE briefing Institute for Public Strategies

Public Convenience or Necessity:
The Power of Local Municipailities 
to Control Alcohol Outlet Density

East County Community Change Project (Tjuiie 2004

i n a region experiencing rapid growth, such as the eastern area of San 
Diego County, communities are at risk of becoming oversaturated with 
bars, liquor stores and other locations where alcohol can be purchased.

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 yaerailed information is
www.abcxa.gov).

Using Public Convenience or Necessity (PCN) 
as a tool to control oversaturation

In 1994, the California State Legislature adopted the 
Caldera bill, which 
authorizes local 

municipalities to control 
the number of bars and 
retail outlets in their 
communities. These rules 
apply to ABC license '

If controls are not imposed, such 
conditions can threaten public health and
safety and reduce the quality of life in 'X
surrounding neighborhoods. This issue 
briefing details the problems associated with 
high alcohol-outlet density and the power of 
local municipalities to mitigate them by adopting 
stronger prevention policies.

available on the*ABC Web site:

The effects of outlet density on a community

until recently alcohol-related problems were viewed 
as the result of individual behavior. However, 

about 15 years ago researchers began to look at these 
problems from a new perspective, taking into account 
die context in If the local 

authority 
denies a PCN 
waiver, then 

state law 
requires the 

ABC to honor 
that decision 
and deny the 

alcohol 
license 

application.”

which they occur. There is now a large 
and growing body of evidence showing that the negative 
consequences of alcohol use are strongly influenced bv" 
environmental factors, foremost among these factors is 
alcohol-ouLlet density. “

requests in areas that are 
already oversarurated and/ 
or areas that have high 
crimerates. Under die 
statute, high crime is 
defined as an area that 
exceeds the city's average 
crime rate by 20 percent.

Many studies establish direct correlations between high 
alcohol availability and increases in drunken driving" ~ 
sexual assault, crime and violence, underage drinking, 
Health problems and economic decline. Moreover, the 
relationship between these problems and outlet density 

statistically significant, regardless of socioeconomic 
arid other demographic factors. (See enclosed Research 
Summary.)

is

Under such conditions, 
ABC must deny the license 
application unless there is a 
finding of need, termed

For these reasons, die California Department of 
Alcoholic, beverage Control (ABC) has established

(619) 296-3311

http://www.abcxa.gov


"Public Convenience or Necessity" (PCN) m the 
Depending on the type of business

statute.
requesting a license, 

_ ,he finding of "Public Convenience or Necessity," is 
determined either at the state or local level.

The Burden of Proof

r^Nespite the authority of local municipalities 
-L-/control outlet density, many of the census tracts in 
San Diego County, including the East Region, have 
reached or surpassed saturation levels (see map below)

to

The State Department of Alcohol Beverage Control has 
sole authority over restaurants, hotels, motels and other 
lodging establishments, but local governments have 
discretionary power over bars and liquor stores. If, in 
these cases, the local authority does not find a need, state 
law requires the ABC to honor that decision and deny 
the license application.

Part of the may be that local governments 
seeking to support small business and they 
of die problems that inevitably come with high outlet 
density. As such.jjoveming audiorides may lean toward

approval of new 
applications unless it 
can be demonstr ated 
that die license cn 
question will result in

reason are
are unaware

Census Tracts Oversaturated with Alcohol Outlets 
(East San Diego County)

escalatecT
L

____  crime or
some other negative 
consequence to die 
surrounding area.

N /

t
w «■«

tV
. '•s.■*#»

But this is a flawed 
standard that is 
contrary to the intent 
of state law. When 
dealing with high-crime 
and oversaturated 
areas. local residents 
and Health advocates 
should not be required 
to establish the 
porendal for harm. 
Instead, the burden of 
proof should be on the 
applicant, to show that 
there is a need for 
another alcohol outlet or, 
at a minimum, the outlet 
will be of bene/it to the 
community.

l
— r

m n

«•>

A.

UtK

I»IV

>»<•tufr. The Need 
for Public 
Involvement

•*» \ /
_rr /

WCSTi

Xi

t.j In some cities, PCN- 
related decisions 

are made by an 
administrator such as 
the city manager or 
planning director. 
However, such a 
procedure does not

ttl M
L£YfLS-QL_OYEBSAHJBAHQH 

~ Neither Offsale nor Onsale 
i ..T Offsale or Onsale 

Offsale and Onsale

(•Hum
Siv«f *7- 1 ABC)

Cote Zrru
D 1 *

rcipsusr/t^^^^-siru f* r»n-*j(K-e
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allow for any 
community input on 
the issue. A preferable 
approach would be to 
hold a public hearing, 
so the effect on local 
neighborhoods could 
be assessed -

Model Procedure for Deirraiaiag Public Couvnii or Ncc«*m
r

Vt.*(NiR Amji* in ABC ro« LiQtou Uceiu 
ADCMoaifo Cay Olfkiaii ace condixta mtatipticm

* T Xh»iXTu.*nirMi»o' 
SUOOC« MOOLKM&

JU«-H i M1UL <tt 
o*utui«,run,

lVM^IK.vnn> H>OS
• f’lBini twiresvi**An ideal process would 

solicit input from a 
variety of stakeholders. 
In addition to local law 
enforcement and 
planning department 
staff, community 
members, health and 
emergency care 
providers, and 
representatives from 
other community 
agencies would be 
asked to participate.

f
7 X

Vfr aiye* o* n*jc Convenience or 
Vu»m ursrr k o*i,vr»EO 

m* nan* ik «a vjctmiUcnu DOlD) -*«*«“***■
• <*>
w {.U [tct *

2

r

stBecause these 
decisions are related 
to land use, a local 
planning board or 
commission is often a 
good venue for this 
kind of hearing.
Under such a system, 
the board would have 
the power to make a 
final decision, but if it 
were contested, it 
could still be appealed 
to the city council for a 
final resolution. (See 
model procedure at 
right.)

I*C-N' w .uv t ■ is Amo* j o PCN w aive* r* ontrro 
«"n <* «***Ji«J*“**• fBMKnl ™ *> rw*ry <~mn*vrxim --it™. .‘<xi W! 15

Ocn uf luW 15 ftp B.n**.

T i‘ ( uninn <mu.
• tent a v-Mi^ hetirr ciiv unmiI

am>iii-4M »m.K

* WiltiarufihKftelBWrKl.wcriy comiu
• in-on* |n»m n-n*r« -iltm 10o ft• Hj&rr. <uh K>cay iMwi «tih r!,,«m™iin«n • iUpwi-aliocayoauMA-.uhm,
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AppJwron o Uni ,h| AUt h Rw.lterf of
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U-lbor

ABC WD LHTWJ
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Establishing PCN
Criteria: How and Where to Draw the Line second set is “Discretionary’' criteria; conditions that 

may disqualify an application based on a risk-and-benefu 
assessment. It should be noted these two 
to be mutually exclusive. To the contrary, using a 
combination of both is recommended, as that would 
afford the highest level of protection. (See next page,' 
taken from: Public Convenience or Necessity: A Guide for 
Local Government, produced by the EMT Group and 
funded by the California Department of Alcohol and u 
Drug Programs.)

State law does not mandate a set of criteria to be used 
tocSraunsn nJvl. Instead, that decision is irtt up fr, 
the local elected officials, so they can take into 

characteristicsjiniquc to their respective communities.' 
To aid them in making this decision, prevention experts 
have developed two sets of criteria.

are not meant

account

The first set is “Mandatory" criteria; conditions under 
which an application automatically will be denied. The

Public Convenience or Necessity - Page 3



Mandatory Criteria
• Law enforcement calk for service (20 

than the average)
• Ratio of all police calls to alcohol-related
• Level of law enforcement capacity

• 1 *calth ind|cators, alcoholism rates, homelessness 
' Percentage of youth in the immediate vicinity
• Alternative business uses available

Risk Analysis

- The following factors 
be used as the basis to 
undue concentration or

percent higherare examples of those that might 
Lreject a PCN waiver in an area of

callshigh crime:

“ Targeted law enforcement areas, i.e. regions already 
drawing excessive amounts of law enforcement 
resources.

• Elevated rates of alcohol-related crime (i.e., 
disturbing the peace, public intoxication, 
prostitution, vandalism, graffiti, etc.).

• Long-term levels of undue concentration (20 
higher than die state average).

• Proximity to sensitive land uses (i.e., school^ 
.churches, residency, parks, areas designated for
economic development).

Discreiimiarv Criteria

• Duplication of existing services
• Business operations (i.e.. percentage of alcohol vs. 

other items sold, late-
ight sales, underage 

staff, sale of inexpensive 
or fortified wines, etc.)

percent • € • V 4 •n Aft

“The burden 
of proof 

should be 
on the 

applicant to 
show that 
having a 

new alcohol 
outlet will be 

of benefit 
to the 

community.

''Since die density of 
alcohol oudets in a given 
community can have a 
significant impact on 
public health and safety, 
local governments should 
have policies and 
procedures in place to 
prevent oversaturation. 
Establishing a strong set of 
PCN criteria and applying 
them to new applications 
as part of the planning 
process is a fair and 
reasonable way to meet 
this goal.

Under this model, the decision-making body conducts 
risk and benefit analysis, with the benefits being 
considered first. Here die applicant and/or those 
supporting die application have an opportunity to 
present the merits of the proposed oudet and explain

_ what value it will bring to the community. If no tangible 
benefits can be demonstrated, no waiver would be " 
granted. If there are discemable benefits, then the 
are examined. risks

n
Benefit Analysis
• Net employment gain, especially of local
• Various business taxes
• Unique business addition
• Upgrading an area and its usage
• Positive cultural or entertainment value
• Long-term economic development goak

residents

'This issue brieGng was produced by the Institute for Public 
■A Strategies, a nonprofit organization advancing public 

health dirough changes in policy and community norms. For 
more information, call (619) 296-3311, e-mall 
info@publicstrategies.org or visit ivww.publicstrategies.org

Funded by County of San D,ego. Hearn and Hum™ Services Agency, Atcohol end Dnrg Services.

Institute for 
Public Strategies
409 Camino del Rio South, Suite 305 
San Diego, CA 92108
Phone: (619) 296-3311/ Fax: (619) 296-3322 
Email: info@publicstrategies.org
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