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Steve Bevilacqua
06/18/2026 01:36 PM
26-0721

Dear PLUM Committee Members, I am writing to urge you to
grant the appeal of the proposed development at 1410-1422 Main
Street in Venice. My family lives on Market Street, less than one
block from this proposed development. This project was approved
despite significant legal errors and unresolved public safety
concerns, including reliance on a narrow residential alley for all
access to residences, restaurants, deliveries, and services. The
approval should be reversed because: * The CEQA categorical
exemption was granted despite substantial evidence of traffic,
circulation, parking, and cumulative impacts. * The Mello Act
findings fail to demonstrate that residential use of the existing
homes is no longer feasible. * The project record contains material
inaccuracies and inconsistencies, including conflicting
descriptions of site conditions and prior uses. * The findings do
not adequately demonstrate consistency with the Coastal Act,
Venice Land Use Plan, and Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. In
addition, the project relies entirely on Toledo Court, a narrow
residential alley, for access to 20 residential units, multiple
restaurant uses, deliveries, trash collection, ride-share activity,
and service vehicles. Key concerns include: ¢ The alley is heavily
used by residents, children, pedestrians, cyclists, pets, seniors, and
individuals with disabilities. * The project record does not
adequately analyze restaurant traffic, delivery activity, loading
operations, or emergency vehicle access. ¢« Garbage collection,
loading conflicts, ride-share activity, and circulation impacts
remain insufficiently studied. * The resulting congestion and
safety risks have not been fully evaluated. This oversized 5-story,
2-bar building is out of character, mass, and scale for this family
neighborhood. This development will create serious safety hazards
for the families and many children who live on the neighboring
streets. This building will create much more traffic, and increased
parking demand due to its inadequate number of parking spots.
The trucks and deliveries will be a major problem. There are
already trucks parked in the center lane of Market Street for hours
every day, blocking access to both Granada Court and Toledo
Court. 1410 Main Street will make the truck parking and delivery
situation many times worse. For these reasons, I respectfully
request that the PLUM Committee grant the appeal and reverse
the approval. At a minimum, the matter should be remanded for



full environmental review, corrected findings, and further analysis
of the project's safety, circulation, and Coastal Zone impacts.
Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, Steve Bevilacqua
Market Street Venice
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CIS, posted by Robin Rudisill, on behalf of Venice Neighborhood
Council

06/18/2026 08:00 PM
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This is the CIS from the Venice Neighborhood Council: The
following motion was approved by the Venice Neighborhood
Council Board at the June 16, 2026 meeting: The Venice
Neighborhood Council (VNC) continues to recommend denial of
the project proposed at 1410-1414-1422 Main St, supports the
appeal of the CPC determination to approve the project, requests
the City Council and PLUM take the VNC recommendation of
denial and accompanying LUPC Staff Report under serious
consideration in its review of the appeal, and requests that
Councilmember Park strongly support the appeal. Please see
attached LUPC Staff Report for details related to our
recommendation of denial, and please contact Mark Mack, Chair
of the VNC Land Use & Planning Committee, at
Mark.Mack@VeniceNC.org should you have any questions
related to this letter and motion.



Venice Neighborhood Council

P. O. Box 550, Venice, CA 90294
www. VeniceNC.org

June 16, 2026

Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee
Los Angeles City Council

City Hall

200 N. Spring St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Council File No. 26-0721
Appeal of CPC Approval - 1410-1422 Main Street, Venice
CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA-1A; ENV-2021-2021-CE

Honorable Chair and Members of the PLUM Committee:

The following motion was approved by the Venice Neighborhood Council Board at the June 16, 2026 meeting:

The Venice Neighborhood Council (VNC) continues to recommend denial of the project proposed at
1410-1414-1422 Main St, supports the appeal of the CPC determination to approve the project, requests
the City Council and PLUM take the VNC recommendation of denial and accompanying LUPC Staff
Report under serious consideration in its review of the appeal, and requests that Councilmember Park
strongly support the appeal.

Please see attached LUPC Staff Report for details related to our recommendation of denial, and please contact
Mark Mack, Chair of the VNC Land Use & Planning Committee, at Mark.Mack@VeniceNC.org should you
have any questions related to this letter and motion.

vid Feige, President
enice Neighborhood Council

Cc:

Mark Mack, Chair, VNC Land Use & Planning Committee

Robin Rudisill, Vice Chair, VNC Land Use & Planning Committee
Ira Brown, City Planner

Shannon Vaughn, Coastal Program Manager, California Coastal Commission
Dani Ziff, District Supervisor, California Coastal Commission
Traci Park, Councilmember, CD-11

Craig Bullock, Planning Director, CD-11

Jeff Khau, Planning Deputy, CD-11

Sean Silva, Venice Field Deputy, CD-11

Tony Russo, Crest Real Estate

Nick Leathers, Crest Real Estate

Attachments: LUPC Staff Report, original 12.9.25 VNC letter recommending denial
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Communication from Public

Name: CIS attachment for Venice Neighborhood Council
Date Submitted: 06/18/2026 08:06 PM
Council File No: 26-0721

Comments for Public Posting: Please see attached Venice Neighborhood Council Land Use &
Planning Committee Staff Report, which is an attachment to the
CIS just filed.



Venice Neighborhood Council

LAND USE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
PO Box 550, Venice, CA 90294 | www.VeniceNC.org
Email: Chair-LUPC@VeniceNC.org

Land Use & Planning Committee (LUPC)

City Case No:

CEQA Case No:

Related City Case No(s):

Address of Project:

Applicant/Property Owner:

Applicant’s Representative:

Standard of Review:

Coastal Zone:
City Hearing:
Email for City Planner:

LUPC Staff assigned:

STAFF REPORT

December 9, 2025

CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA

ENV-2021-2021-EAF: Categorical Exemption
under CEQA sections 15301 (Class 1) and 15332
(Class 32)

CPC-2013-2377-DB-CDP-SPP-MEL
1410-1414-1422 Main Street

Brittany Teague, Three on the Tree LLC, a
Nevada LLC, and Three on the Tree Venice LLC,
a Nevada LLC

Tony Russo, Crest Real Estate
Matthew Royce, Architect

Coastal Act, with certified Land Use Plan (LUP)
as guidance (for CDPs)

Venice Community Plan

Other applicable State laws: Assembly Bill 2097
Other applicable City laws: ADU ordinance
Mello Act & Housing Crisis Act

Single Permit Jurisdiction
December 10, 2025, 1 pm
Sienna.Kuo@lacity.org

Robin Rudisill & Mark Mack

I. Detailed Project Description:

Demolition of 2 single-family dwellings, and the construction of a 26,845 SF, 5-story mixed-
use structure on 3 lots, consisting of 19 residential units, of which 4 residential units will be

set aside for Very Low Income (VLI) households; 6,152 SF of restaurant uses including 3,177
SF of indoor dining Service Floor Area and 467 SF of outdoor dining Service Floor Area; 656

It's YOUR Venice - get involved!
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SF of office uses and a roof deck with a solar trellis covered rooftop and an elevator/roof
access structure, providing 28 parking spaces (24 tandem residential use spaces and 4
commercial use spaces) within a one level subterranean garage.

Reason for VNC/LUPC hearing this project:

The project representative failed to inform the neighborhood, LUPC and the VNC of the
project’s changed scope and impact on the neighborhood since the VNC heard the project in
early 2021, almost 5 years ago. They have not conducted the proper neighborhood outreach
necessary for the increased size and scope of this project, causing a strong neighborhood
resistance to the project.

Therefore, the Venice Neighborhood Council scheduled a LUPC hearing (December 4th) and
a Special VNC Board hearing (December 9t) in order to assess this significantly changed
project and the impacts it presents to the neighborhood.

Changes between original project that VNC heard in 2021 to current version of the project:

1. Unit count increased from 9 units to 19 units (4 of which are affordable).

2. Parking garage reduced from two subterranean levels with 56 parking spaces to one
subterranean level with 28 parking spaces.

3. Access is not through Main Street but rather through the alley, a very narrow 15" wide
alley.

4. 3 stories to 5 stories (4 stories + 1 story solar trellis covered rooftop, roof access structure
and elevator).

5. Height increase from 30" to 46'- 4" (maximum height of 57°10” with 15’, 176 SF elevator
overrun (vs. 10’, 100 SF RAS) and solar trellis covered rooftop)

6. FAR increased from 1.49 to 2.95.

7. Restaurant spaces added on 2nd and 3t floors, resulting in commercial grade occupancy
on the second and third level of the structure, overlooking and adjacent to neighboring low-
rise residential buildings.
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II. Motion 1:

The Venice Neighborhood Council strongly requests that the CD-11 Council Office
request that City Planning postpone the City Planning hearing for the project at 1410-
1414-1422 Main Street, currently scheduled for Wednesday December 10, 2025, until
January 26, 2026 or after, in order to provide a reasonable amount of time for the Land
Use and Planning Committee, neighbors and the Board to have our community public
hearings in order to provide our recommendations.

Moved: Mark Mack
Seconded: Robin Rudisill
Vote: 6-1-1 (0 absent, 0 recused, 1 open seat)

II1. Motion 2:

The Venice Neighborhood Council recommends denial of the project at 1410-1414-1422
Main Street, as proposed, based on the following findings:

1. Vehicular Accessibility: Very narrow alley will be overexposed to heavy daily
traffic, loading zone nuisances and minimized turning radius for larger vehicles.

2. Height of project: Taller projects like this, double the LUP requirement, need
height transitions to mitigate shade and sunlight access to the adjacent 1-2 story,
residential historic neighborhood.

3. Lot consolidation: A 3-lot consolidation is not permitted.

4. Provides no Public Setback on Main Street: Needs better pedestrian circulation
and the possibility to add more public green space on Main Street.

5. The law prohibits the demolition or conversion of residential structures for
purposes of non-residential/mixed-use projects.

6. Accessibility fails to demonstrate safe, convenient, and equitable access for
people with disabilities and others with limited mobility as well as mixing
commercial and residential use within the building.

7. Open Space: The project requests a 100% reduction in usable open space and
eliminates the step-back provisions.

8. Design: The project fails to “harmonize” Density Bonus Law with the Coastal
Act and instead attempts to maximize buildout to maximize profitability.

9. Impact on Coastal Access: The project seeks substantial relief from on-site
parking requirements while adding a high-intensity restaurant and dwelling
units, inevitably pushing more demand onto already oversubscribed public
streets and alleys.
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Details of findings:

1. Substandard alley and unsafe access.

The project concentrates all vehicular access, garage entry, loading, trash, and service
functions on a very narrow, non-conforming alley immediately abutting residential
properties. That alley cannot safely accommodate the level of traffic, truck loading,
turning movements, and rideshare/delivery activity generated by a 6,000+ square foot
restaurant, 19 dwelling units, and office uses. The design provides no adequate
turnaround or loading area, forcing vehicles to back or queue in the alley and creating
unsafe conflicts with pedestrians, cyclists, and neighboring residents. This is an
inappropriate and unsafe intensification of use on a constrained residential alley.

2. Excessive height, massing, and lack of transition.

The project seeks a maximum building height of approximately 57 feet 10 inches —
nearly double the 30-foot height limit in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan —and
removes the required 45-degree step-back plane. It also requests major yard
reductions on all sides and a FAR of 2.95, again, almost double the 1.5 FAR as limited
in the Venice Specific Plan and certified Venice Land Use Plan (LUP). Together, these
waivers create a five-story wall on a three-lot consolidation with no meaningful
transition to the immediately adjacent 1-2 story residential neighborhood and the
Lost Venice Canals Historic District, degrading the area’s established low-scale
character and scenic/visual qualities that the Coastal Act and certified LUP require to
be protected.

3. Unpermitted lot consolidation of 3 lots

LUP 1.B.7. limits commercial lot consolidations to two lots, or three lots with
subterranean parking that is fully depressed with roof at natural grade and the
structure must not look consolidated (breaks in front wall of 10"’ minimum). The only
exception for more than a 2-lot consolidation is for mixed-use projects that conform to
the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide adequate
on-site parking. This project is in significant non-compliance with both of the
exception requirements.

4. Inadequate setbacks and pedestrian/greenspace realm on Main Street.

The project requests a zero-foot front yard setback for residential floor area where a 5-
foot setback is required, leaving essentially no room for street trees, landscaped
parkway, pedestrian refuge, or outdoor gathering space. In combination with very
shallow side yards, the building fills almost the entire site, pushing a tall, bulky
facade directly to the back of sidewalk. This undermines the pedestrian experience on
Main Street, provides no meaningful public or quasi-public open space at the ground
level, and is inconsistent with Venice Coastal Zone LUP policies calling for human-
scaled, walkable frontages, landscaping, and preservation of the special coastal
community character.
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5. Violation of the Mello Act and Housing Crisis Act - unlawful loss and conversion
of coastal housing.

The project demolishes two existing single-family residential structures in the Coastal
Zone and proposes a predominantly commercial/mixed-use building. The Mello Act
prohibits the demolition or conversion of residential structures for non-residential
use unless the City first finds, based on evidence, that residential use is no longer
feasible at that location; no such finding has been made, and nothing in the record
suggests residential use is infeasible. The existing buildings are legally permitted,
functioning residential housing, and therefore are protected by the Mello Act
regardless of the underlying C2 zoning. Any redevelopment must maintain
residential use and comply with Mello Act “no-net-loss” and replacement-housing
obligations; it cannot lawfully convert coastal housing into more lucrative restaurant
and commercial space.

6. Accessibility and life-safety concerns.

The project, as presented, fails to demonstrate safe, convenient, and equitable access
for people with disabilities and others with limited mobility. By locating all vehicular
access and loading on a substandard alley without a separated pedestrian path of
travel, and by heavily intensifying restaurant and service traffic in that same space,
the design exposes residents, visitors, and workers using mobility devices, strollers,
etc. to unacceptable conflicts with cars and trucks. The plans do not clearly show how
accessible parking, loading, and routes from the garage and public sidewalks will be
provided without requiring people with disabilities to share the narrow alley with
moving vehicles. This is inconsistent with ADA and California Building Code
objectives and with the Coastal Act’s requirement that new development protect
public safety and access for all users.

7. Complete failure to provide required usable open space.

The project requests a 100% reduction in usable open space —from 2,525 square feet
required to zero —and eliminates the step-back provisions that would otherwise
provide light, air, and semi-private outdoor areas for residents. Any roof deck is
primarily designed to serve the commercial/restaurant component and does not
substitute for dedicated, code-compliant common and private open space for the 19
dwelling units. The absence of meaningful on-site open space will significantly
diminish residential livability, privacy, and access to light and air, particularly given
the building’s extreme massing, and is inconsistent with the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan’s and LUP’s open space standards and the Coastal Act’s emphasis on
high-quality residential environments in the Coastal Zone.

8. Poor design and incompatibility with the historic, special coastal community
context.

The project’s overall design —five stories, maximal lot coverage, minimal articulation,
zero front yard, and commercial restaurant floors stacked above ground level —is out
of scale and character with the surrounding one- and two-story historic residential
neighborhood and the Lost Venice Canals Historic District. Rather than stepping
down to adjacent homes, the building presents tall, sheer walls and roof structures
that loom over the alley and neighboring properties, degrading views, privacy, and
the existing small-scale rhythm of Main Street. By using density bonus incentives and
waivers to override key Venice Coastal Zone standards on height, setbacks, lot
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Iv.

consolidation, and open space, the project fails to “harmonize” Density Bonus Law
with the Coastal Act and instead attempts to maximize buildout at the expense of
scenic and visual resources and the Venice “special coastal community” that the
Coastal Act and LUP explicitly seek to protect.

9. Significant adverse impact on coastal access and parking.

The site is only a short distance from the beach in an area already severely
constrained for parking and heavily relied upon by coastal visitors. The project seeks
substantial relief from on-site parking requirements while adding a high-intensity
restaurant and additional dwelling units, inevitably pushing more demand onto
already oversubscribed public streets and alleys. Under Coastal Act §30252, new
development must maintain and enhance public access by providing adequate
parking or equivalent transit measures; AB 2097 does not override this Coastal Act
mandate. Here, the requested parking reductions, combined with alley-only access
and lot consolidation, will cumulatively reduce the availability of convenient parking
for beachgoers and visitors, impairing coastal access and conflicting with both the
Coastal Act and the certified Venice LUP. In addition, the traffic analysis excludes the
restaurant uses entirely by claiming that all of the restaurants are “local serving,”
which is not true. This artificially keeps the project below the 250-trip threshold. This
omission must be corrected and a DOT traffic analysis performed.

Moved: Mark Mack
Seconded: David Turnbull
Vote: 8-0-0 (0 absent, 0 recused, 1 open seat)

Motion 3 (continued indefinitely):

The Venice Neighborhood Council strongly recommends that the project be
confined to 100% residential, within the development standards and policies of
the Venice Specific Plan and LUP, which would: provide homes, be compatible
with the surrounding residential neighborhood character, not create the
significant adverse impacts and nuisances on the surrounding residential
neighborhood that commercial businesses would, and not violate the state Mello
Act.

Motion 3 continued indefinitely:
Moved: David Feige

Seconded: Mark Mack
Vote: 6-1-1 (0 absent, 0 recused, 1 open seat)

Pros & Cons of Project:
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Positive aspects of project:
4 affordable units.

Negative aspects of project:
Concerns about hearing notices: Several parties indicated that they did not receive the
hearing notice, including Rick Garvey (within 300 feet) and Dr. Khoe (adjacent).

See also detailed findings in LUPC motion, above.

I. Neighborhood Outreach/Summary of Community Input:

Describe neighborhood outreach by Applicant’s Representative and LUPC Staff Member,
in detail:

The applicant made it clear that they were not paid to do neighborhood outreach on the
significantly changed project and that they did outreach on the original project. However,
they did contact Karen & Art from the condo building across Main Street. Once LUPC
became aware of the project hearing being scheduled, we immediately scheduled a meeting
to hear it so that it could be heard by the VNC prior to the City hearing. We contacted the
applicant’s representative and met with them prior to the LUPC meeting. We informed a
few of the neighbors, whom we were aware of were concerned about the project.

Summary of Community Input

Concerns expressed by Neighbors:

The proposed loading dock is not large enough to serve most of the 5 and 10 ton and
larger trucks that make these deliveries, and so many will simply park in the alley,
which will prevent residents, as well as emergency vehicles, from coming and going.
Trucks will also park down the middle of Market St. It is not uncommon for several
trucks to be making deliveries simultaneously.

The project is outrageous, this is overbuilding, this is egregious, this is greed.

When neighbors in the residential blocks behind the project to the east look out their
windows, they will see a big 5 story wall and won't be able to see the sky any longer.

Concern about habitability of the residential units adjacent to upper floor restaurants.
Concern about the mixing up of uses in a strange way on the upper floors. Concern
about combining access/entrances for residents and commercial uses.

See additional concerns in these letters from the neighbors:
https://www.venicenc.org/assets/documents/5/meeting69332e44d78al.pdf

Suggestions from Neighbors:
At the LUPC hearing a request was made to the applicant for a sun/shade study. As of
the publishing of this LUPC Staff report, the applicant has not provided the study.
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As per neighbor Irv Katz, he would ask the developers to consider confining this
proposal to a 100% residential use, within the requirements of the Venice Plan, which
would provide homes and not create the problems that commercial businesses such as a
restaurant would, including no constant flow of traffic into or out of the garage and no
daily deliveries to block the alley or streets or create noise.

The traffic analysis excludes the restaurant uses entirely from the trip count by claiming
the restaurants are “local serving.” But restaurants with alcohol and outdoor dining are
not local serving uses. “Local serving” refers to small convenience businesses (e.g.,
laundromat, dry cleaner, etc.), not destination restaurants. Restaurants in Venice draw
visitors from outside the immediate neighborhoods. Restaurants have a very high trip
counts (sit-down restaurant approx. 100 trips per 1,000 SF), especially when they serve
alcohol. Excluding the restaurants keeps the project below the 250-trip threshold,
dodging a full transportation analysis. This must be corrected and a full analysis done.
DOT must require the inclusion of the restaurants in the trip count, which will require
them to perform a traffic analysis.

The project seems to be trying to fit too much into an inappropriate lot. That is a sure
sign of a developer more interested in profit than community.
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II. Findings re. Entitlements:

For your use in determining the entitlements, here is the link to the City Planning Prefix
(approving entity) and Suffix (entitlements) Report where you can look up the City Case
No. coding abbreviations:

https:/ /planning.lacity.gov/resources/ prefix-suffix-report

A. Coastal Development Permit (CDP) — Coastal Act & certified Land Use Plan
(LUP) are standard of review

NOTE: The lot at 1410 Main St is vacant land as per ZIMAS. There is no Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) approving a demolition of any structures that were previously
on the 1410 Main St lot, which would imply that such a demolition must be covered with an
after-the-fact approval in this CDP. However, the applicant provided a building permit
application for demolition of an existing structure in 1968, which means this demolition was
done pre-Coastal Act (57 years ago) and therefore doesn’t require a CDP. It is unknown
whether or why the lot has remained undeveloped for 57 years. The lot is currently used as
residential/ office space using converted shipping containers. The structures and uses
currently on the vacant lot are not permitted and therefore constitute a violation of the
Coastal Act as they are unpermitted development:

\‘ B

1. Parking/Coastal Access — Assembly Bill 2097 must also be considered in the
standard of review
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Coastal Act Section 30252 states: The location and amount of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by facilitating the provision or extension
of transit service...and providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means
of serving the development with public transportation

The project lies in an AB 2097 area and as such minimum parking cannot be required.
However, the applicant proposes only 28 parking spaces, which is significantly lower than
the parking minimums required by the Venice Specific Plan and certified Land Use Plan

(LUP). No proposed mitigations were noted. The 15’ alley is too narrow for any real use,
especially one that requires truck traffic, 2-way traffic, or a clear path for others to access
parking spaces. Most Venice alleys are 25’ and it is still difficult to enter one’s garage nor can
two cars pass.

2. Scenic and Visual Qualities
Coastal Act Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities states: The scenic and visual
qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms,
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

At 5 stories and 57'10”, and spanning three lots with no visual breaks, the project is in no
way compatible with the character of the surrounding area, which is primarily 1-lot, 2-3
story structures. The project violates Coastal Act Section 30251.

3. 3-Lot Consolidation
Certified Land Use Plan Policy 1.B.7. limits commercial lot consolidations to two lots, or
three lots with subterranean parking that is fully depressed with roof at natural grade and
the structure must not look consolidated (breaks in front wall of 10" minimum). The only
exception for more than a 2-lot consolidation is for mixed-use projects that conform to the
existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide adequate on-site
parking. This project is in significant non-compliance with both of the exception
requirements.
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4. Protection of Special Coastal Communities
Coastal Act section 30253 (e) states: New development shall do all of the
following...(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

LUP Policy Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community states:

Presurvation of Venioo Poligy . E. 1. General. Venice's unigue social and architeciural dhvergity
as a Special Coastal shoald b profected as a Special Coastal Commamity pursuant fo Chapler 2
Community of the Califomnia Coastal Act of 1576

Policy |. E 2. Scale. Mew development within the Venice Coastal Zone
shall respect the scabs and character of community developrmen], Buldings
which are of a scale compatible with the community (with respact to bulk,

haight, buffer and satback) shall be encouraged. All new development and
renovalions should respect thw scale, massing, and landscaps of existing
residential nesghborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restriciad fo prolect

Policy I. E. 3. Architecture. Varied styles of architecture are encouraged
with building facades which incorporate varied planes and texturas while
maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing.

According to ZI 2453, the project is located in the Lost Venice Canals Historic District, which
is significant as a unique example of early-20th century residential development oriented
around the original Venice canals developed by Venice of America founder Abbot Kinney.
The district was evaluated as a whole and individual properties were surveyed and
identified as Potential Contributors or Non-Contributors to the district, or as Not Sure
(properties generally not visible from the public right-of-way). Properties identified as
Potential Contributors or Not Sure in SurveyLA, unless otherwise found exempt, will be
reviewed by the Department of City Planning, in consultation with its Office of Historic
Resources, to determine if the property is a “historical resource” as defined in CEQA. If the
City determines the property to be a historical resource, the City will evaluate if the project
would have significant impacts to the historical resource. Even if the property is not
determined to be a historical resource, the City will evaluate if the project would have an
impact on other nearby historical resources, which may include the potential historic
district.

The structure on 1422 Main St was identified as “Not Sure” in SurveyLA, which means that
it should be reviewed by the Department of City Planning, along with the Office of Historic
Resources, to determine if the property is a historical resource. Excerpt from SurveyLA:
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It is not clear whether the City’s Office of Historic Resources has analyzed the project’s
impact on the historic district.

Venice was designated as a “Special Coastal Community” by the City of Los Angeles and
the California Coastal Commission, as documented in the LUP. The definition of Special
Coastal Community is: “An area recognized as an important visitor destination center on
the coastline, characterized by a particular cultural, historical, or architectural heritage that
is distinctive, provides opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the
coast, and adds to the visual attractiveness of the coast.” If the Lost Venice Canals Historic
District is degraded by a project such as this that is so significantly out of compliance with
the LUP in so many ways, the risk of Venice losing its Special Coastal Community status is
increased because the very definition of Venice as a Special Coastal Community relies on
Venice’s historical heritage. Thus, the project does not protect the Special Coastal
Community of Venice and in fact degrades it and thus is in violation of Coastal Act section
30253(d) and LUP Policy LE.1.

As stated in ZI 2453, the Lost Venice Canals Historic District is a residential neighborhood
with boundaries coinciding with those of Venice’s original canal district. Streets throughout
the district exhibit an irregular pattern which reflects the area’s original network of canals.
Development in the district is primarily residential. Original single and multi-family
residences were constructed primarily from the 1910s through the early 1920s and are one or
two stories in height. Other features of the district include the unique configuration of the
streets, which create irregularly shaped blocks originally bounded by canals.

According to ZI-2453, the Lost Venice Canals Historic District is significant as a unique
example of early-20th century residential development, oriented around the original Venice
canals developed by Venice of America founder Abbot Kinney. The district’s period of
significance is 1904 to 1929, encompassing the period during which the canals were extant.
The district represents the area set aside by Kinney for residential development in Venice.
After a years-long legal battle between residents and city officials, in 1929 the Venice of
America canals were filled in and paved over. Today, the Lost Venice Canals Historic
District stands out from surrounding development due to its unique planning and
development around Venice’s original system of canals. Despite a relatively low percentage
of contributing properties, the neighborhood retains a distinctive feel that conveys a strong
sense of time and place.
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As with the first attempt at a development project at this site in 2014, which was withdrawn
within one year of application, the historic preservation issues remain unaddressed.

5. Cumulative Effect
Coastal Act section 30250 (a) states: New residential, commercial, or industrial
development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within,
contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it
or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or
cumulatively, on coastal resources...

This project violates Coastal Act Section 30250(a) because it places a large, high-intensity
mixed-use development in a built-out, historic, low density coastal neighborhood that is not
“able to accommodate it” in terms of circulation, parking, and public services, as shown by
the documented loss of required parking and substandard alley access. By over-
concentrating development on this constrained site and worsening traffic and parking
conditions that already limit public access to the beach, the project will have significant
adverse cumulative effects on coastal resources, contrary to section 30250(a).
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B. Density Bonus Act (DB)

1. The “Major Transit Stop” qualifying the project is at Windward Circle.

2. With 4 Very Low Income (VLI) units, the project qualifies for 4 incentives (unlimited
waivers of development standards is allowed).

The following Density Bonus incentives are requested:

1. Off Menu request for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) increase of 96.6 percent resulting in a
FAR of 2.95, in lieu of a FAR of 1.5, as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan Section 11.B.3.

2. Off Menu request for a northwesterly side yard of 5 feet in lieu of 8 feet, as otherwise
required in the C2 Zone pursuant to LAMC Section 12.14 C.2.

3. Off Menu request for a southeasterly side yard of 5 feet in lieu of 8 feet, as otherwise
required in the C2 Zone pursuant to LAMC Section 12.14 C.2.

4. A zero-foot front yard setback for residential floor area, in lieu of 5 feet, as otherwise
required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 10.f.4(a).

The following Waivers of Development Standards are requested:

1. Maximum building height of 57" 10”, in lieu of 30", as otherwise required by the Venice
Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 10.F.3.

2. 100% decrease in usable open space from 2,525 square feet required.

3. Removal of the step back provisions, in lieu of a 45 degree step back plane, as otherwise
required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 10.F(3)(a).

4. A Roof Access Structure with a maximum height of 15 feet in lieu of 10 feet, as otherwise
required pursuant to the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 9.C.

5. A Roof Access Structure with a maximum exterior dimension of 176 square feet in lieu
of 100 square feet, as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan
Section 9.C.

3. Harmonizing of State Density Bonus Act and State Coastal Act

Government Code Section 65915(m) of the state Density Bonus law states that all density
bonus incentives, waivers, etc. to which the applicant is entitled under Government Code
Section 65915 shall be permitted in a manner that is consistent with both the Density Bonus
law and the Coastal Act. The State Legislature’s intent is that the two statutes be
“harmonized” so as to achieve the goal of increasing the supply of affordable housing in the
Coastal Zone while also protecting Coastal Resources and Coastal Access.

According to the Coastal Commission’s February 6, 2019 Report (W7f), the two state laws
are to “be harmonized to provide for affordable housing in the Coastal Zone in a manner
that is consistent with Coastal Act resource protection policies and ensures that the Act’s
scenic and visual resources policy is not used erroneously as a basis for blocking density
bonus projects in the Coastal Zone.” This means that the question is whether a project is
seeking the minimum incentives and waivers necessary to provide for the affordable units.
The problem in determining the answer is that State Density Bonus law mandates that
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evidence of the need is not required. Therefore, applicants are able to ask for more
incentives and waivers than they need to cover the cost of providing the affordable housing,
which appears to be the case for this project.

This project does not harmonize the State Density Bonus Act and State Coastal Act due to
the extreme de facto variances from the development standards and policies of the Venice
Specific Plan and LUP —3-lot consolidation rather than the maximum of 2, almost doubling
of the height to 57°10” vs. the LUP requirement of 30’, essentially doubling of the FAR (2.95
vs. allowable 1.5), removal of the step back provisions, 3" reduction of both side yards.

For example, in the 657 Sunset case, the LUPC concluded that, on balance, the requested
incentives and waivers were modest compared to typical density bonus projects in non-
Coastal Zone areas of Los Angeles, and that the project omitted a roof deck, kept the fourth
floor stepped back, and provided 24% VLI units, such that the density bonus incentives
could be harmonized with Coastal Act resource protection for that project.

However, for 1410-1414-1422 Main, the applicant is requesting relief from several of the
most sensitive standards in the Venice Coastal Zone:

Almost doubling the height

Essentially doubling of the maximum FAR

Major yard reductions on all sides

No step backs

Significant reduction in on-site parking relative to VCZSP/LUP requirements
in an area that is extremely close to the beach

o Consolidation of three lots (beyond the 2-lot maximum per VCZSP/LUP)

O O O O O

The project’s design seeks to maximize buildout in every dimension. The applicant has not
demonstrated that all of these requested incentives and waivers are the minimum physically
necessary to accommodate the 4 affordable units. As a mixed-use project, the incentives--
which are larger than others requested in the Venice Coastal Zone used to fund the
provision of affordable units--not only provide for enough market rate residential units to
fund the affordable units, but the incentives also provide a significant benefit in terms of the
commercial uses, which are 25% of the project (6,808 SF/26,845 SF), which is an exploitation
of the Density Bonus law.

Given the size and intensity of the proposed structure, it appears highly likely that a shorter,
less massive building could still provide a meaningful number of affordable units while
protecting coastal resources.

Under §65915(m), the City cannot treat the Density Bonus Law as overriding the Coastal Act
or the LUP. Instead, the City must limit or deny incentives and waivers that would
otherwise cause the project to conflict with Coastal Act resource protection policies,

including;:

¢ Significant adverse impacts on coastal access and parking
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e Degradation of scenic and visual resources in a highly scenic area--the Lost Venice
Canals Historic District
¢ Harm to a recognized Special Coastal Community

The City is obligated to withhold those specific waivers and require redesign so that
affordable housing goals and coastal protection goals are both honored.

The project does not comply with the Density Bonus Act because the project, as proposed,
does not harmonize the Density Bonus Law with the Coastal Act. Instead, it uses density
bonus tools to attempt to override key coastal protections (height, parking, FAR, massing,
lot consolidation) in a manner that is directly contrary to §65915(m)’s command that density
bonus entitlements be granted only in a Coastal-Act-consistent manner. This project is an
abuse of the Density Bonus law.

4. LUP Policy I.A.13. Density Bonus Applications

Policy I. A. 13. Density Bonus Applications: Required replacement dwelling units shall be
counted as reserved units in any related State-mandated density bonus application for the
same project. In order to encourage the provision of affordable housing units in the areas
designated as “Multiple Family Residential” and in mixed-use developments, the City may
grant incentives such as reduced parking, additional height or increased density consistent
with Government Code Section 65915 provided that the affordable housing complies with
sections a - f of Policy 1.A.13.

The project does not conform with LUP policy 1.A.13. for all of the same reasons noted
above that it does not comply with the Density Bonus Act.

C. Mello Act (MEL)

This project violates the Mello Act (Gov. Code §§65590-65590.1). The Mello Act state law
protects housing in the Coastal Zone. The purpose of the Mello Act is three-fold: to maintain
existing residential structures, to protect existing affordable units, and to provide new
affordable housing in new developments. The law states:
“The conversion or demolition of any residential structure for purposes of a
nonresidential 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 statute flatly prohibits demolishing or converting an existing residential structure to a
non-residential use that is not coastal-dependent unless the local government first
determines, based on evidence, that residential use is no longer feasible at that location. No
such feasibility finding has been made here, and the facts show the opposite:

e The legal, permitted use of the existing buildings is residential.
o The structures are functioning residential housing in a residential context.
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¢ Nothing in the record shows that continued residential use is infeasible —only that
the applicant prefers a more lucrative commercial /mixed-use project.

The legal, permitted use for the existing structures is residential; thus, they are protected by
the Mello Act regardless of the underlying zoning designation, and any project for these
properties must be residential use only. The Mello Act state law does not distinguish
between zones, it protects all residential structures and affordable units, regardless of what
zone they are in. The project cannot be approved as a mixed-use project whose purpose is to
convert coastal housing into any portion of commercial space.

The Mello Act was enacted to prevent exactly this pattern — the erosion of coastal housing
stock, especially lower-cost units, in favor of high-profit commercial uses, just like this
project. Approving this project would defeat the very purpose of the statute and would be
inconsistent with both state law and the City’s own Mello Act implementation procedures.

The applicant believes that because the City, in 2019, proposed a Mello Act ordinance that
would have allowed demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a mixed use
project if the project provided all required replacement affordable and inclusionary units,
that they could do so with the proposed project. However, this provision would have
constituted a change to the existing Mello Act law and City Mello Act policy, and the draft
ordinance was never approved. The Council file (15-0129-51) expired in November 2023 and
in fact no effort has been made since then to resurrect this significant proposed change:

Proposed new LAMC 12.21H.c.7.: “Mixed Use Development. A proposed mixed use
development may not result in a net reduction in the total number of existing
Residential Units unless a residential use is no longer feasible. A mix of uses is
permitted, so long as the structure provides all required Replacement Affordable
and Inclusionary Units.”

The fact that City Planning was requesting this change in their draft of the Mello Act
ordinance shows that it is not currently allowed; otherwise, they would not have wanted or
needed to add this provision.

See Attachment I for a May 4, 2021 letter from housing rights and environmental /land use
attorney Venskus & Associates and the California Women’s Law Center that explains why
this proposed change would be unlawful and could not have been lawfully approved. As
stated in this letter: “One of the main avenues the Mello Act proscribes for protecting
residential housing is to limit the ability to convert existing residential structures to non-
residential uses. To allow such conversions would not only violate both the letter and the
spirit of the Mello Act, but it would plainly threaten housing, by allowing its destruction for
purposes of a more lucrative commercial use, including mixed use projects, thus displacing
families and damaging coastal communities that are already holding on by a thread —
exactly what the Mello Act was intended to prevent.” The Applicant’s demolition of the
existing residential structures for purposes of a non-residential mixed-use project is a
violation of the Mello Act and the City’s Interim Administrative Procedures for complying
with the Mello Act, and thus this mixed-use project is a non-starter.
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In addition, in its letter dated October 19, 2021 regarding the draft Mello Act ordinance, the
Coastal Commission Staff stated: “The mixed-use development policy outlined [in the draft
Mello Act ordinance, proposed new LAMC 12.21.H.5.c.7] is therefore not consistent with the
Mello Act, since it expands the definition of “residential structure” beyond the intent of the
Mello Act. Commission staff is aware of several recent developments, especially in Venice,
that have already incorporated draft language of this ordinance to justify approval of the
demolition or conversion of residential properties for purposes of mixed-use properties
along commercial corridors.”

Lastly, the City’s May 18, 2022 letter from the Los Angeles Housing Department with the
subject “Mello Act Determination” is a determination with respect to only one requirement
of the state Mello Act--the affordability of the existing units. As per the City’s Mello
procedures, the overall Mello Act Determination would be included in the related
discretionary permit, the Coastal Development Permit, where all three Mello Act
requirements would be considered: whether existing residential structures are being replaced
only with residential structures, whether existing affordable units are being replaced, and
whether inclusionary affordable housing is being provided.

D. Housing Crisis Act (HCA)

According to the City in its October 29, 2025 letter from the Los Angeles Housing
Department, of the two units that existed on the properties within the last five years, one
unit will remain protected by the RSO, one unit must be replaced as an affordable unit, and
one unit must be replaced at market rate. The residential unit(s) demolished in 2018 are not
covered in this analysis because they occurred more than five years prior to the date of
Housing's affordable units determination, October 29, 2025.

E. Add any other applicable entitlements here, such as SPPE (Specific Plan
Project Exception), ZAA (Zoning Administrator Adjustment), etc.

It is not clear why the original project’s entitlement request for a waiver of dedication is no
longer being considered.
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Prior VNC letters for same/similar location:

In 2021, the VNC heard the original project proposed under this application, which was
significantly different, i.e. 3 stories v. current proposed 4 + 1 story for solar with trellis
ceiling, and 9 dwelling units v. current proposed 19 dwelling units, etc. The VNC Board
supported the project but only if the underground mechanical room was removed, the
entrance to the parking garage and the loading zone were moved from the alley to Main
Street, and deliveries were restricted to 8 am to 8 pm. Also, the applicant was to clarify
whether the proposed solar structures are compliant with city code and/or mandated by
State law:
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In 2014 the VNC heard a different Density Bonus project on the site, which was slightly
larger. The Board recommended denial of that project due to: excessive incentives
requested, inconsistency with the surrounding neighborhood character, mass and scale,
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applicant’s failure to show that the incentives requested were necessary to make the
housing units economically feasible, excessive FAR, danger of extremely poor circulation
with the parking entrance on the back alley, excessive lot consolidation, no demand
management strategy, and unaddressed historic preservation issues. That application was
withdrawn in 2015.

Venice Neighborhood Council ’%ﬁ?ﬁ%
Q‘I: e

V E N | C E PO Box 550, Venice, CA 90294 / waw. VeniceNC.org

neighbaorhood council Email: info@WVeniceNCorg / Phone or Fax: 310.606.2015 . -,‘__,:Fié.v
April 21, 2014
Linn Wyatt
Chief Zoning Administrator

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2601

Case Number: CPC-2013-2377-DB-CDP-SPP-MEL

Project: 1414 Main Street, Venice 90291
Description: Density Bonus (Off-Menu) with 5 incentive requests, SPP, CDP,

Mello Act compliance review to develop a 46-feet/d-stories, 91 968 square foot, mixed-
use development.

To Linn Wyatt,

Please forward the DENIAL of the proposed project to the appropriate Zoning
Administrator for this project once that person is assigned. This will advise that at a
regularly held public meeting of the Venice Neighborhood Council's (WVNC) Board of
Officers on March 18, 2014, it was moved and passed by the Venice Neighborhood
Council as follows:

MOTION:

The Venice Neighborhood Council recommends DENIAL of the project as presented
based on:

» Excess of off-menu affordable housing density bonus incentives (five vs. three that
are specified by SB 1818).

# Inconsistency with the character, mass, and scale of the surrounding neighborhood
# The applicant’s failure to show that the off-menu incentives are necessary to make the
housing units economically feasible (especially in lieu of cost to develop 89 excess
parking spaces).

» Excessive FAR.

= Danger of extremely poor circulation with the parking entrance onto alleyway Toledo
Court {except for residences and employees).

= Excessive lot consolidation.

« Missing transportation demand management strategy.

# Unaddressed historic preservation issues.

ACTION: Motion made by Ira Koslow, seconded by Marc Saltzberg. Motion to DENY
the project approved 14-1-1

It'e YOUR Venica - get invalved!
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Photos of existing:

2 normal sized cars cannot pass.
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M

Alley 115_’ wide) —from North/Horizon Ave. Note: 2 normal sized cars cannot pass.
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Main Street frontage — 3 lots between 5-unit apartment building to the left and

commercial building to the right.
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1422 Main St lot from Alley

Page 27 of 56

It's YOUR Venice - get involved!



1414 Main St lot, from Alley
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1410 Main St lot from alley
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Unpermitted structure in 1410 Main St vacant lot:
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1. Existing Site Plan:
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II. Renderings of proposed project
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111. Site Plan:
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IV. Floor Plans (detail/color)

Basement (detail/color). Note 2 tandem parking spaces for each residential unit.
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Ground Floor Plan (detail/color). Note 4 parking spaces for the restaurant, with loading zone
behind.
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Second Floor Plan (detail/color)
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Third Floor Plan (detailed/color)
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Fourth Floor Plan (detail/color)
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Roof Plan (detail/color)
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V. Elevations:

Alley/East Elevation
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Frontage on Main Street/West Elevation
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CALIFORNIA

WOMEN'S Venskus & Associates

L A w _E E H T E R & FROFIRSIDONAL LAW CORFORATION

May 4, 2021

CPC-2019-TI93-CA
ENV-2019-TY54-ND

He: Mello Aci Ordinance musi mol allow demaolitons/conversion of residential siruciures
for purposcs of mived-use projects

Dear Los Angeles Cily Planning Commassioners:

The Californis Women's Law Center (“CWLC™) is a moa-profit law and policy center whoss
muission is b0 create & more just and equitable society by breaking down barmiers and advancing
the potential of women and girks through transformative litigation, pelicy advocacy and
ediscation. We focus on addressing econormic justics, gender discrimination, violence again
women, and women's health,

Venskus & Associates, APC is a bowtique law firm liGgating in the arcas of housing nghts and
cnvironmentalland use. The law firm represents and advocaies for raditionally under-
represented plaintiffs, such as low-income tenants, community organizations and enviranmental
Eroups,

We write 1o unge the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (“Planning Commission™) to
ensure that its proposed Mello Act Drdinance (CPC-2009-7393-CA) does not:
= excesd the City's junsdiction by conflicting with, or changing the meaning of, state law;
& mun afoul of the Settlement A greement Concemning Tmplementation of the Mello Act in
the Coastal Lones within the City of Los Angeles (“Settbement Agreement”);
# establish a law ihat is weaker than the City of Los Angeles” ("City™) Mello Act Interim
Administrtive Procedures (“IAFT)

The Settlement Agreement provided that the City miast sdopt Interim and Permanen Ondinances
o implement both the Mello Act and the provisions of the Agreement. In response, the City
adopded the IAF in 2000, In 2015, the City Council requested that City Planning prepare a
permanent ordinance, bul one was not adopled at that time. In April 2019, the City Council
diected the Planming and Housing Depanments (o prepare and present a permanent ofdinanos b
implement the Melle Act In December 2009, the City”s proposed Mello Act Ordinance was
released. On Febraary 25, 2021, the Mlanning Commissien reviewed the propesed ondimance, buf
the vobe was continued to May 13, 2021,
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Adopling a permanent ordinance i3 an important step o prodect housing stock including,
specifically, affordable and Rent Stabilized (RS0) housing in the City's coastal zones, and to
prevent displacement of people and communities. The ordinance must be in accordance with
controlling state law and the Settlement Agreement. As camrently proposed, the Mello Act
Ordinance 15 not in accordance with controlling authority and thus exceeds the City's
Jurisdiction.

L The purpose of the Mello Act is to preserve residential structures in the coastal
FOOE, (o ¢t cxistimg affordable housing, and to provide new affordable

housing

As stated in the TAP, under the Mello Act each bocal jurisdiction shall enforce three basic rules—
2. replace converted or demolished affordable units
3. provide inclusionary residential units in new housing developments.

However, by adding clovse 12.21.H.0.7. Mimed Use in the dmft Mello Act Ordinance, the Cily 15
nevt honoring the first requirement, which states:

“Existing residential structures shall be maintained, unless the local jurisdiction fimds that
residential uses are no longer feasible.” (IAP pg. 7.)

California courts also bave made clear that the Mello Act’s purpose is to preserve bousing in the
Coastal Zone, The Court of Appeal stated that the purpose of the Mello Act is:

“to preserve residential units occupied by low or moderate-income persons or families in
the coastal zone,™

The California Supreme Court similarly explained thai:

“[t]he Mello Act supplemcents the housing clements [aw, cstablishing minimum
requirements for housing within the coastal zone for persons and families of low or
moderate income.™

In fact, the Mello Act specifically mentions the housing elements state law, making it clear that
the Mello Act is a law that profecis housing for all income levels and ceriainly not one that
would allow for non-residential uses. One of the main avenues the Mello Act proscribes for
protecting residential housing is to [t the ability o convert existing residential stroctures to
non-residential uses. To allow such conversions would not only wn-llt-: hoth the letter and the

irit af the Mells Act, bul il would plainly threaten housi its destruction for
purposes of 8 more lucrative commercial use, including mixed use mmﬂs. thus dizplacing

ilics and damaging coastal communitics that are al ing on by a thread—exacily
what the Mello Act was intended to prevent.

' Vemice Town Council v. City af L4, 47 Cal. App. 4th 1347, 1552-53 (1996)
? Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Eviates, LLC v, City of Lax Angeles, 35 Cal, 4th 783, 798 (2012) {emphasis added),
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The Mello Act stales:

“The conversion or demolition of any residential structure for purpodcs of &
nonresidential use which is not “coastal dependent,” as defined in Section 30101 of
the Public Resources Code, shall not be authorized unless the local govermmnent has
first determined that  residentiol wse is no longer feasible in that location,™

This language is repeated in IAP section 4.1 {(also covered in the Settlement Agreement,
section VILC. 1.}

“Thie Melle Act states that the Demolition or Comversion of reshdential siructures
fior the pusposes of a non-Coastal-Dependent, non-residential use iz prohibied,
uabess the local junsdiciion st (nds that a restdential use i no loager feasible al

The draft Mello Act Ordinance exceeds the City"s jurisdiction, Under article X1, section 7 of the
Califormia Constitution, *[2] coonty or city may make and enforce within its limits all local,
police, sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general lows.™ The
Mello Act is a stabe statute; therefore, any atternpt 1o enact an ordinance in conflict with it is in
excess of the City"s authority.

The City must also comply with the Sctilcment Agreement in enacting the Mello Act Ondinance.
The permancnt ondinance muost be consistent with both the Mello Act and the provisions of the
Setibernent Agreement. Adopling an ordinance that is contrary 1o the provisions of the Seitlement
Agreement would be in violation of the Settlernent A greement itself.

The draft Mello Act Ordinance new proposed provision (LAMC 12.21H.¢.7.) for conversion to
mixed uses changes the meaning and application of the Mello Act by stating;

“Mixed Use Development. A proposed mixed use development may nod result inoa net
reduction im the total member of existing Residential Units unless a residentinl use is no
longer feasible. A mix of uses is permitied, so long as the structure provides all reguired
Replacament Affordable and Inclusionary Units.™

10 non-residential mixed uses and by doing so, change the meaning, spirit, and purpose of the
Mello At This chanpe is in direct vislation of the Mello Act and the Setilement Agreement,
which explicitly forbid the conversion of a residential structure to a non-residential use

! Siverwin: Willtams Co. v, Oy of LA, 4 Cal. 48h B93, B97 (1993,
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Mello Act & 'Eu11nw=-

*Conmversion of demolition of any  Residential—Stmuemre residential nmit or

Whrmm of & non-residential use that is not Coastal-Dependent,
i unbess a residential use is no fieasible ar that lecation.™

This new provision has fhe effect of replacing the word “structure,” as used in the Mello Act, the
Setilement Agrecment and LAP, with “unit or use,” The words “structure”™ and “unit”™ are not
imerchangeable. Nor arc the words “unit” and “use.” The word “structure™ refers to an entire
building as an entity, while the word “unit” refers (o an mdividual dwelling, which may be one
of many within a single siructure. This is an important distinetion, because the use of the word
“structure”™ in both the Mello Act and the IAP mientionally pridects the entire resudeniial

"|dn|:|tul Et!ul:-‘tl.l.l'l:: dﬂﬁ |:H:|t mr:] 'xnd@, " nh umns n mnunnudmu and
is restricted 1o commercial zones. A “residential structure,” on the other hand, is permitted in

twth residential and commercial zones. are far from ivaleni. Therefi the subshmtion

of "unit or use” in the proposed ordinance amounts 1o a sleight of hand, apparently fo promots

the subsiinntion of mived uee sirieciwres in place of residential struciores. This was clearly not the

infend of the clear and carelully chosen language of the Mello Act, the Seillement Agreement and
the LAP,

Municipalities are permitted 1o strengthen the local implementation of a statute, but not to
weaken il. As per the Mello Act, Government Code Section 65590k ):

vo o [U]hiS section establishes minimum requirements for housing within the coastal
zone for persons and families of low or moderate income. [t is nol intended and
shall not be constried as a limitation or constraing on the authority or ability of
lozal govermnment, a8 may otherwise be provided by Law, 1o requine of provide
low- or moderate-income housing within the coastal zone which is in addition to
the requirements of this section.

Thee prresent use of the 1erm, “residential structure” protects an entine building, whereas
“residential |.um or use” does not, ummﬂx It mh] therefore weaken the implementation of

=T e e

IV.  Conversion to mized use is used as bophole to allow unpermitted conversions to
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The result of the change in terminology will destroy housing by allowing for conversion o
commercial uses, Replacing the word “structure™ with the words “unit” or “use™ is beyond the
jurisdiction of the City because it contradicts the Mello Act, a state law,

The City's Mello Act Ordinance must also comply with the Mello Act's intent. Since this new
mixed use provision would effectively change the meaning, in direct contradiction to the Act's
intent, the City would be acting in excess of its jurisdiction.

The harm from the City's attempd fo exceed 118 junsdiction by allowing conversion or demolition
of residential structures fior purposes of non-residential use i3 not just theoretical. Several recent
projects have already seized on the current, draft language of the propesed Mello Act Ordmarices,
ing “residential unils™ or “residential "t s il al of the conversion of
ressdential propertics 1o mixed-use properises, Many of these properties have then illegally
converied the entire structure to commercial, non-residential use, with no consequence.

Thus, already the use of “units or uses™ rather than “structures™ has created a loophole to allow
developers o convert one hundred percent residential use siructures 1o “mixed use” and then fail
o actually mainimn any ressdential uses, m viedation of stafe law and the Settlement Agreement.

A.  Example #1: 1214 Abbot Kinnev Hivd.

First, For the property at 1214 Abbot Kinney Blvd,, in 2014, the City approved a change of’ use
from residential to mixed use, in violation of the Mello Acl. Since then the property has been
used illegally as commercial office use, even though it was only approved for conversion to
“mixed use.” Yet another example of ongoing use of residential structures for commiercial use s
$19-701 Ocean Front Walk, aka Thomion Lofts, When the tech indusiry moved in they took
over residential structures for offices, There are numerous other similar examples of unpermitied
mixed uses or full commercial uses where the structures are only permitied for residentinl use,

B.  Examples #2 & #3: 811-815 Ocean Front Walk, and 1319 Abbot
Kinney Bivd.

Oither Coastal Zone projects are pending that would violate the Mello Act by allowing
demalition of 100946 residential struciures for purposes of o mixed-use development, One
cxample is the project at 81 1-815 Ocean Front Walk, which proposes the demolition of three
residential structures for purpeses of a mixed-use commercial developmend. Another example is
the project proposed at 1301-1303 Abbot Kinney, which is requesting a change of use from a
105 residential triplex struchare fo two live'work mixed use units. The approvals of both of
these projects have been appealed, IT these projects are ultimately approved by the City it wall be
in clear violation of the state Mello Act and the Settlement Agreement, There are other examples
where the City approved a residential seructure 1o be replaced by “artist in residence™ use, 2
mixed use, but they do not meet the code’s definition of artist and thus the structures have
hecome essentially all commercial use,

C. Example #4: 1047 Abbot Kinney Blvd.
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Ome final example i the three bungalows @1 1047 Abbot Kinney Blvd,, which have certificates
of cocupancy as reskdential units but have for years been illegally used for a non-residential use.
The City recently approved the demolition of those bungalows for purposes of the Venice Place
mixed wse project, for which they will be covered by the hotel's CUHB, and they will be incladed
im the hotel buibdings, very likely losing their identity as housing.

These examples sllustrate that becunse the as-now-proposed Mello Act Ordinance provisions
CORYETSion In mlm:l use contradict the Mq:lln ﬁul:l

lihu: "“nm:dﬁm:" 'Il:rthul'-: 1) :I'I':ctrv:'rjr d«m{w mhd::ﬂul 1n:1ﬂw

affordable housing for low-imcome residentis and communities of color, thus causing a gross,
table, adverse cumulative i on housing, incloding affordable houging, in the Los

Angeles Constal Zones.

All of this &5 an unfortunate, perhaps unconscious, continuance of the City's practices of
institutiorsal racism.’

V.

Ilmmmnmuhlu -I"ﬂhrln l!n- Enﬂl] I.nnr i l-.v!l' uinﬂ u-le d pp lt
will be encouraged

The impact of the destruction of housing that has and will continue to result from the Mello Act
Ordinance if the abdlity 1o comvert residential strucres 10 mixed uses is notd eliminated,
disproportionately harms communitics of color, In 2017, Califormin had nearly two million rent
burdened howseholds of color that spent mose than thiry-percent of the howsehold income on
reni and wtilities.” There were also 1,6 million exiremely bow-income renter households, two-
thirds of which were households of color.® During the COVID-19 pandemic, there has been a
dﬁpmpm'ﬂnmt: financial impact on populations of color, which hos created even greater
drspu'lum. AI] Imn.iu_'ng will be E i '|M in the Cm Zone :ﬂt:dm:ﬁ Mello Act

purpuu! nfwx:du# dml.d-pm:nulmd those wlmmﬂ IJ-: munl:l:nd nmst are ]l:mhl:
peopke and communities of color,

This is especially true because by allowing such mixed use devebopments 1o replace residential
strsctures the curment draft of the Ordimance actually encourages, rather than discournges,

* On top of thess cpreghous practices, the Ciry has & paticm and peactice of using the rent paid by cassting

unparmi e cormmercial uses (ks was done for | 300-1300 Abbal Kinney and 1047 Al Kinrey, among mamy
athers) to determing whether affordable housing mus: be replaced, aa gross double violation of the Mello Act and a
praciscy thal the City must never allow, and vet 1l openly does allow il

* AR CHEW & CimosE Lucmi, MuSior Fueaal, Poucy Lk, Faciog Hisroey, UsRoornag IMEQUALITY: A
PATH T HOUSING JUSTICE IN CALIFORNLA 14 120000, hapssYwww policylink oepiees'de fauls flewpd_repor_calil-
housing_ |0} 4270, pdf,

i

" Sre Kelly Arne Smith, Covid ad Race: Howseholdy af Codar Sigfer Mosi From Fandesic s Financiaf
meﬂqﬂh?ﬂmmshﬂﬂ ths{&m 17, EHI:I]-. hr.pl mﬁ#bﬂ.mm:h-.wuﬂm

Page 55 of 56

It's YOUR Venice - get involved!



displacement. With the “mixed use” loophole : i
bu-ldmgauuima new building in its p]ut.e |]1|ur: dn-platmg Ihnﬁlhu :lu:|~|~|e||'||l_'tI ]wmg H'Iﬂll!ﬂ"

housing stock which 15 alwa defimtion, more affordable thon new units deemied
“afordable™ pursuant to federal and state law, It makes no sense for the City to encourage
destruction of existing housing, meludin ll'l'mthhh ing, 50 thnt more lecrmiive commercinl
ed jects can be built in ially when such a con TURS
MMML!EMH} Ilumd_ a

be a hoon 1o developers and would
cause a steady stream of property owners getting richer on the hacks of our existing renters in the
L.A. Coastal £ones as they will be displaced when mixed use projecis replace residential

structures.
V1. Conclusion
We undersiand that the City's m& i5 %0 incresse housimg, but it must be done within the

confines of the law and not by al conversions of residential stroctures (o mixed in

We foo su mized use devel bt only where th ace existing commercial nses
unel thus add housing,

The Mella Act's purpose is to protect all hoosing in the Coastal Zone, &8 well a8 to prodect
gxisting and provide for new afferdable housing.

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully urge vou to eliminate any and all proposed Mello Act
Ordinance language that would allow for demolition or conversien of residential structures for
purposes of non-residential/'commeercial mixed use projects, in order 1o comply with state law
and the Settlement Agreement and to ensure the City 15 acting within its jurisdietion.

Sincerely,

Amy Poyer Sabrina Venskus

Senior StafT Attorney Partner

California Women's Law Center Venskus & Associates, AP.C,
360 N. Pacific Coast Hwy, Suite 2000 1055 Wikshire Bhwd., Suit 1596
El Segundo, CA 90245 Los Angeles, CA 90017

pmy. poyenEewlc ong WERSKIEAT | awEY, Coim
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Name:

Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting:

Communication from Public

CIS attachment for Venice Neighborhood Council by Robin
Rudisill

06/18/2026 08:17 PM
26-0721

The following motion was approved by the Venice Neighborhood
Council (VNC) Board at its December 9, 2025 meeting: The
Venice Neighborhood Council recommends denial of the project
at 1410-1414-1422 Main Street, as proposed, based on the
following findings: 1. Vehicular Accessibility: Very narrow alley
will be overexposed to heavy daily traffic, loading zone nuisances
and minimized turning radius for larger vehicles. 2. Height of
project: Taller projects like this, double the LUP requirement,
need height transitions to mitigate shade and sunlight access to the
adjacent 1-2 story, residential historic neighborhood. 3. Lot
consolidation: A 3-lot consolidation is not permitted. 4. Provides
no Public Setback on Main Street: Needs better pedestrian
circulation and the possibility to add more public green space on
Main Street. 5. The law prohibits the demolition or conversion of
residential structures for purposes of non-residential/mixed-use
projects. 6. Accessibility fails to demonstrate safe, convenient,
and equitable access for people with disabilities and others with
limited mobility as well as mixing commercial and residential use
within the building. 7. Open Space: The project requests a 100%
reduction in usable open space and eliminates the step-back
provisions. 8. Design: The project fails to “harmonize” Density
Bonus Law with the Coastal Act and instead attempts to maximize
buildout to maximize profitability. 9. Impact on Coastal Access:
The project seeks substantial relief from on-site parking
requirements while adding a high-intensity restaurant and
dwelling units, inevitably pushing more demand onto already
oversubscribed public streets and alleys. See attached letter for
further details.



Venice Neighborhood Council

P. O. Box 550, Venice, CA 90294
www. VeniceNC.org

December 9, 2025

Sienna Kuo, Planning Assistant
Sienna.Kuo@]acity.org

Los Angeles City Planning

200 N. Spring St., Room 721
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re. 1410-1414-1422 Main Street, Venice
CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA; ENV-2021-2021-EAF

Dear Sienna,

The following motions were approved by the Venice Neighborhood Council (VNC) Board at its
December 9, 2025 meeting;:

The Venice Neighborhood Council strongly requests that the CD-11 Council Office
request that City Planning postpone the City Planning hearing for the project at
1410-1414-1422 Main Street, currently scheduled for Wednesday December 10, 2025, until
January 26, 2026 or after, in order to provide a reasonable amount of time for the Land Use
and Planning Committee, neighbors and the Board to have our community public hearings
in order to provide our recommendations.

and

The Venice Neighborhood Council recommends denial of the project at 1410-1414-1422
Main Street, as proposed, based on the following findings:
1. Vehicular Accessibility: Very narrow alley will be overexposed to heavy daily traffic,
loading zone nuisances and minimized turning radius for larger vehicles.

2. Height of project: Taller projects like this, double the LUP requirement, need height
transitions to mitigate shade and sunlight access to the adjacent 1-2 story, residential
historic neighborhood.

3. Lot consolidation: A 3-lot consolidation is not permitted.

4. Provides no Public Setback on Main Street: Needs better pedestrian circulation and
the possibility to add more public green space on Main Street.

5. The law prohibits the demolition or conversion of residential structures for purposes
of non-residential/mixed-use projects.

6. Accessibility fails to demonstrate safe, convenient, and equitable access for people
with disabilities and others with limited mobility as well as mixing commercial and

residential use within the building.

7. Open Space: The project requests a 100% reduction in usable open space and
eliminates the step-back provisions.
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8. Design: The project fails to “harmonize” Density Bonus Law with the Coastal Act
and instead attempts to maximize buildout to maximize profitability.

9. Impact on Coastal Access: The project seeks substantial relief from on-site parking
requirements while adding a high-intensity restaurant and dwelling units, inevitably
pushing more demand onto already oversubscribed public streets and alleys.

Details of findings:

1. Substandard alley and unsafe access.

The project concentrates all vehicular access, garage entry, loading, trash, and service
functions on a very narrow, non-conforming alley immediately abutting residential
properties. That alley cannot safely accommodate the level of traffic, truck loading,
turning movements, and rideshare/delivery activity generated by a 6,000+ square foot
restaurant, 19 dwelling units, and office uses. The design provides no adequate
turnaround or loading area, forcing vehicles to back or queue in the alley and creating
unsafe conflicts with pedestrians, cyclists, and neighboring residents. This is an
inappropriate and unsafe intensification of use on a constrained residential alley.

2. Excessive height, massing, and lack of transition.

The project seeks a maximum building height of approximately 57 feet 10 inches —
nearly double the 30-foot height limit in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan—and
removes the required 45-degree step-back plane. It also requests major yard reductions
on all sides and a FAR of 2.95, again, almost double the 1.5 FAR as limited in the
Venice Specific Plan and certified Venice Land Use Plan (LUP). Together, these
waivers create a five-story wall on a three-lot consolidation with no meaningful
transition to the immediately adjacent 1-2 story residential neighborhood and the Lost
Venice Canals Historic District, degrading the area’s established low-scale character
and scenic/visual qualities that the Coastal Act and certified LUP require to be
protected.

3. Unpermitted lot consolidation of 3 lots

LUP 1.B.7. limits commercial lot consolidations to two lots, or three lots with
subterranean parking that is fully depressed with roof at natural grade and the
structure must not look consolidated (breaks in front wall of 10" minimum). The only
exception for more than a 2-lot consolidation is for mixed-use projects that conform to
the existing scale and character of the surrounding community and provide adequate
on-site parking. This project is in significant non-compliance with both of the
exception requirements.

4. Inadequate setbacks and pedestrian/greenspace realm on Main Street.

The project requests a zero-foot front yard setback for residential floor area where a 5-
foot setback is required, leaving essentially no room for street trees, landscaped
parkway, pedestrian refuge, or outdoor gathering space. In combination with very
shallow side yards, the building fills almost the entire site, pushing a tall, bulky facade
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Venice Neighborhood Council
P. O. Box 550, Venice, CA 90294

www. VeniceNC.org

directly to the back of sidewalk. This undermines the pedestrian experience on Main
Street, provides no meaningful public or quasi-public open space at the ground level,
and is inconsistent with Venice Coastal Zone LUP policies calling for human-scaled,
walkable frontages, landscaping, and preservation of the special coastal community
character.

5. Violation of the Mello Act and Housing Crisis Act - unlawful loss and conversion of
coastal housing.

The project demolishes two existing single-family residential structures in the Coastal
Zone and proposes a predominantly commercial/mixed-use building. The Mello Act
prohibits the demolition or conversion of residential structures for non-residential use
unless the City first finds, based on evidence, that residential use is no longer feasible
at that location; no such finding has been made, and nothing in the record suggests
residential use is infeasible. The existing buildings are legally permitted, functioning
residential housing, and therefore are protected by the Mello Act regardless of the
underlying C2 zoning. Any redevelopment must maintain residential use and comply
with Mello Act “no-net-loss” and replacement-housing obligations; it cannot lawfully
convert coastal housing into more lucrative restaurant and commercial space.

6. Accessibility and life-safety concerns.

The project, as presented, fails to demonstrate safe, convenient, and equitable access
for people with disabilities and others with limited mobility. By locating all vehicular
access and loading on a substandard alley without a separated pedestrian path of
travel, and by heavily intensifying restaurant and service traffic in that same space, the
design exposes residents, visitors, and workers using mobility devices, strollers, etc. to
unacceptable conflicts with cars and trucks. The plans do not clearly show how
accessible parking, loading, and routes from the garage and public sidewalks will be
provided without requiring people with disabilities to share the narrow alley with
moving vehicles. This is inconsistent with ADA and California Building Code
objectives and with the Coastal Act’s requirement that new development protect public
safety and access for all users.

7. Complete failure to provide required usable open space.

The project requests a 100% reduction in usable open space —from 2,525 square feet
required to zero—and eliminates the step-back provisions that would otherwise
provide light, air, and semi-private outdoor areas for residents. Any roof deck is
primarily designed to serve the commercial/restaurant component and does not
substitute for dedicated, code-compliant common and private open space for the 19
dwelling units. The absence of meaningful on-site open space will significantly
diminish residential livability, privacy, and access to light and air, particularly given
the building’s extreme massing, and is inconsistent with the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan’s and LUP’s open space standards and the Coastal Act’s emphasis on
high-quality residential environments in the Coastal Zone.

8. Poor design and incompatibility with the historic, special coastal community context.

The project’s overall design—five stories, maximal lot coverage, minimal articulation,
zero front yard, and commercial restaurant floors stacked above ground level —is out of
scale and character with the surrounding one- and two-story historic residential
neighborhood and the Lost Venice Canals Historic District. Rather than stepping down
to adjacent homes, the building presents tall, sheer walls and roof structures that loom
over the alley and neighboring properties, degrading views, privacy, and the existing
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Venice Neighborhood Council
P. O. Box 550, Venice, CA 90294

www. VeniceNC.org

small-scale rhythm of Main Street. By using density bonus incentives and waivers to
override key Venice Coastal Zone standards on height, setbacks, lot consolidation, and
open space, the project fails to “harmonize” Density Bonus Law with the Coastal Act
and instead attempts to maximize buildout at the expense of scenic and visual
resources and the Venice “special coastal community” that the Coastal Act and LUP
explicitly seek to protect.

9. Significant adverse impact on coastal access and parking.

The site is only a short distance from the beach in an area already severely constrained
for parking and heavily relied upon by coastal visitors. The project seeks substantial
relief from on-site parking requirements while adding a high-intensity restaurant and
additional dwelling units, inevitably pushing more demand onto already
oversubscribed public streets and alleys. Under Coastal Act §30252, new development
must maintain and enhance public access by providing adequate parking or equivalent
transit measures; AB 2097 does not override this Coastal Act mandate. Here, the
requested parking reductions, combined with alley-only access and lot consolidation,
will cumulatively reduce the availability of convenient parking for beachgoers and
visitors, impairing coastal access and conflicting with both the Coastal Act and the
certified Venice LUP. In addition, the traffic analysis excludes the restaurant uses
entirely by claiming that all of the restaurants are “local serving,” which is not true.
This artificially keeps the project below the 250-trip threshold. This omission must be
corrected and a DOT traffic analysis performed.

Please contact Mark Mack, Chair of the VNC Land Use & Planning Committee, at
Mark.Mack@VeniceNC.org should you have any questions related to this letter and these motions.

Sincerely,

B

Brian Averill, President
On behalf of the Venice Neighborhood Council

cc:
Mark Mack, Chair, VNC Land Use & Planning Committee

Shannon Vaughn, Coastal Program Manager, California Coastal Commission
Dani Ziff, District Supervisor, California Coastal Commission

Craig Bullock, Planning Director, Council District 11

Jeff Khau, Planning Deputy, Council District 11

Sean Silva, Venice Field Deputy, Council District 11

Ira Brown, City Planner

Tony Russo, Crest Real Estate

Nick Leathers, Crest Real Estate

Attachment: LUPC Staff Report
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Council File No:
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Communication from Public

Nick Leathers
06/18/2026 12:05 PM
26-0721

On behalf of the applicant, Three on the Tree, LLC, Crest Real
Estate submits the attached response to the appeal of the City
Planning Commission's approval of the project at 1410—-1422
South Main Street, Venice (Case No.
CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA-1A), scheduled for
the PLUM Committee hearing on June 23rd, 2026. The
Commission approved the project by a unanimous 9-0 vote on
March 12th, 2026, and the Director of Planning recommended on
June 17th, 2026 that the appeal be denied and the Commission's
action sustained. The attached letter responds to each of the appeal
points against the administrative record and respectfully requests
that the Committee deny the appeal and sustain the Commission's
approval.



CREST

REAL ESTATE

June 18th, 2026

VIA COUNCIL FILE AND EMAIL

Honorable Members of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee

Los Angeles City Council

c¢/o Office of the City Clerk

City Hall, Room 395 - 200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Attn: Candy Rosales, PLUM Legislative Assistant — clerk.plumcommittee(@lacity.org

RE: Applicant’s Response to the Appeal of the City Planning Commission’s Approval

1410-1422 South Main Street, Venice, CA 90291

Case No. CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA-1A - ENV-2021-2021-CE
Council File No. 26-0721

PLUM Committee Hearing - June 23rd, 2026

Honorable Chair and Members of the Committee:

Crest Real Estate submits this letter on behalf of Three on the Tree, LLC, the applicant and owner of
the property at 1410-1422 South Main Street in Venice (the “Project”), in response to the appeal filed
by Richard Garvey (the “Appellant”) from the determination of the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission (the “Commission”). The Commission approved the Project by a unanimous 9-0 vote
on March 12th, 2026, and the Letter of Determination was mailed on April 20th, 2026. On June 17th,
2020, the Director of Planning reviewed the appeal and recommended that the Committee deny it and
sustain the Commission. For the reasons set out below, the Applicant respectfully requests that the
Committee do so.

I. The Project and the Approvals Under Appeal

The Project replaces two single-family dwellings with a five-story, 26,889-square-foot mixed-use
building containing 20 residential units — four of them reserved for Very Low Income households
— above 3,676 square feet of restaurant space, 656 square feet of office, and a one-level subterranean
garage providing 28 parking spaces. In approving the Project, the Commission found it exempt from
CEQA under Classes 1 and 32 (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 and 15332), and granted a Density
Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentive Compliance Review (LAMC Section 12.22 A.25), a Coastal
Development Permit, a Project Compliance under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, and a Mello
Act Compliance Review (Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1). Each of those
determinations rests on a developed evidentiary record, including a Parking Demand Management
Assessment, the LADOT Referral Memorandum dated June 26th, 2025, a Community Character
Analysis, a Historical Resource Assessment, and a Noise Report. The Commission adopted detailed

Conditions of Approval and Amended Findings, and the appeal does not displace any of it.
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II. The Density Bonus Incentives and Waivers Are Final and Are Not Before the
Committee

Much of the appeal is, in substance, an objection to the Project’s height, floor area, and massing —
the very features authorized by the Density Bonus incentives and waivers the Commission granted.
Those include an off-menu incentive increasing the floor area ratio to 2.96 (in lieu of 1.5), reduced
side and front yard setbacks, a waiver permitting a building height of 52 feet 10 inches (in lieu of 30
feet), and removal of the step-back plane. By the express terms of the Decision Letter, the
Commission’s decision on the off-menu incentives and waivers is not further appealable (LAMC
Section 12.22 A.37(d)(3)), and the appeal itself excluded the Density Bonus/Affordable Housing
Incentive Compliance Review. The entitlements properly before the Committee are therefore the
Coastal Development Permit, the Project Compliance under the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan,
the Mello Act Compliance Review, and the CEQA determination. To the extent the appeal instead
asks the Committee to revisit the Project’s height, floor area, or scale, it asks for relief the Committee
cannot grant, because that relief was authorized as Density Bonus incentives and waivers and is now
final. Under the State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915), the City must approve
the requested incentives and waivers unless it makes written findings, supported by substantial
evidence, that they would cause a specific, identified adverse impact on public health or safety or the
physical environment — or, in the coastal context, that they are inconsistent with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act. No such evidence exists. The receipt of a density bonus, incentive, or
walver does not, by itself, render a housing development inconsistent with any applicable plan,
program, or development standard; the reduced setbacks and additional height the appeal complains

of are the lawful consequence of the affordable homes the Project provides.

ITI. An Appeal Must Identify Substantial Evidence of Error, and This One Does Not

The Commission’s findings are reviewed for substantial evidence, and the Appellant bears the burden
of demonstrating error. Substantial evidence is fact, reasonable inference drawn from fact, and expert
opinion supported by fact; it does not include argument, speculation, or unsubstantiated opinion.
Where, as here, a project has been found categorically exempt, the challenger must come forward with
substantial evidence that an exception to the exemption applies. The appeal does not carry that burden.
Itis alengthy collection of argument and lay opinion, and it does not offer a single competing technical
study — no traffic study, no parking study, no historical or acoustical analysis — rebutting the

evidence on which the Commission relied.

We recognize that the Venice Neighborhood Council has recommended denial and supports the
appeal. That recommendation, and the accompanying committee staff report, were before the
Commission when it approved the Project by a unanimous vote. A neighborhood council’s policy
disagreement with a project is entitled to respectful consideration, which it received; it is not, however,

substantial evidence that the Commission committed legal error.
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IV. The Categorical Exemption Is Proper and Supported by Substantial Evidence

A. The project description is complete (Appeal Point 1).

The approved project description accounts for the whole of the action. It expressly includes the 20
residential units, the 3,676 square feet of restaurant use, and the 656 square feet of office, and the
CEQA analysis evaluated those uses together. The Appellant’s contention that the restaurant
component was “omitted” from the transportation screening confuses exclusion with classification:
as explained below, the restaurant was disclosed and analyzed, and was treated as neighborhood-
serving for purposes of the trip and VMT calculation.

B. The transportation analysis followed LADOT’s adopted methodology (Appeal Points

2 and 3).
LADOT’s Referral Memorandum dated June 26th, 2025 concluded that the Project does not generate
the 250 net daily vehicle trips that trigger a transportation assessment. Since SB 743, the operative
metric is Vehicle Miles Traveled rather than Level of Service. Consistent with LADOT’s guidelines,
the ground-floor restaurant is neighborhood-serving: it draws from the surrounding community rather
than attracting new regional trips, so it generates no net new vehicle trips for screening purposes and
is excluded from the VMT analysis. The residential component generates approximately 86 daily trips
— well below the 250-trip threshold — so the Project does not approach the level that would require
a transportation study. As to the alley, the Project’s reliance on it is not a flaw but a requirement —
the Venice Specific Plan directs all vehicular access to the rear alley, which keeps new curb cuts off
Main Street and preserves the pedestrian environment and on-street parking along the corridor. A
code-required loading zone adjoining the alley gives service, delivery, and waste-hauling vehicles room
to enter, maneuver, and exit without blocking it, and emergency and vehicular access are governed by
Regulatory Compliance Measures in the Zoning, Building, and Fire Codes that LADBS, the Bureau
of Engineering, and LADOT confirm at plan check. The Appellant calls the alley substandard and
constrained but offers no engineering analysis — no turning study, no access exhibit, nothing — to
show that the access design fails any applicable standard. These are questions of routine operation

resolved at plan check, not significant environmental effects under CEQA.

C. Cumulative impacts were addressed through the VMT framework (Appeal Point 4).

Under the City’s adopted guidelines, cumulative transportation effects are evaluated through
consistency with the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy. A
project that does not produce a project-level VMT impact is, by definition, consistent with the long-
term regional strategy, and a less-than-significant project-level conclusion is sufficient to establish no
cumulative impact. The Parking Demand Management Assessment, the LADOT memorandum, the
Community Character Analysis, the Historical Resource Assessment, and the Noise Report each
support the Commission’s conclusion that the Project will not cause significant cumulative effects —
the Noise Report confirming compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, and the Parking Demand

Management Assessment finding no significant parking or circulation impact.
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D. No exception to the exemption applies (Appeal Points 11 and 12).

Once the City established that the Project fits within Classes 1 and 32, the burden shifted to the
Appellant to prove, with substantial evidence, that an exception under Section 15300.2 applies. The
Appellant has not done so. The unusual-circumstances exception requires both that the Project
present circumstances unusual for projects in the exemption class and that those circumstances create
a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect; neither is shown. A five-story mixed-use
building is unremarkable on this corridor, where nine buildings of four to five stories already stand
within a half mile of the site. The Appellant’s reliance on the site’s location within a claimed “Lost
Venice Canals Historic District” does not supply the missing evidence: the Historical Resource
Assessment (June 2021) and the Office of Historic Resources both concluded that the existing
structure at 1422 Main Street is not eligible for the National Register, the California Register, or
designation as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument, and proximity to other resources is not,
without more, substantial evidence of a significant impact. The minor clerical discrepancies the

Appellant identifies bear on no exception and do not undermine the findings.

V. The Coastal Development Permit Findings Are Supported by Substantial Evidence

The Coastal Development Permit and Project Compliance findings rest on the same record and
establish the Project’s consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and the certified
Venice Land Use Plan — the standards that govern a Coastal Development Permit in this Single
Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone.

A. Scale, massing, and community character — Section 30251 (Appeal Point 6).

The question under Section 30251 is whether the Project is visually compatible with the established
character of its surroundings — not whether it matches the shortest building on the block. The
Community Character Analysis documents that these Venice corridors are not uniformly low-rise:
three-story buildings roughly 30 feet tall stand nearby at 1310-1320 Innes Place and 1501 Main Street,
and pre-Coastal Act mid-rise buildings such as Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf
Building anchor the area. Multistory, mixed-use infill of this kind is precisely what the State Density
Bonus Law and current housing policy direct the City to approve along transit-served commercial
corridors. The Project also responds to its context through design — articulated fagades, stepped
massing, recessed balconies, and a roof deck set back from the street — to moderate its perceived
bulk from the public right-of-way. On that record, the Commission reasonably found the Project
compatible with its surroundings and consistent with Venice’s designation as a special coastal
community. The Appellant’s preference for a smaller building is not substantial evidence that the

finding is wrong.

B. Public access and parking — Section 30252 (Appeal Point 7).

Section 30252 calls for new development to maintain and enhance public access by “providing

adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public

1410-1422 S MAIN STREET * APPLICANT’S RESPONSE TO APPEAL - CF 26-0721 PAGE 4 OF 7



PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Council File No. 26-0721 - June 18th, 2026

transportation.” The Project does both. The site sits within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop —
in fact within a few hundred feet of one — so AB 2097 (Government Code Section 65863.2) prohibits
the City from imposing any minimum automobile parking requirement, yet the Project still provides
28 on-site spaces. It further provides fully subsidized annual Metro TAP cards for residents, 45 bicycle
parking spaces, six shared e-cargo bikes, adjacency to protected bike lanes and a Metro Bike Share
station, and a local-hire provision for the restaurant that reduces employee commute parking demand.
The Parking Demand Management Assessment, which evaluated the site as a High Quality Transit
Area, supports the finding that the Project will not displace parking onto streets used by coastal
visitors. The site lies more than a quarter mile from the beach and is not located between the first
public road and the sea. The Project therefore maintains, and does not impair, public access to the

coast.

C. Safety and the special community — Section 30253 (Appeal Point 8).

Section 30253 concerns the siting of development in relation to geologic, flood, and fire hazards; it is
not a vehicle for the Appellant’s operational concerns about backing movements in the alley. The
Project is engineered to the City’s Building, Fire, and Zoning Codes and the applicable specific plan
provisions — the mechanisms the Coastal Act looks to for minimizing those risks — and the
Commission found it consistent with Section 30253. The Appellant also invokes Section 30253 (e) and
Venice Land Use Plan Policy I.E.1, contending the Project degrades Venice’s status as a special coastal
community. The record is to the contrary: as explained above, the Commission found that the Project
reflects Venice’s established eclectic mid-rise character and is compatible with its surroundings, and
that finding — grounded in the Community Character Analysis — is what sustains the special-

community policy, not the Appellant’s preference for a lower building.

D. The Density Bonus Law and the Coastal Act are properly harmonized (Appeal Points

5 and 9).
The State Density Bonus Law does not displace the Coastal Act, but neither does the Coastal Act
excuse the City from its mandatory duty to grant density bonus incentives and waivers absent
substantial evidence of a Chapter 3 violation. Those incentives exist to facilitate the affordable housing
the Project provides — housing the State directs the City to accommodate even within the Coastal
Zone. What the Appellant characterizes as “internal contradiction” is simply the Commission
performing that harmonization — acknowledging the parking reduction and the added height while
explaining, on the strength of the Parking Demand Management Assessment and the Community
Character Analysis, why neither harms coastal resources. A disagreement with the Commission’s

conclusion is not a contradiction in its findings.

VI. The Mello Act Compliance Review Was Correct (Appeal Point 10)

The Project replaces two single-family dwellings with 20 residential units — a net gain of 18 homes.
Because the Project maintains and intensifies residential use, the replacement-feasibility analysis under

the City’s Interim Mello Act Procedures, which is triggered only when residential use is converted to
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a non-residential use, does not apply. The Appellant’s assertion that the 1410 Main Street lot is
occupied is contrary to the record: City building records and Rent Stabilization Ordinance data
confirm the lot has been vacant since March 2018, and the temporary placement of unpermitted

shipping containers does not establish a residential structure under the Mello Act.

VII. The Remaining Procedural Claims Fail (Appeal Points 13, 14, and 15)

The Appellant’s catch-all claims — that the City failed to respond to contrary evidence, that the
findings are internally inconsistent, and that the City did not proceed in the manner required by law
— are generalized and unsupported. The findings rest on identified technical studies and explain the
basis for each determination. The clerical errors the Appellant cites are immaterial. And Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.5, which the Appellant invokes, governs judicial writ proceedings; it does not
supply the standard for this administrative appeal, and the Appellant identifies no actual procedural

violation.

VIII. The Applicant’s Voluntary Alley Improvement

Although the alley meets every access and safety standard that applies to it, the Applicant recognizes
that the City has deferred maintenance on the alley for years. As a measure of good faith — voluntarily,
and not as a condition required for approval — the Applicant offers to resurface and repave the alley
in new asphalt across its full width from Main Street to Horizon Avenue, excluding the Toledo Court
portion, as a complete street-to-street improvement rather than a partial repaving. The Applicant will
obtain the necessary Bureau of Engineering permit and perform the work at its own expense, and will
provide written notice to all abutting residents along the affected segment at least 21 days before work
begins, consistent with the City’s notification requirements. The work will be completed before
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, when construction traffic is at its lowest. This directly
addresses the physical condition of the alley that the neighbors have raised — over and above the
access and safety requirements the Project already meets — and removes the practical concern at the
center of the appeal. The Applicant requests that this commitment be memorialized as a voluntary

condition of approval.

IX. Conclusion

The Commission and the Planning staff adhered to the Municipal Code, the State Density Bonus Law,
the Coastal Act, and the Mello Act, and the approval is supported by substantial evidence in the whole
of the administrative record. The Project delivers 20 homes — four reserved for Very Low Income
households — on a constrained site in the Coastal Zone, after five years of review and revision. The
appeal identifies no error of law and no missing evidence; it expresses disagreement with a decision
the Commission was entitled to make, and would delay or defeat needed housing — including four
homes reserved for Very Low Income households — on that basis. The Applicant respectfully
requests that the Committee deny the appeal and sustain the action of the City Planning Commission,

and welcomes any questions from the Committee.
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Respectfully submitted,

NICK LEATHERS
Executive Project Manager - Crest Real Estate
Representative for the Applicant, Three on the Tree, LLC

cc: Hon. Traci Park, Councilmember, Council District 11
Craig Bullock, Planning Director, Council District 11
Ira Brown, City Planner, Department of City Planning
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