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residential, commercial, or other development project that is within one-half mile of a Major Transit
Stop, with minor exceptions. The property is located within 250 feet from a Major Transit Stop at
Main Street and Market Street and within 300 feet from the Windward Circle, a Major Transit stop
within Venice. In addition to its close proximity to public transit, the applicant will still provide 28
subterranean vehicular parking spaces and 45 bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and
residential tenants.

The surrounding area is served by Big Blue Bus Route 1 located at the intersection of Main Street
and Market Street, Culver City Bus Route No. 1 located at the intersection of Windward Avenue
and Main Street, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) bus line 33 at the
intersection of Main Street and Grand Boulevard.

Relevant Cases

On-site:

CPC-2013-2377-DB-CDP-SPP-MEL — On August 18, 2015, the applicant withdrew their
density bonus application for a four-story, 91,968 square foot, mixed use development.

Surrounding Properties (500 Foot Radius):

DIR-2020-6059-CDP-MEL — On June 28, 2021, the Director of Planning approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review for the conversion of a
storage room within an existing duplex into a 479 square-foot Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU). A total of five (5) parking spaces are provided: two spaces for each existing
dwelling unit and one new space for the ADU, located in the Single Permit Jurisdiction
area of the Coastal Zone, located at 247 & 249 East Market Street.

DIR-2020-6219-CDP-MEL — On May 18, 2021, the Director of Planning approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review for the conversion of an
existing storage room in a duplex into a 479 square-foot Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).
The project will maintain four (4) parking spaces for the duplex and provide one (1)
additional space for the new ADU; located in the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the
Coastal Zone, located at 245 1-3 East Market Street.

DIR-2018-4410-CDP-SPP — On April 3, 2020, the Director of Planning approved a Coastal
Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance Review authorizing the change of
use of 2,179 square feet of medical office to restaurant and office use, in conjunction with
a 1,531 square-foot second-story addition. The 2,632 square-foot restaurant is limited to
1,585 square feet of Service Floor area with 73 seats and a full line of alcoholic beverages
for onsite consumption, with hours of operation from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily. A total
of 22 vehicle parking spaces is required; the project is located within the Single Permit
Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 78 East Market Street.

ZA-2018-3595-CU-CUB-ZV — On April 3, 2020, the Zoning Administrator approved a Zone
Variance and Conditional Use granting 11 off-site parking spaces by lease in lieu of a
recorded agreement (covenant), allow the sale of alcohol (full line) for onsite consumption
for a 2,632 square foot restaurant with 73 seats (52 interior, 21 exterior/patio) with
operation hours from 8:00 am to 1:00 am daily, and tandem parking, and relief from a 5
foot landscape buffer for a Commercial Corner Development/ Mini-Shopping Center,
located at 78 East Market Street.
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DIR-2016-2172-CDP-MEL — On December 18, 2017, the Director of Planning approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of an
existing one-story duplex with an attached one-car garage and the construction of a new
three-story single-family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and roof deck on a
property located in a Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone, located
at 210 East San Juan Avenue. & 213 East Horizon Avenue.

DIR-2016-2550-CDP-MEL — On August 14, 2017, the Director of Planning approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Mello Act Compliance Review for the demolition of an
existing one-story single-family dwelling and construction of a new three-story single-
family dwelling with an attached two-car garage and roof deck in the Single Permit
Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone, located at 230 East Horizon Avenue.

ZA-2005-4475-CDP-MEL — On January 19, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a
Coastal Development Permit authorizing the demolition of an existing office building and
new construction of a new single-family dwelling located within the Single Permit
Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 1401 South Main Street.

ZA-2014-4913-CDP-SPP — On January 27, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance Review for the remodel and
change of use of a 2,310 square-foot medical office to 1,823 square-foot retail use (floor
area) and a 1,531 square-foot, second-story addition consisting of 1,092 square feet (floor
area) of retail use and 329 square feet (floor area) of office use in the CM-1 zone within
the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 78 East Market
Street.

ZA-2014-4913-CDP-SPP — On January 27, 2016, the Zoning Administrator approved a
Coastal Development Permit and Project Permit Compliance Review for the remodel and
change of use of a 2,310 square-foot medical office to 1,823 square feet of retail use (floor
area) and a 1,531 square-foot, second-story addition consisting of 1,092 square feet (floor
area) of retail use and 329 square feet (floor area) of office use in the CM-1 zone within
the single-permit jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone, located at 78 East Market
Street.

ZA-2005-3231-CDP-SPP-MEL — On November 21, 2005, the Zoning Administrator
approved a Coastal Development Permit, Project Permit Compliance Review, and Mello
Act Compliance Review for the construction, use, and maintenance of six residential
condominium units, in conjunction with Tentative Tract 63052, in the Single-Permit
Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone, located at 1415 South Main Street, 1410
& 1414 South Innes Place and 1411, 1415, & 1419, South Main Street.

HOUSING REPLACEMENT

The Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (HCA) originally introduced replacement requirements and
occupant protections through Senate Bill (SB) 330 and has since been updated by SB 8 (2021),
Assembly Bill (AB) 1218 (2023), and AB 130 (2025). In February 2025, the Los Angeles City
Council adopted the Resident Protections Ordinance (RPO), which codified and expanded upon
replacement requirements and occupant protections of the HCA, and enhanced requirements for
Restricted Affordable Units. Pursuant to LAMC Ch. 1 Section 16.60, housing development
projects and non-housing development projects that result in the demolition of protected units that
are occupied, or are located on a site where protected units have been vacated and demolished
within the past five years, shall be subject to replacement requirements. Existing occupants of
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Per California Government Code Section 65915(e){(1) and LAMC Ch. 1 Section 12.22
A.37(d)(3)(i), a Housing Development Project may also request other “waiver(s) or reduction(s)
of development standards that will have the effect of physically precluding the construction of a
development meeting the [affordable set-aside percentage] criteria...at the densities or with the
concessions or incentives permitted under [State Density Bonus Law]”. In addition to the Density
Bonus Incentives, the applicant is requesting three (3) Waivers of Development Standards, as
follows:

a. A Waiver of Development Standards to allow a maximum building height of 52 feet,
10 inches, in lieu of 30 feet, as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific
Plan Section 10.F.3.

b. A Waiver of Development Standards to remove the step back provisions, in lieu of the
45 degree step back plane, as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific
Plan Section 10.F.3(a).

c. A Waiver of Development Standards to allow 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.

Density Bonus Projects in the Coastal Zone

Density Bonus Projects located within the Coastal Zone are required to comply with the provisions
of both Density Bonus State Law and the Coastal Act. Government Code section 65915(m) states
that the density bonus and incentives provisions do not supersede or in any way alfer or lessen
the effect or application of the California Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20 (commencing with
Section 30000) of the Public Resources Code). Any density bonus, concessions, incentives,
waivers or reductions of development standards, and parking ratios to which the applicant is
entitled under this section shall be permitted in a manner that is consistent with this section and
Division 20 (commencing with Section 30000) of the Public Resources Code. In that regard, the
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,
coastal access, and compliance with all other applicable policies of the Coastal Act.

Coastal Development Permit

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Chapter 1A Section 13B.9.1, the applicant is
requesting a Coastal Development Permit for Development proposed in the Single Permit
Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone.

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid
material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid,
solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials;
change in the density or intensity of the use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivisions
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government
Code), and any other division of land, including parcel maps and private street divisions,
except where any land division is brought about in connection with the purchase of such land
by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of
access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any
structure, including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or
harvesting of major vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and
timber operations which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant
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The Categorical Exemption prepared for the proposed project is appropriate pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class 1 — Existing Facilities) and 15332 (Class 32 — Infill
Development) (see Exhibit D: Environmental Clearance).

ISSUES

The following includes a discussion of issues and considerations related to the project. These
discussion points were either identified during the design review process with the Urban Design
Studio’s Professional Volunteer Program (PVP) or in discussion with the applicant.

Professional Volunteer Program

The proposed project was reviewed by the Department of City Planning, Urban Design Studio’s
Professional Volunteer Program (PVP) on July 8, 2025. The PVP panel provided the following
comments regarding overall project design. The applicant considered the comments from the
Urban Design Studio and PVP, and where appropriate, modified the project plans and provided
the following written response.

Pedestrian First

e Ground floor is underarticulated. Ensure that the lobby is highly visible, adding windows
or glass doors to enhance transparency. Ultimately, the design should create a prominent
restaurant frontage along Main Street.

Applicant response: Please see updated plans, elevations and renders, restaurant
frontage has more fenestration and glass sliding doors to enhance transparency
and activate the street frontage

e Provide additional information on the amenities being offered in the various proposed
courtyards and the Rooftop. Clearly indicate path of travel to the open space area,
amenities, and landscaping.

Applicant response: The courtyard on Level 3 will be a landscaped area, visible to
the private bedrooms overlooking the space. Access to this space from Level 4 will
be only for the purposes of landscape maintenance. Part of the roof deck area will
be landscaped (please refer to attached Landscape Plan) and the area under the
solar trellis will be used as a common seating area for residents. The roof deck
area will be accessed through the roof access staircase and elevator.

¢ Relocate bike parking to the ground floor to enhance accessibility.

Applicant response: Short-term bike parking stalls are provided on the sidewalk-
please refer to Site Plan on Sheet A100. For long-term bike parking, the bike
parking room is currently located at the basement level owing to limited ground
floor space, given that there are many functional spaces including commercial and
back-of-house facilities, necessary to be accommodated on the ground floor. As a
result, the owner has decided to sacrifice accessibility to the bike parking room in
order to get a larger and more comfortable bike parking room on the basement
level.

¢ Indicate pedestrian circulation and mark where the restaurant + take-out restaurant doors.

Applicant response: Please see updated plan on Sheet A101 for locations of doors
for the restaurants and the take-out restaurant. Please see pedestrian circulation
diagram on Sheet T102:3
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Balance scale and rooftop visibility: Design rooftop elements to reduce visual impact from
surrounding buildings and public viewpoints.

Applicant response; The 15’ tall solar trellis is designed in accordance with the Los
Angeles Zoning code Table 12.21.1.B 3. (¢) and will provide a shaded rooftop area
for resident amenities. The restaurant bar area on Level 4 is located at that level
to leverage ocean views towards the West. Please see attached renders- the solar
trellis is integrated info the massing of the building, thereby reducing the visual
impact as a distinct structure, from the surrounding buildings and public viewpoints.

Bathroom placements for units on Fourth Floor are facing a deck and located far from
plumbing stacks. Redesign unit layout for logical and efficient planning.

Applicant response: Please see updated Level 3 floor plan on Sheet A103- no
bathrooms face the front decks. On Level 4, powder bathrooms are located next to
residential unit entrances so as to maximize ocean views for the living/ dining
spaces in the units.

Please provide updated renderings to better convey how the massing and design relate to
the surrounding Venice streetscape and architecture.

Applicant response: Please see attached renderings.

Climate Adapted

Provide a Landscape Plan to constitute a complete submittal and indicate number of
proposed and remaining trees.

Applicant response: Provided on Sheet L100

Provide street trees along Main Street frontage public right of way.
Applicant response: See Sheet L200

Consider landscaped front setbacks to soften the public edge and permeable paving
for walkways and driveways.

Applicant response: Addressed on Sheet L200

Consider ways to scale the trellis down or integrate it more seamlessly into the overall
design.

Applicant response: The 15’ tall solar trellis is designed in accordance with the Los
Angeles Zoning code Table 12.21.1.B 3. (c) and will provide a shaded rooftop area
for resident amenities. Please see attached renders- the solar trellis is integrated
into the massing of the building, thereby reducing its visual impact as a distinct
structure.

Rooftop and small side-yard spaces are cited as open space, but some may not qualify
due to dimensions (e.g., less than 15 feet wide).

Applicant response: Please see Open Space Diagram/ calculations on Sheet T102
that specify the areas that are counted towards the Open Space Calculation after
considering the minimum dimension requirement for qualification of a space
towards the required Open Space.

No clear detailing of operable walls or folding/sliding systems to allow for passive cooling
or seamless indoor-outdoor flow, especially for restaurant spaces.

Applicant response: Please see updated Level 1 Floor plan on Sheet A101
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Density Bonus Conditions

1.

Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial conformance
with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, stamped Exhibit “A” attached to the
subject case file. No change to the plans will be made without prior review by the Department
of City Planning and written approval by the Director of Planning. Each change shall be
identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the project conditions.

Residential Density. The project shall be limited to a maximum density of 20 dwelling units,
including On-Site Restricted Affordable Units.

On-site Restricted Affordable Units. Four (4) units shall be reserved for Very Low Income
Household Occupancy as defined by the State Density Bonus Law per Government Code
Section 65915 and by the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD). In the event the RPO
Replacement Unit condition requires additional affordable units or more restrictive affordability
levels; the most restrictive requirements shall prevail.

Changes in Restricted Units. Deviations that increase the number of restricted affordable
units or that change the composition of units or change parking numbers shall be consistent
with LAMC Sections 12.22 A.25 and State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section
65915).

Housing Requirements. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the owner shall execute a
covenant to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) to make four (4)
units available to Very Low-Income Households or equal to 16 percent of the project’s total
base residential density allowed, for sale or rental, as determined to be affordable to such
households by LAHD for a period of 99 years. In the event the applicant reduces the proposed
density of the project, the number of required reserved on-site Restricted Units may be
adjusted, consistent with LAMC Section 12.22 A.37, to the satisfaction of LAHD, and in
consideration of the project’s Replacement Unit Determination. Enforcement of the terms of
said covenant shall be the responsibility of LAHD. The applicant shall present a copy of the
recorded covenant to the Department of City Planning for inclusion in this file. The project
shall comply with the Guidelines for the Affordable Housing Incentives Program adopted by
the City Planning Commission and with any monitoring requirements established by the
LAHD.

Unless otherwise required by state or federal law, the project shall provide an onsite building
manager’s unit, which the owner shall designate in the covenant. The Owner may not use an
affordable restricted unit for the manager’s unit.

Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the
owner shall obtain approval from LAHD regarding replacement of affordable units, provision
of RSO Units, and qualification for the Exemption from the Rent Stabilization Ordinance with
Replacement Affordable Units in compliance with Ordinance No. 184,873. In order for all the
new units to be exempt from the Rent Stabilization Ordinance, the applicant will need to either
replace all withdrawn RSO units with affordable units on a one-for-one basis or provide at
least 20 percent of the total number of newly constructed rental units as affordable, whichever
results in the greater number. The executed and recorded covenant and agreement submitted
and approved by LAHD shall be provided.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Floor Area Ratio (Off-Menu Incentive). The project is allowed a maximum FAR of 2.96.

Side Yard Setback — Northwesterly (Off-Menu Incentive). The project is allowed a
minimum northwesterly side yard setback of 5 feet.

Side Yard Setback — Southeasterly (Off-Menu Incentive). The project is allowed a
minimum southeasterly side yard setback of 5 feet.

Front Yard Setback — Residential (Off-Menu Incentive). The project is allowed a zero-foot
front yard setback for residential floor area.

Height (Waiver) — The building shall not exceed a maximum Flat Roof height of 52 feet,10
inches as measured from the midpoint of the centerline of Main Street to the highest point of
the roof.

Step-Back (Waiver) — The front 45-degree step back plane is removed.

Roof Access Structure (Waiver) — The building is allowed a Roof Access Structure with a
maximum exterior dimension of 176 square feet.

Parking and Access. As shown in “Exhibit A” and as approved by the Department of Building
and Safety, the subject project shall provide 28 parking spaces onsite; all vehicle access shall
be provided from the rear alley.

a. Residential Parking — 24 parking spaces shall be provided for the residential units.

b. Commercial Parking - 4 parking spaces shall be provided for the commercial uses.

Parking Per AB 2097. The project shall be permitted to provide a minimum of zero automobile
parking spaces pursuant to AB 2097. Twenty-eight automobile parking spaces are provided.

Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided consistent with LAMC Section 12.21
A.16. As shown in “Exhibit A” and as approved by the Department of Building and Safety,
the subject project shall provide 45 bicycle spaces onsite.

Adjustment of Parking. In the event that the number of Restricted Affordable Units should
increase, or the composition of such units should change (i.e. the number of bedrooms, or the
number of units made available to Senior Citizens and/or Disabled Persons), or the applicant
selects another Parking Option (including the Bicycle Parking Ordinance) and no other
Condition of Approval or incentive is affected, then no modification of this determination shall
be necessary, and the number of parking spaces shall be re-calculated by the Department of
Building and Safety based upon the ratios set forth above.

Electric Vehicle Parking. All electric vehicle charging spaces (EV Spaces) and electric
vehicle charging stations (EVCS) shall comply with the regulations outlined in Sections
99.04.106 and 99.05.106 of Article 9, Chapter 1X of the LAMC. Any parking spaces provided
above LAMC requirements shall be provided with EV chargers to immediately accommodate
electric vehicles within the parking areas.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

plans submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of Building and Safety
for purposes of having a building permit issued at any time during the term of this grant.

Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the County
Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any
subsequent property owners, heirs or assign. The agreement must be submitted to the
Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy
bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City Planning
for attachment to the file.

Department of Building & Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to
plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building & Safety Plan
Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as
approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building &
Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to the
Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any
permit in connection with those plans.

Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall be
to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date
(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered null
and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation of,
construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs.
Applicant shall do all of the following:

(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City
relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of this
entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, void,
or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental review
of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal
property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

(i) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or
arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement,
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), damages,
and/or settlement costs.

(i) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ notice of
the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial deposit
shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, based on
the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be less than
$50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant
from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).
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(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may be
required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City
to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not
relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the
requirement in paragraph (ii).

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity
and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the
requirements of this condition.

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any action
and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of any claim,
action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the
defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold
harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office or
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the
defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation
imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with
respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon
or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions,
committees, employees, and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions,
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City
or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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FINDINGS

Entitlement Findings

Density Bonus/Affordable Housing Incentives Compliance Findings

1. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65915 and LAMC Section 12.22 A.37, the
Commission shall approve a density bonus and requested incentive(s)/waiver(s)
unless the Commission finds that:

a. The Incentive does not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions, consistent
with California Government Code Section 65915(k), to provide for affordable
housing costs as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5, or
for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in California Government Code
Section 65915(c).

The record does not contain substantial evidence that would allow the City Planning
Commission to make a finding that the requested incentives do not result in identifiable
and actual cost reduction to provide for affordable housing costs per State Law. The
California Health & Safety Code Sections 50052.5 and 50053 define formulas for
calculating affordable housing costs for very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.
Section 50052.5 addresses owner-occupied housing and Section 50053 addresses rental
households. Affordable housing costs are a calculation of residential rent or ownership
pricing not to exceed 25 percent gross income based on area median income thresholds
dependent on affordability levels.

Based on the set-aside of 16 percent of 20 base units for Very Low Income and Low
Income Households, the applicant is entitled to four (4) Incentives under both Government
Code Section 65915 and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The request for an
increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR), decrease in northwesterly and southeasterly side yard
setbacks, and decrease in residential front yard setback qualify as requested incentives.
The remaining requests allow an increase in the allowable height, removal of front facade
step back provisions, and the increase in allowable square footage of the Roof Access
Structure are Waivers of Development Standards.

Floor Area Ratio (Off-Menu Incentive) — An Off- Menu Incentive to allow a FAR of 2.96:1
in lieu of a FAR of 1.5:1, as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan
11.B.3. Commercially zoned lots within the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan are allowed
a FAR equal to 1.5 square feet of building floor area to each (1) square foot of buildable
lot area for mixed use buildings.

Should the project adhere to the allowable FAR in the C2-1 zone, its total square footage
would be limited to 13,635 square feet. The Off-Menu Incentive to increase the FAR by
97.3 percent would allow an increase of 13,254 square feet for a total of 26,889 square
feet, which would accommodate a larger construction envelope to provide additional
affordable units and additional market rate units. The ability to develop larger building or
more units will increase the revenues from the market-rate floor area, which will lower the
marginal cost of developing and operating the affordable units. The requested incentive
allows the developer to expand the building envelope so that additional units can be
constructed, and the overall space dedicated to residential uses is increased. These
Incentives support the Applicant’s decision to provide four (4) affordable units for Very
Low-Income Households.
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Side Yard Setback — Northwesterly (Off-Menu Incentive). An Off-Menu Incentive to
allow a reduced northwesterly side yard setback of 5 feet in lieu of the required 8-foot side
yard setback, as otherwise required in the C2 Zone pursuant to LAMC Section 12.11.C.2.
Off-Menu incentives are permitted a 37.5 percent reduction in the north-westerly side yard
setback.

The applicant requests a reduction of three feet in northwesterly side yard to allow for
efficient floor plates that maintain adequate light, air, and privacy through upper-level
plane breaks and fagade articulation, while avoiding structural inefficiencies that would
increase cost and reduce the number of feasible residential units, including a potential
impact to the very low-income units.

Side Yard Setback — Southeasterly (Off-Menu Incentive). An Off-Menu Incentive to
allow a reduced southeasterly side yard setback of 5 feet in lieu of the required 8-foot side
yard setback, as otherwise required in the C2 Zone pursuant to LAMC Section 12.11.C.2.
Off-Menu incentives are permitted a 37.5 percent reduction in the north-westerly side yard
setback.

The applicant requests a reduction of three feet in northwesterly side yard to allow for
efficient floor plates that maintain adequate light, air, and privacy through upper-level
plane breaks and facade articulation, while avoiding structural inefficiencies that would
increase cost and reduce the number of feasible residential units, including a potential
impact to the very low-income units.

Front Yard Setback (Off-Menu Incentive). An Off-Menu Incentives to allow a 100%
decrease in front yard setback for residential floor area to allow 0O foot, O inch, in lieu of the
required 5 feet as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section
10.F.4.

Residential portions of a mixed-use structure are required to adhere to LAMC
requirements, however, no less than 5 feet according to the Venice Coastal Zone-Specific
Plan. Removal of the front yard setback will allow for the structure to align with the
established street wall and reinforce pedestrian orientation and fagade articulation along
Main Street without compromising the size of residential units. The project proposes
providing 20 residential units, including four (4) Very Low Income affordable units. The
additional square footage permitted by the reduction of the front yard setback decreases
the marginal costs of providing the units reserved for Very Low Income households. If the
building were to adhere strictly to the 5-foot front yard setback requirement in the C2-1-O
Zone, the project would be limited in the size and/or number of units the project could
provide, undermining the project’s financial feasibility by increasing the marginal costs of
providing the units reserved for Very Low Income households. The requested incentive
will allow the developer to expand the building envelope so the additional units can be
constructed and the overall space dedicated for residential uses increased.

b. The Incentive will have a Specific Adverse Impact upon public health and safety or
on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources
and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
Specific Adverse Impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low-
income and moderate-income households. Inconsistency with the zoning
ordinance or General Plan land use designation shall not constitute a Specific
Adverse Impact upon the public health or safety.

There is no substantial evidence in the record that the proposed incentive(s) or waiver(s)
will have a specific adverse impact. Pursuant to California Government Code Sec.
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65589.5(d)(2), specific adverse impact is defined as a significant, quantifiable, direct, and
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed
complete. As required by Section 12.22 A.37(c), the project meets the eligibility criterion
that is required for the provisions of the State Density Bonus Program.

According to SurveyLA and the Office of Historic Resources, the existing structure located
at 1422 Main Street was identified as a historic resource. A Historical Resource
Assessment report was prepared on June 2021 and concluded the structure was not
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register
of Historical Resources (CRHR), and for designation as a Los Angeles Historical Cultural
Monument.

As such, the project also does not involve a contributing structure in a designated Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone or on the City of Los Angeles list of Historical-Cultural
Monuments. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed incentive(s) will
have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety.

¢. The incentives are contrary to state or federal law.

There is no substantial evidence in the record that the requested incentives are contrary
to state or federal law.

2. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65915 and LAMC Section 12.22 A.37, the
Commission shall approve a density bonus and requested waiver(s) unless the
Commission finds that:

a. The Development Standard associated with a request for a Waiver will not have the
effect of physically precluding the construction of a development meeting the
eligibility criteria described in Paragraph (c) at the densities or with the Base
Incentives and Additional Incentives permitted under this subdivision.

A project that meets the requirements of Government Code 65915 may request other
“waiver[s] or reduction[s] of development standards that will have the effect of physically
precluding the construction of a development meeting the [affordable set-aside
percentage] criteria of subdivision (b) at the densities or with the concessions or incentives
permitted under [State Density Bonus Law]” (Government Code Section 65915(e)(1)).

Therefore, the request for the following is recommended as Waivers of Development
Standards. Without the below Waivers, the existing development standards would
physically preclude development of the base units, build out of the incentives, and project
amenities:

Height (Waiver) — A waiver to allow a 76.1 percent increase in total building height from
the permitted 30 feet to 52 feet, 10 inches as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal
Zone Specific Plan Section 10.F.3.a.

The project site is zoned C2-1-O with a Height District of 1, which provides for unlimited
building height. However, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan for the North Venice
Subarea further limits building height to 30 feet for flat rooflines and 35 feet for varied
rooflines. The proposed structure is functionally a four-story mixed-use structure, however
due to the nature of the proposed solar trellis, the solar trellis functions as an additional
floor. Compliance with the height limitations of the Specific Plan would reduce the solar
trellis height and rooftop amenity dedicated to residential use. As such, the Off-Menu
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Incentive for increased height is necessary to accommodate a larger construction
envelope to provide for the affordable units and market rate units. As with FAR, the ability
to develop a larger building with more units will increase revenues from the market-rate
units, which will lower marginal cost of developing and operating the affordable units,
thereby making the project financially feasible. The requested incentive allows the
developer to expand the building envelope so that the additional units can be constructed,
solar trellis to abide by the Green Code, and increase the overall space dedicated to
residential use.

Step Back Provisions (Waiver) — A Waiver to allow the removal of the step-back-
provisions, in lieu of the 45 degree step back plane, as otherwise required by the Venice
Coastal Zone Specific Plan Section 9.C.

The required step back provisions would reduce the square footage and private open
space provided for each unit. Compliance with the step-back requirement would
substantially reduce the floor area and livable space for the residential portion of the mixed
use structure, as proposed. Without the waiver, the applicant would be physically
precluded from constructing some portion of the residential units. The requested waiver
will allow the developer to expand the building envelope so the units can be constructed,
and the overall space dedicated to residential use is increased.

Roof Access Structure (Waiver) — A Waiver to increase the maximum exterior dimension
to 176 square feet in lieu of 100 square feet as otherwise required by the Venice Coastal
Zone Specific Plan Section 9.C.

The maximum permitted RAS of 100 square feet as measured from the exterior walls is
typically permissible for a standalone residential structure, however, mixed use or multi-
family structures require additional space for stair and elevator access. The Los Angeles
Fire Department egress requirements and ADA accessibility to the rooftop amenities for
all residents, including those with disabilities requires additional mechanical equipment
and therefore, a larger roof access structure to accommodate.

b. The Waiver would have a Specific Adverse Impact as defined in California
Government Code Section 65589.5(d)(2), upon public health and safety and for
which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the Specific,
Adverse Impact. Inconsistency with the zoning ordinance or General Plan land use
designation shall not constitute a Specific Adverse Impact upon the public health
or safety.

There is no substantial evidence in the record that the proposed incentive(s) or waiver(s)
will have a specific adverse impact. Pursuant to California Government Code Sec.
65589.5(d)(2), specific adverse impact is defined as a significant, quantifiable, direct, and
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed
complete. As required by Section 12.22 A.37(c), the project meets the eligibility criterion
that is required for the provisions of the State Density Bonus Program.

The project is not located on a substandard street in a Hillside area and is not located in
a Flood Zone, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or any other special hazard area.
Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project and requested
waivers would have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety.

¢. The Waiver would have an adverse impact on any real property that is listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources.
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According to SurveyLA and the Office of Historic Resources, the existing structure located
at 1422 Main Street was identified as a historic resource. A Historical Resource
Assessment report was prepared on June 2021 and concluded the structure was not
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register
of Historical Resources (CRHR), and for designation as a Los Angeles Historical Cultural
Monument.

As such, the project also does not involve a contributing structure in a designated Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone or on the City of Los Angeles list of Historical-Cultural
Monuments. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed waivers will
have an adverse impact on public health and safety.

d. The Waiver would be contrary to state or federal law.

There is no substantial evidence in the record indicating that the requested waivers are
contrary to any state or federal law.

3. Coastal Development Permit Findings

a. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
construction of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20
residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income
Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor
dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656
square feet of office uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar
trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces.

The proposed development utilizes the provisions of Density Bonus State Law to deviate
from the requirements of the Venice LUP and Venice Specific Plan, as follows:

The increase allowable FAR to 2.96:1 in lieu of 1.5:1,

The removal of the 5-foot residential front yard setback in lieu of 5 feet,

The increase building height to 52 feet, 10 inches in lieu of 30 feet,

The remove the step back provisions in lieu of a 45 degree step back plane break,
and

¢ The increase allowable exterior dimension of Roof Access Structure to 176 square
feet in lieu of 100 square feet.

In addition, the proposed development utilizes the provisions of Density Bonus State Law
to deviate from the requirements of the LAMC, as follows:

¢ Reduce the northwesterly side yard to allow 5 feet in lieu of 8 feet,
¢ Reduce the southeasterly side yard to allow 5 feet in lieu of 8 feet.

As discussed in Finding No. 1, the proposed Density Bonus project meets the
requirements of Density Bonus State Law to be eligible for the density bonus, incentives,
and waivers of development standards. In addition, the proposed development must also
comply with the requirements of the Coastal Act. As provided in the findings below, the
proposed development complies with the applicable policies of the Coastal Act and the
Venice LUP.
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Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act includes provisions that address the impact of development
on public services, infrastructure, traffic, the environment and significant resources, and
coastal access. Applicable provision are as follows:

Article 2 Public Access

Section 30211 Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access fo the sea
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212 (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) It is
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal
resources, (2) Adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) Agriculture would be adversely
affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a
public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and
liability of the accessway.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
construction of a 26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20
residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income
Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor
dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656
square feet of office uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar
trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces.

The subject site is located within a half mile of a Major Transit Stop at Windward Circle.
On September 22, 2022, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 2097, which added
Government Code Section (§) 65863.2. AB 2097 prohibits a public agency from imposing
or enforcing any minimum automobile parking requirement on any residential, commercial,
or other development project that is within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop, with minor
exceptions. The property is located within 250 feet from a Major Transit Stop at Main Street
and Market Street. In addition to its close proximity to public transit, the applicant will still
provide 28 subterranean vehicular parking spaces and 45 bicycle parking spaces for the
commercial and residential tenants.

The project site is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline of
any body of water located within the coastal zone. Therefore, the proposed project will not
interfere with or obstruct the public’s right to access to coastal resources.

As such, the project conforms to the applicable Public Access policies of Chapter 3.

Article 5 Land Resources

Section 30240 requires the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas and to
prevent significant impacts on such areas.

Section 30244 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources.

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures
shall be required.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
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construction of a 26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20
residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income
Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor
dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656
square feet of office uses, a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar
trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The proposed project will
be built atop existing grade resulting in minimal disturbance to the existing geology and
soils of the project site.

Further, the project site is located in a highly urbanized area of the City and has been
subject to past disturbance, including the construction of various types of land uses and
the area is not located in an area identified to contain paleontological or archaeological
resources. Any archaeological resources that may have existed near the project site
surface are likely to have been disturbed or previously removed. However, previously
unknown archaeological resources may exist beneath the Project Site that could be
uncovered during project grading activities. If previously unknown archaeological
resources are found during excavation and grading, the Project would be required to follow
procedures detailed in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. The required
compliance would ensure any found deposits are treated in accordance with federal,
State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in PRC Section 21083.2. If
archaeological or paleontological resources are discovered during grading activities, the
project is subject to compliance with Federal, State and Local regulations already in place.

Further, the project site is not identified in the Venice Land Use Plan as a site located
within or adjacent to an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). The proposed
development would be fully developed within the boundaries of the private lots and would
not impact sensitive habitat areas. As such, the project conforms to the applicable Land
Resources policies of Chapter 3.

Article 6 Development

Section 30250 Location; existing developed area.

(a) 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. In
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have
been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.

The project is located in an existing developed area surrounded by similar residential and
commercial uses and will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal resources.
Existing infrastructure servicing the existing residences will be used by the proposed
development. Utility lines and water pipes will be connected to the proposed development.
In addition, the project area is within the service area of the Los Angeles Fire Department
Station 63 and the Pacific Division of the Los Angeles Police Department. Primary regional
access is provided by the Marina Freeway, Venice Boulevard, and Lincoln Boulevard,
which are all accessible within 1.5 miles of the Project Site.

The adjoining property to the north has a similar land use designation of Neighborhood
Office Commercial and is zoned C2-1-O. The subject site is improved with two one-story,
single-family dwellings constructed in 1921 and 1952. To the south of the project site is a
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two-story commercial structure also zoned C2-1-O constructed in 1962. The property to
the east across Main Street is a three-story condominium constructed in 2008. The
property to the west, across the abutting alley, is zoned RD1.5-1-O with a land use
designation of Low Medium Il Residential and developed with a two-story, fourplex,
constructed in 1922.

The neighborhood and surrounding properties are developed with single and multi-family
dwellings. Within a half mile radius of the subject site, there are five (5) C2-1-O zoned lots
and ten (10) C4-1 zoned lots. The lots zoned C2-1-O are developed with one — two story
structures. The C4-1 zoned lots are developed with one to three story structures. Based
on the survey provided by the applicant team, the average height of the immediate area
is approximately 21.9 feet and the average building height if 1.8 stories. While the
proposed project will exceed these averages with a 5-story structure, approximately 52
feet, 10 inches, the average does not reflect the full range of existing structures. Structures
nearby such as 1310-1320 Innes Place and 1501 Main Street are three stories with an
approximate height of 30 feet. Without the proposed solar trellis, the structure would be
considered 46 feet, 4 inches tall. As such, the proposed project is within the scale and
character of the existing neighborhood and the Venice Coastal Development Project
would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood. As
such, the proposed project is compatible in scale and character with the existing
neighborhood, and the Venice Coastal Development Project would not be materially
detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood.

Further, the proposed building is functionally a four-story mixed-use structure; the rooftop
solar trellis results in a technical fifth-level measurement, but it is an open, lightweight
shade element rather than an occupiable floor and materially reduces energy demand
while enabling additional deed-restricted affordable housing. Within the broader Venice
neighborhood, numerous four- and five-story buildings, including pre-Coastal Act
structures such as Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building, establish
an existing mid-rise pattern along the commercial corridors. While the immediate block
averages approximately 1.8 stories, that average does not reflect the full development
context of Main Street and nearby corridors, where three- and four-story buildings already
exist. The project incorporates articulated fagades, step backs, balcony recesses, and a
setback rooftop deck to reduce perceived massing and minimize visual impacts from the
public right-of-way. In this context, the project reflects Venice’'s established eclectic mid-
rise character and remains visually compatible consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.

As such, the project will be located in an existing developed area contiguous with similar
residential uses and will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal resources.

Section 30251 Scenic and Visual Qualities.

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 fo
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. New
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation
and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

The architectural character of nearby development includes an eclectic mix of architectural
styles including modern and contemporary style buildings. The project's proposed
contemporary design fits into the architectural diversity of the neighborhood. The project
height, massing and scale of the project is consistent with existing buildings along Main
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Street. As discussed above, the project would increase the maximum density for the
subject site from six dwelling units to 20 dwelling units. The project would increase the
maximum building envelope with a height increase of 22 feet and 10 inches, reduction in
the residential front yard setback from 5 feet to O feet, reduction in the side yards from 8
feet to 5 feet, and increasing the FAR from 1.5:1 to 2.96:1. The proposed development
will not adversely impact the scale or character of the street as it is situated on a busy
corridor developed with multi-family residential and commercial structures that are
comparable in height and massing.

The adjoining property to the north has a similar land use designation of Neighborhood
Office Commercial and is zoned C2-1-O. The subject site is improved with two one-story,
single-family dwellings constructed in 1921 and 1952. To the south of the project site is a
two-story commercial structure also zoned C2-1-O constructed in 1962. The property to
the east across Main Street is a three-story condominium constructed in 2008. The
property to the west, across the abutting alley, is zoned RD1.5-1-O with a land use
designation of Low Medium Il Residential and developed with a two-story, fourplex,
constructed in 1922,

The neighborhood and surrounding properties are developed with single and multi-family
dwellings. Within a half mile radius of the subject site, there are five (5) C2-1-O zoned lots
and ten (10) C4-1 zoned lots. The lots zoned C2-1-O are developed with one — two story
structures. The C4-1 zoned lots are developed with one to three story structures. Based
on the survey provided by the applicant team, the average height of the immediate area
is approximately 21.9 feet and the average building height if 1.8 stories. While the
proposed project will exceed these averages with a 5-story structure, approximately 52
feet, 10 inches, the average does not reflect the full range of existing structures. Structures
nearby such as 1310-1320 Innes Place and 1501 Main Street are three stories with an
approximate height of 30 feet. Without the proposed solar trellis, the structure would be
considered 46 feet, 4 inches tall. As such, the proposed project is within the scale and
character of the existing neighborhood and the Venice Coastal Development Project
would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood.

Further, the proposed building is functionally a four-story mixed-use structure; the rooftop
solar trellis results in a technical fifth-level measurement, but it is an open, lightweight
shade element rather than an occupiable floor and materially reduces energy demand
while enabling additional deed-restricted affordable housing. Within the broader Venice
neighborhood, numerous four- and five-story buildings, including pre-Coastal Act
structures such as Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building, establish
an existing mid-rise pattern along the commercial corridors. While the immediate block
averages approximately 1.8 stories, that average does not reflect the full development
context of Main Street and nearby corridors, where three- and four-story buildings already
exist. The project incorporates articulated fagades, step backs, balcony recesses, and a
setback rooftop deck to reduce perceived massing and minimize visual impacts from the
public right-of-way. In this context, the project reflects Venice's established eclectic mid-
rise character and remains visually compatible consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.

As such, the proposed project is compatible in scale and character with the existing
neighborhood, and the Venice Coastal Development Project would not be materially
detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate neighborhood. Furthermore, the proposed
increase in density is consistent with higher density permitted in the underlying adjacent
multi-family residential zone and fits within a building envelope that is compatible with the
surrounding area. The increase in density and provision of affordable housing in the
Coastal Zone is consistent with the California Coastal Commission’s policies for increasing
housing and affordable housing in the Coastal Zone.
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The project’s consistency with development standards in the certified Venice LUP is
important in assessing the project’'s compatibility with the character of the surrounding
area. The certified Venice LUP states that the development standards also define for
each land use designation a density of housing units and lot coverage to maintain the
scale and character of existing residential neighborhoods and minimize the impacts of
building bulk and mass.” (LUP, p.11-2.)

The proposed development complies with Policy 1.A.13 (Density Bonus Application) which
allows for reduced restrictions for density, height and setback standards as outlined in
Policies I.A.1,LA.8, |.E.1, |.LE.2, |.E.3 and I.A.3 of the Venice Land Use Plan (LUP), further
discussed in Finding No. 3.b. As such, the proposed development is visually compatible
with the character of the surrounding area and will further enhance the visual quality of
the area.

Section 30252 Maintenance and Enhancement of Public Access.

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access
to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within
the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means
of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that
the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas
by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

The project proposes the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction
of a 26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units,
of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces.

The subject site is located within a half mile of a Major Transit Stop at the Windward Circle.
On September 22, 2022, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 2097, which added
Government Code Section (§) 65863.2. AB 2097 prohibits a public agency from imposing
or enforcing any minimum automobile parking requirement on any residential, commercial,
or other development project that is within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop, with minor
exceptions.

The property is located within 250 feet from a Major Transit Stop at Main Street and Market
Street and within 300 feet from the Windward Circle, a Major Transit stop within Venice.
In addition to its close proximity to public transit, the applicant will still provide 28
subterranean vehicular parking spaces and 45 bicycle parking spaces for the commercial
and residential tenants. The surrounding area is served by Big Blue Bus Route 1 located
at the intersection of Main Street and Market Street, Culver City Bus Route No. 1 located
at the intersection of Windward Avenue and Main Street, Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transit Authority (Metro) bus line 33 at the intersection of Main Street and Grand
Boulevard.

Although the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan would otherwise require 118 spaces, the
project site qualifies under AB 2097 due to its proximity to major transit and its designation
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within a High Quality Transit Area. As demonstrated in the Parking Demand Management
Assessment provided, empirical surveys demonstrate substantial available capacity in
nearby public and private parking facilities, with average utilization rates of approximately
62 percent on weekend evenings and 80 percent on weekend afternoons, leaving
hundreds of available spaces during peak periods. A field survey of comparable Main
Street restaurants confirms that existing establishments do not provide dedicated off-
street customer parking, reflecting the area’s shared-parking and multimodal access
pattern. The project exceeds required bicycle parking, provides secure long- and short-
term bicycle facilities, and is located within walking distance of bus routes, Metro Bike
Share, and protected bike lanes. Given the demonstrated off-site capacity and the site’s
strong multimodal infrastructure, the proposed parking reduction will not create adverse
coastal access or neighborhood parking impacts.

The proposed project is not located between the first public road and the sea and is located
more than a half of a mile from the beach. The proposed project will not interfere with or
obstruct the public’s right to access to coastal resources. The proposed development will
not have any adverse impacts on public access to the coast. No permanent structures will
be placed within the public right-of-way and public access to the coast will not be
obstructed. The proposed project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the shoreline
as the site does not have direct access to any water or beach. As demonstrated in the
Parking Demand Management Assessment, the project will not have a significant adverse
impact on coastal resources.

Section 30253 Minimization of Adverse Impacts.

New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic,
flood, and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (3) Be consistent with
requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Control
Board as to each particular development. (4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle
miles traveled. (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods
which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

The subject site is located within a Methane Zone, Liquefaction area, Flood Zone AE,
Tsunami Hazard Area, within 5 kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault, and within the Single
Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone.

The project site is also located within an area that may be affected by Sea Level Rise. On
August 12, 2015, the Coastal Commission adopted a Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance
document, updated and adopted On November 14, 2024. This policy document provides
a framework and directions for local jurisdictions to address sea level rise (SLR} in Local
Coastal Programs (LCPs) and Coastal Development Permits (CDPs). In May 2018, the
City completed an initial sea level rise vulnerability assessment for the Venice Coastal
Zone. The report provides that; Existing wide beaches generally protect Venice from
coastal hazards. Coastal assets along or near the beachfront are potentially vulnerable
during a large storm event in combination with SLR greater than 3.3 feet. After 4.9 feet
SLR, beachfront assets are more vulnerable to damage from flooding or potential erosion
of the beach. A SLR of 6.6 feet is a tipping point for Venice’'s exposure to extreme coastal
wave events. Beachfront and coastal assets could flood annually, beaches could be
greatly reduced in width, and high water levels could greatly increase potential for flooding
of inland low-lying areas. As discussed in the analysis, there is considerable uncertainty
around the timing of SLR, how coastal processes may be affected, and what adaptation
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approaches will be applied in the future (VSLRVA, pg. 45). Policies and development
standards to address the potential impacts of SLR would be addressed in the City’s LCP
for the Venice Coastal Zone.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
construction of a 26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20
residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income
Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor
dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656
square feet of office uses, a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar
trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The proposed use would
have no adverse impacts on public access, recreation, public views or the marine
environment, as the property is located within a developed residential area and located a
half mile from Venice Beach. The project will neither interfere nor reduce access to the
shoreline or beach. There will be no dredging, filling, or diking of coastal waters or
wetlands associated with the request, and there are no sensitive habitat areas,
archaeological or paleontological resources identified on the site. The proposed dwelling
will not block any designated public access views. As conditioned, the proposed project is
in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

b. The development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles to prepare
a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal
Act of 1976.

Coastal Act Section 30604(a) states that prior to the certification of a Local Coastal
Program (“LCP”), a coastal development permit may only be issued if a finding can be
made that the proposed development is in conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
The Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the California Coastal
Commission on June 14, 2001; however, the necessary implementation ordinances were
not adopted. The City is in the initial stages of preparing the LCP; prior to its adoption the
guidelines contained in the certified LUP are advisory. The subject site is located within
the North Venice Subarea with a land use designation of Neighborhood Office Commercial
and zoned C2-1-O.

The following are applicable policies from the certified Venice Land Use Plan:

Policy I. A. 9. Replacement of Affordable Housing. Per the provisions of Section 65590
of the State Government Code, referred to as the “Mello Act”, the conversion or demolition
of existing residential units occupied by persons and families of low or moderate income
shall not be permitted unless provisions have been made for replacement of those
dwelling units which result in no net loss of affordable housing in the Venice Community
in accordance with Section 65590 of the State Government Code (Mello Act).

Policy I.A10. Location of Replacement Housing. The replacement units shall be located
in one or more of the following areas, listed in order of priority: 1) on the site of the
converted or demolished structure; 2) within the site's Venice coastal subarea; 3) within
the Venice Coastal Zone; 4) within the Venice Community Plan area east of Lincoln
Boulevard; and, 5) within a three mile radius of the affected site.

Policy I.A.11. Replacement Ratios for Replacement Units. Replacement ratios shall be at
a minimum of 1:1 (one unit replaced for each unit removed). Replacement ratios shall
increase according to how far from the affected site replacement units are located as
defined in the Mello Act.
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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.

The project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction
of a 26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units,
of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households, 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses, a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The proposed project is subject to the requirement
under the Housing Crisis Act (SB 330/SB8) and the City’s Interim Administrative
Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP). The Los Angeles Housing Department
(LAHD) issued an SB330/SB8 Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) dated October 29,
2025 requiring the replacement of one (1) affordable replacement unit and one (1) market
rate unit. As such, the four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income
Households satisfies this requirement. Finding No. 5 provides a full discussion of the
requirements under the 1AP.

Policy LLA.14. Parking Requirements for Affordable Housing. Reduced parking is
permitted for low income units only if: a) the project is consistent with LUP policy 1.A.13;
and b) it is demonstrated that the prospective occupants of the project will have a reduced
demand for parking. However, if a unit changes its status from low or low-moderate income
to market rate unit, parking should be provided for market rate units according to the
parking standards listed in LUP Policies II.A.3 and I1l.A.4.

On September 22, 2022, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 2097, which prohibits a
public agency from imposing or enforcing any minimum automobile parking requirement
on any residential, commercial, or other development project that is within one-half mile
of a Major Transit Stop, with minor exceptions. The subject site is located within a half
mile of a Major Transit Stop at the Windward Circle. In addition to its close proximity to
public transit, the applicant will still provide 28 subterranean vehicular parking spaces and
45 bicycle parking spaces for the commercial and residential tenants.

Further, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan would otherwise require 118 spaces, the
project site qualifies under AB 2097 due to its proximity to major transit and its designation
within a High Quality Transit Area. Empirical surveys, provided the Parking Demand
Management Assessment, demonstrate substantial available capacity in nearby public
and private parking facilities, with average utilization rates of approximately 62 percent on
weekend evenings and 80 percent on weekend afternoons, leaving hundreds of available
spaces during peak periods. A field survey of comparable Main Street restaurants
confirms that existing establishments do not provide dedicated off-street customer
parking, reflecting the area’s shared-parking and multimodal access pattern. The project
exceeds required bicycle parking, provides secure long- and short-term bicycle facilities,
and is located within walking distance of bus routes, Metro Bike Share, and protected bike
lanes. Given the demonstrated off-site capacity and the site’s strong multimodal
infrastructure, the proposed parking reduction will not create adverse coastal access or
neighborhood parking impacts.

Policy I1.B.2. Mixed-Use Development. Mixed-use residential commercial development
shall be encouraged in all areas designated on the Land Use Policy Map for commercial
use. Residential density in commercial land use designations shall not exceed one unit
per 800-1200 square feet of lot area and shall comply with the Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
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limits set forth in Policy I.B.7. The design of mixed-use development is intended to help
mitigate the impact of the traffic generated by the development on coastal access roads
and reduce parking demand by reducing the need for automobile use by residents and
encouraging pedestrian activity. Such development shall comply with the density and
development standards set forth in this LUP.

As discussed in Finding No 1 and 2, the project qualifies for as a Density Bonus Housing
Development Project pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus Affordable
Housing Program) and LAMC Section 12.24 U.26. The proposed development utilizes the
provisions of Density Bonus State Law to deviate from the requirements of the Venice
LUP and Specific Plan, as follows: Increase allowable FAR to 2.96:1 in lieu of 1.5:1,
decrease the front yard setback for residential floor area to allow 0 feet, 0 inches in lieu of
5 feet, increase the overall height for a total building height of 52 feet, 10 inches in lieu of
30 feet maximum, remove the step back provisions in lieu of a 45 degree step back plane,
and Increase allowable exterior dimension of Roof Access Structure to 176 square feet in
lieu of 100 square feet. As discussed in Finding No. 1, the project qualifies for the
requested incentive and waiver. As such, the proposed development is visually compatible
with the character of the surrounding area, proposed density bonus, incentives, and
waivers are consistent with the applicable policies of the Coastal Act and Venice LUP

Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community

Policy LLE.1. General. Venice's unique social and architectural diversity should be
protected as a Special Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal
Act of 1976.

Policy L.LE.2. Scale. New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the
scale and character of community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible
with the community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer, and setback) shall be encouraged.
All new development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape
of existing residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect the
scale of existing neighborhoods. Roof access structures shall be limited to the minimum
size necessary to reduce visual impacts while providing access for fire safety. In visually
sensitive areas, roof access structures shall be set back from public recreation areas,
public walkways, and all water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a
visible increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation area,
public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed the height limit by
more than ten (10°) feet. Roof deck enclosures (e.g. railings and parapet walls) shall not
exceed the height limit by more than 42 inches and shall be constructed of railings or
transparent materials. Notwithstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust
ducts, ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for building function may
exceed the specified height limit in a residential zone by five feet.

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

The proposed project is visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas and
sited and designed to protect coastal visual resources. The neighborhood and surrounding
properties are developed with multi-family dwellings and commercial structure with zoning
classifications of C2-1-O, RD1.-1-O, and C4-1. Surrounding properties include single and
multi-story commercial structures and single and multi-story residential structures.
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The adjoining property to the north has a similar land use designation of Neighborhood
Office Commercial and is zoned C2-1-O. The property is developed with a three-story
apartment and a two story fourplex, constructed in 1911 & 1912. To the south of the project
site is a two-story commercial structure also zoned C2-1-O constructed in 1962. The
property to the east across Main Street is a three-story condominium constructed in 2008.
The property to the west, across the abutting alley, is zoned RD1.5-1-O with a land use
designation of Low Medium Il Residential and developed with a two-story, fourplex,
constructed in 1922.

To the south of the project site is a two-story commercial structure also zoned C2-1-O
constructed in 1962. The property to the east across Main Street is a three-story
condominium constructed in 2008. The property to the west, across the abutting alley, is
zoned RD1.5-1-O with a land use designation of Low Medium Il Residential and developed
with a two-story, fourplex, constructed in 1922.

The neighborhood and surrounding properties are developed with single and multi-family
dwellings. Within a half mile radius of the subject site, there are five (5) C2-1-O zoned lots
and ten (10) C4-1 zoned lots. The lots zoned C2-1-O are developed with one — two story
structures. The C4-1 zoned lots are developed with one to three story structures. Based
on the survey provided by the applicant team, the average height of the immediate area
is approximately 21.9 feet and the average building height if 1.8 stories. While the
proposed project will exceed these averages with a 5-story structure, approximately 52
feet, 10 inches, the average does not reflect the full range of existing structures. Structures
nearby such as 1310-1320 Innes Place and 1501 Main Street are three stories with an
approximate height of 30 feet. Without the proposed solar trellis, the structure would be
considered 46 feet, 4 inches tall. As such, the requested 22 feet, 10 inches above the
permitted flat roof height will be materially detrimental to the adjoining lots or the immediate
neighborhood.

Further, the proposed building is functionally a four-story mixed-use structure; the rooftop
solar trellis results in a technical fifth-level measurement, but it is an open, lightweight
shade element rather than an occupiable floor and materially reduces energy demand
while enabling additional deed-restricted affordable housing. Within the broader Venice
neighborhood, numerous four- and five-story buildings, including pre-Coastal Act
structures such as Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building, establish
an existing mid-rise pattern along the commercial corridors. While the immediate block
averages approximately 1.8 stories, that average does not reflect the full development
context of Main Street and nearby corridors, where three- and four-story buildings already
exist. The project incorporates

articulated fagades, step backs, balcony recesses, and a setback rooftop deck to reduce
perceived massing and minimize visual impacts from the public right-of-way. In this
context, the project reflects Venice’s established eclectic mid-rise character and remains
visually compatible consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.

Policy II.C.1. General Non-Vehicular Coastal Access Policy. Pedestrian and bicycle
access ways are identified on Exhibit 19. Pedestrian Access and Bicycle Trails shall be
developed, protected and maintained, and new development adjacent to the coast and
coastal waterways shall be required to provide public access in a manner that is consistent
with the policies of the Coastal Act.

The proposed project will provide 28 vehicular parking spaces and 45 bicycle parking
spaces. The subject site is located within a half mile of a Major Transit Stop, Windward
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A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2021-2021-CE, has been prepared for the proposed
project consistent with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The
project proposes the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction of a
26,889 square foot, five- story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units, of
which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the
proposed project is appropriate pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class1)
and 15332 (Class 32). A full discussion is provided in Finding No. 6.

4. Project Permit Compliance Review Findings

a. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings,
standards, and provisions of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.

The project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction
of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units, of
which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. As conditioned, the proposed project complies with
the applicable General Land Use and Development Regulations set forth in Section 9,
Land Use and Development regulations for the North Venice subarea set forth in Section
10.F, and the Parking provisions set forth in Section 13 of the Specific Plan as evidenced
below:

A. Section 8.C. Findings

The project meets the required findings set forth in Section 8.C of the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan, as shown below:

1. The Venice Coastal Development Project is compatible in scale and character
with the existing neighborhood, and that the Venice Coastal Development
Project would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or the immediate
neighborhood.

The subject site is comprised of three (3) flat interior, rectangular shaped lots with
frontages of approximately 90 feet on Main Street with a varying depth between 97
feet and 104 feet for a total lot width of approximately 9,090 square feet. The subject
site adjoins an unnamed alley at the rear. The subject site is improved with two one-
story, single-family dwellings constructed in 1921 and 1952. The proposed
development is located within a Methane Zone, Liquefaction area, Flood Zone AE,
Tsunami Hazard Area, and within 5 kilometers of the Santa Monica Fault.

The subject property is located within the Venice Community Plan area with a
Neighborhood Office Commercial Land Use Designation. The subject property is also
located within the area of the Venice Coastal Land Us Plan certified by the California
Coastal Commission and adopted as a plan amendment to the Venice Community
Plan. The subject property is also located within the North Venice Subarea of the
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan, the Los Angeles Coastal Transportation Corridor
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Specific Plan, and within the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal
Zone.

To the south of the project site is a two-story commercial structure also zoned C2-1-O
constructed in 1962. The property to the east across Main Street is a three-story
condominium constructed in 2008. The property to the west, across the abutting alley,
is zoned RD1.5-1-O with a land use designation of Low Medium |l Residential and
developed with a two-story, fourplex, constructed in 1922.

The neighborhood and surrounding properties are developed with single and multi-
family dwellings. Within a half mile radius of the subject site, there are five (5) C2-1-
O zoned lots and ten (10) C4-1 zoned lots. The lots zoned C2-1-O are developed with
one — two story structures. The C4-1 zoned lots are developed with one to three story
structures. Based on the survey provided by the applicant team, the average height of
the immediate area is approximately 21.9 feet and the average building height if 1.8
stories. While the proposed project will exceed these averages with a 5-story structure,
approximately 52 feet, 10 inches, the average does not reflect the full range of existing
structures. Structures nearby such as 1310-1320 Innes Place and 1501 Main Street
are three stories with an approximate height of 30 feet. Without the proposed solar
trellis, the structure would be considered 46 feet, 4 inches tall. As such, the proposed
project is within the scale and character of the existing neighborhood, and the Venice
Coastal Development Project would not be materially detrimental to adjoining lots or
the immediate neighborhood.

The proposed building is functionally a four-story mixed-use structure; the rooftop solar
trellis results in a technical fifth-level measurement, but it is an open, lightweight shade
element rather than an occupiable floor and materially reduces energy demand while
enabling additional deed-restricted affordable housing. Within the broader Venice
neighborhood, numerous four- and five-story buildings, including pre-Coastal Act
structures such as Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building,
establish an existing mid-rise pattern along the commercial corridors. While the
immediate block averages approximately 1.8 stories, that average does not reflect the
full development context of Main Street and nearby corridors, where three- and four-
story buildings already exist. The project incorporates articulated fagades, step backs,
balcony recesses, and a setback rooftop deck to reduce perceived massing and
minimize visual impacts from the public right-of-way. In this context, the project reflects
Venice’s established eclectic mid-rise character and remains visually compatible
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.

2. The Venice Coastal Development Project is in Conformity with the Certified
Venice Local Coastal Program.

A Local Coastal Program is comprised of a Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan,
certified by the California Coastal Commission. The Venice Local Coastal Land Use
Plan (“LUP”) was certified by the Coastal Commission on June 14, 2001, however, the
necessary Implementation Plan was not certified. The proposed project conforms to
the applicable policies of the certified Venice LUP, as outlined in Finding No. 2.b.

3. The applicant has guaranteed to keep the rent levels of any Replacement
Affordable Units at an affordable level for the life of the proposed project and to
register the Replacement Affordable Unit with the Los Angeles Housing
Department.
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Per the Mello Act Determination letter, dated May 18, 2022, the Los Angeles Housing
Department has determined that no affordable units exist at the subject site. The
subject site consists of a vacant lot and two single-family dwellings. The owner filed
an application with City Planning on March 21, 2021. LAHD collected monthly housing
cost data for at least the previous three (3) years from March 2018 to March 2021. The
Rent Stabilization Ordinance ("RSO") Unit confirmed that 1410 South Main Street has
been a vacant lot since March 2018. 1414 South Main Street, a two-bedroom unit, was
rented during the lookback period at an average amount of $ 3,885. The average Land
Use Schedule 7 Maximum Allowable Rent for the years 2018 - 2021 for a Moderate
Level two (2) bedroom unit is $ 1,854, therefore the unit was rented at above affordable
levels from March 201 8 - March 2021. 1418 South Main Street, a two-bedroom unit,
was rented during the lookback period at an average amount of $ 3,551. The average
Land Use Schedule 7 Maximum Allowable Rent for the years 201 8 -2021 for a
Moderate Level two (2) bedroom unit is $ 1,854, therefore the unit was rented above
affordable levels from March 201 8 - March 2021. The data collected from March 2018
- March 2021 shows that no affordable units exist at 1410 - 1418 South Main Street.
Also see Finding No. 5.

4. The Venice Coastal Development Project is consistent with the special
requirements for low- and moderate-income housing units in the Venice Coastal
Zone as mandated by California Government Code Section 65590 (Mello Act).

Inclusionary Residential Units are required for this project. The project proposes the
construction of 20 new Residential Units. Pursuant to Part 5 of the Interim
Administrative Procedures, development which consists of 10 or greater Residential
Units are New Housing Developments and are required to provide Inclusionary
Residential Units. The proposed development of 20 new Residential Units provides
four (4) affordable units, of which two (2) are Inclusionary Residential units. Therefore,
the project provides the required affordable units under the Mello Act. See Finding No.
5.

In addition to the requisite findings set forth in Section 8.C of the Specific Plan, the project
also complies with all applicable provisions of the Specific Plan, as set forth below:

B. Section 9. General Land Use and Development Regulations

1. Lot Consolidation. Lot consolidation of more than two lots shall be permitted for
mixed-use and multi-family residential Venice Coastal Development Projects,
provided the project conforms to the existing scale and characteristic of the
surrounding community, the required parking is onsite, and the project conforms
to developments standards in Section 9.A.2 of the Specific Plan.

The proposed project consists of the consolidation of three (3) residential lots for
the construction of a five-story, 26,889 square foot, mixed-use building consisting
of 20 residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very
Low Income Households, 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098
square feet of indoor dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor
dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office uses and a roof deck with solar
trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces within a one level
subterranean garage. As discussed in Finding No. 1 and 2, the project qualifies for
as a Density Bonus Housing Development Project pursuant to LAMC Section
12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus Affordable Housing Program) and LAMC Section
12.24-U.26. The project will utilize Land Use Policy 1.B.7 where there are three lots
with subterranean. Mixed use projects are permitted the consolidation of more than
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two lots if they conform to the existing scale and character of the surrounding
community and provide adequate onsite parking. As discussed previously, the
project is in line with midrise structures within a half mile of the project site that
range in height from four to five stories. In addition, the project is eligible for AB
2097 and the City is not able to require additional parking for commercial and
residential structures.

Height. Height shall be measured from the centerline of the street or alley or walk
adjacent to the front lot line measured from the projection of the midpoint of the lot
frontage, except where more than one building is being constructed on that lot,
height for each building shall be measured from the projection of the midpoint of
each building.

As shown in “Exhibit A”, the height of the structure is measured from the centerline
of Main Street and conforms to standard of measurement.

Roof Structures. Roof Access Structures shall not exceed the Flat Roof height limit
by more than ten feet regardless of roof type. The project site proposes a 10-foot
roof access structure with solar trellis, where building height is measured to the top
of the solar trellis. As such, the project complies with Section 9.B. of the Specific
Plan.

C. Sections 10.F. Land Use and Development Regulations for North Venice Subarea

1.

3.

Density. Projects in the North Venice Subarea on a commercially zoned lot shall
exceed the density permitted in the R3 Zone.

As discussed in Finding No. 2, the project qualifies for an On-Menu Incentive for
height pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.22 A.25
(Density Bonus Affordable Housing Program). The project requests approval of a
Density Bonus and the project propose 20 dwelling units, with four (4) affordable
units, of which two (2) are considered Inclusionary Replacement Units. The
project’s proposed density is greater than 25 percent and as discussed in Finding
No. 2, will not have any adverse effects on coastal resources.

Height. Projects with a flat roof shall not exceed a maximum height of 30 feet.
Projects with a varied roofline shall not exceed a maximum height of 35 feet. The
project proposes a Flat Roof with a maximum height of 52 feet 10 inches. As
discussed in Finding No. 2, the project qualifies for a Waiver of Development
Standards for height pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section
12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus Affordable Housing Program).

Pursuant to the Venice Specific Plan North Venice Subarea, Venice Coastal
Development Projects with flat roofs may be up to 30 feet in height. The project’s
proposed height is measured from the centerline of Main Street. With approval of
the Density Bonus incentive, the project complies with the height provisions of the
Specific Plan. The height increase is also consistent with the mass and scale of
existing buildings within half a mile of the project site with residential and
commercial structures ranging from four to five stories.

Access. Driveways and vehicular access to Venice Coastal Development Projects
shall be provided from alleys, unless the Department of Transportation determines
that it is not Feasible. As shown in “Exhibit A”, the proposed project maintains
vehicle access from the abutting rear alley.
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D. Section 11 — Commercial Design Standard

1. Ground Floor Commercial Development. Pursuant to the Venice Coastal Specific
Plan, all commercial Venice Coastal Development Projects which fronts on Ocean
Front Walk shall include a street wall which extends a minimum of 65 percent of
the length of the Building Frontage, is set back zero feet from the building line, with
a minimum height of 13 feet. In addition, a minimum of 50 percent of the area of
the Ground Floor Street Wall of a commercial Venice Coastal Development Project
shall be devoted to pedestrian entrances or windows, and there shall be at least
one pedestrian entrance into each business or use for each Store Frontage. As
proposed, two restaurants and one take out restaurant will be located on the
Ground Floor of the new mixed-use building observing no setback from the building
line. The commercial portion of the Street Wall has a height of 13 feet as required.
The Street Wall that the restaurant and take out restaurant spaces will occupy is
approximately 91 percent of the ground floor. A pedestrian walkway and entrance
are provided for the restaurant from the front of the structure along Main Street.
Therefore, the project complies with the ground floor commercial development
provisions of the Plan.

2. Floor Area Ratio. As discussed in Finding No. 2, the project qualifies for an off-
menu incentive, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (Density Bonus Affordable
Housing Program), for an FAR increase of 97.3 percent. The project proposes a
FAR of 2.96:1 and a total lot area of 26,889 square feet.

3. Access. The project will provide access to the project site from the abutting alley.
No new curb cuts are proposed along Main Street and all on-street parking
opportunities will be maintained.

4. Landscaping. The project provides approximately 1,106 square feet of usable
common open space on the roof deck of the structure. The project provides four
new street trees.

5. Light. Any lighting is downward facing and is directed away from existing
residential structures. The project is not located near Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas.

6. Trash. A residential and commercial trash enclosure/room is located at the ground
level and includes regular trash and recycling chutes on all levels.

E. Section 13 — Parking

Pursuant to Section 13.D of the Specific Plan, restaurants shall provide one space per 50
square feet, window service restaurants shall provide one space per 50 square feet, office
uses shall provide one space per 250 square feet, multi-family dwellings on a lot with a
width of 40 feet or more shall provide two spaces for each dwelling unit, plus a minimum
of one guest parking space for each four or fewer units, and Beach Impact Parking shall
provide one space for each 640 square feet of floor area of the Ground Floor for
commercial and industrial Venice Coastal Development Projects. As such, a total of 118
(73 Commercial and 45 Residential) parking spaces is required. However, the proposed
project is located within a major transit stop (ZIMAS) and therefore, under Assembly Bill
2097 (AB 2097), the proposed project is not required to provide commercial or residential
parking spaces, however, the proposed project will provide 28 vehicle parking spaces and
45 bicycle parking spaces to assist with mitigating any impacts around the project site.
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b. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would
mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically
feasible.

A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2021-2021-CE, has been prepared for the proposed
project consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The
project proposes the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction of a
26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units, of
which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the
proposed project is appropriate pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class1)
and 15332 (Class 32). A full discussion is provided in Finding No. 5. The Notice of
Exemption and Justification for Project Exemption for Environmental Case No. ENV-2021-
2021-CE is provided in the case file and attached as Exhibit D.

Therefore, no mitigation measures or alternatives were identified in the environmental
review.

Mello Act Compliance Review

5. Mello Act Compliance Review. Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles Interim Administrative
Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act (IAP), all Conversions, Demolitions, and New
Housing Developments must be identified in order to determine if any Affordable Residential
Units are onsite and must be maintained, and if the project is subject to the Inclusionary
Residential Units requirement. Accordingly, pursuant to the settlement agreement between
the City of Los Angeles and the Venice Town Council, Inc., the Barton Hill Neighborhood
Organization, and Carol Berman concerning implementation of the Mello Act in the Coastal
Zone Portions of the City of Los Angeles, the findings are as follows:

a. Demolitions and Conversions (Part 4.0)

The project consists of the demolition of two Residential Units and the construction of 20
Residential Units in the Coastal Zone. The owner filed an application with the Department
of City Planning on March 11,2021. Therefore, the Los Angeles Housing Department
collected data from March 2018 to March 2021. Since March 2018, the property at 1410
South Main Street has been a vacant lot. 1414 South Main Street was rented during a
look back period at an average amount of $3,885. The average Land Use Schedule 7
Maximum Allowable Rent for the years 2018-2021 for a Moderate Level two (2) bedroom
unit is $1,854, therefore the unit was rented at above affordable levels from March 2018
— March 2021. As such, the data collected from March 2018 — March 2021 shows that no
affordable units exist on site. Therefore, no Affordable Replacement Units are required.

b. New Housing Developments (Part 5.0)

Part 5.0 of the IAP requires New Housing Developments of 10 or more Residential Units
to provide Inclusionary Residential Units and provides two options:

o Option 1 requires 20 percent of all Residential Units, be reserved for occupancy
by Very Low or Low Income Households.
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e Option 2 requires 10 percent of all Residential units, be reserved for occupancy by
Very Low Income Households.

The applicant proposes the construction of 20 Residential Units, of which four (4) units will
be set aside for Very Low Income Households for a period of 55 years. The project
satisfies Option 2 of Part 5.0 of the IAP and the requirements of LAMC Section 12.22 A.37.
The four affordable units are required to satisfy the requirements of the requested Density
Bonus Incentives and Waivers. Therefore, they are subject to the requirements of LAMC
Section 16.60 (RPO).

CEQA Findings

6.

Environmental Findings

A Categorical Exemption, ENV-2021-2021-CE, has been prepared for the proposed
project consistent, with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The
project proposes the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the construction of a
26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential units, of
which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676
square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor
area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The Categorical Exemption prepared for the
proposed project is appropriate pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Class1)
and 15332 (Class 32).

The Notice of Exemption and Justification for Project Exemption for Environmental Case
No. ENV-2021-2021-CE is provided in the case file and attached as Exhibit D.

The Class 1 Categorical Exemption allows for demolition and removal of individual small
structures such as a duplex or similar multifamily residential structure. In urbanized areas,
this exemption applies to duplexes and similar structures where not more than six dwelling
units will be demolished. The project proposes the demolition of two single-family
dwellings, and the construction of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building
consisting of 20 residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for
Very Low Income Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098
square feet of indoor dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining
Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office uses; a one level subterranean garage and
a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The
project proposed the demolition of two dwelling units and therefore qualifies for an
exemption of this Class.

A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is developed on an infill site
and meets the following five (5) criteria: a) The project is consistent with the applicable
general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as with the
applicable zoning designation and regulations; b) The proposed development occurs
within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by
urban uses; c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened
species; d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality; and e) The site can be adequately served by all
required utilities and public services. The project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical
Exemption as an infill project, as evidenced below:
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CEQA Determination — Class 32 Categorical Exemption Applies

a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all
applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning
designation and regulations.

The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning desighation and regulations:
The site is zoned C2-1-O and has a General Plan Land Use Designation of
Neighborhood Office Commercial. The project proposes the demolition of two single-
family dwellings, and the construction of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use
building consisting of 20 residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set
aside for Very Low Income Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses,
including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of
outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office uses; a one level
subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access structure,
providing 28 parking spaces and is in conformance with the General Plan and Zoning
Designation.

b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more
than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than
five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. The subject site is comprised of
three (3) flat interior, rectangular shaped lots with frontages of approximately 90 feet
on Main Street with a varying depth between 97 feet and 104 feet for a total lot width
of approximately 9,090 square feet. The site is wholly within the City of Los Angeles,
and is completely surrounded by urban uses. Surrounding properties include and
multi-story residential uses.

c. The project site has no value as a habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened
species.

The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.
The site is not a wildland area, and is not inhabited by endangered, rare, or threatened
species: The area around the site is highly urbanized and surrounded by residential
uses. NavigateLA shows that the subject site is not located in a Significant Ecological
Area. The subject site is improved with two one-story, single-family dwellings
constructed in 1921 and 1952 and has no value as a habitat for endangered, rare or
threatened species.

d. Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.

The project will be subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs), which require
compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance for pollutant discharge,
dewatering, and stormwater mitigations; and Best Management Practices for
stormwater runoff. More specifically, RCMs include but are not limited to:

e Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-AQ-1 (Demolition, Grading and
Construction Activities): Compliance with provisions of the Southern
California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) District Rule 403. The
project shall comply with all applicable standards of the SCAQMD, including the
following provisions of District Rule 403:
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o All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be
used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting
could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent.

o The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust
caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of
dust caused by wind.

o All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), to prevent excessive amounts
of dust.

o All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate
means to prevent spillage and dust.

o All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

o General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to
minimize exhaust emissions.

o Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off.

o Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-1 (Seismic): The design and
construction of the project shall conform to the California Building Code seismic
standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.

o Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and
Construction Activities): The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles
Noise Ordinance and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or
creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically
infeasible.

These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water quality.
Furthermore, the project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by the Los
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) for preparing a traffic study. The
project will not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle facilities, or pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the project will not have any
significant impacts to traffic. Likewise, air quality will not worsen as a result of the
proposed project. Interim thresholds were developed by DCP staff based on
CalEEMod model runs relying on reasonable assumptions, consulting with SCAQMD
staff, and surveying published air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants did not
exceed the established SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. Approval
of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality, or water quality.

e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that

the property was previously developed with commercial uses surrounded by urban
uses, served by existing infrastructure, and is consistent with the General Plan.
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The project is a transit-oriented, infill development on a site within an urbanized area and
meets the criteria outlined above. Therefore, the project qualifies for a Class 32
Categorical Exemption.

CEQA Section 15300.2: Exceptions to the Use of Categorical Exemptions

The City has considered whether the proposed Project is subject to any of the six (6)
exceptions that would prohibit the use of a categorical exemption as set forth in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2. The six (6) exceptions to this Exemption are: (a)
Location; (b) Cumulative Impacts; (¢) Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e)
Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical Resources.

a. Cumulative Impacts. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over
time is significant.

The project is consistent with the type of development permitted for the area zoned
C2-1-0 and designated Neighborhood Office Commercial. The proposed project has
submitted a Parking Demand Study and Noise Report to indicate no significant impacts
will be made as a result of this project. As such, the proposed project will not exceed
thresholds identified for impacts to the area (i.e., traffic, noise, etc.) and will not result
in significant cumulative impacts.

b. Significant Effect Due to Unusual Circumstances. A categorical exemption shall
not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will
have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
construction of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20
residential units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low
Income Households; 3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet
of indoor dining Service Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor
area; 656 square feet of office uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck
with solar trellis and a roof access structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The
surrounding area is developed with similar residential and commercial uses. There are
9 existing midrise buildings within 0.5 miles of the project site that range between four
to five stories. The proposed height and massing are not unusual for the project vicinity
or the nearby Windward Circle. Thus, there are no unusual circumstances which may
lead to a significant effect on the environment.

c. Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic
buildings, rock outcroppings, or Ssimilar resources, within a highway officially
designated as a state scenic highway.

The only State Scenic Highway within the City of Los Angeles is the Topanga Canyon
State Scenic Highway, State Route 27, which travels through a portion of Topanga
State Park. State Route 27 is located more than 7 miles northwest of the project site.
Therefore, the project will not impact a designated state scenic highway.

d. Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5
of the Government Code.
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The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is on any list compiled
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

e. Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

According to SurveyLA and the Office of Historic Resources, the existing structure
located at 1422 Main Street was identified as a historic resource. A Historical Resource
Assessment report was prepared on June 2021 and concluded the structure was not
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and for designation as a Los Angeles
Historical Cultural Monument.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDING

8.

The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard
Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081, have
been reviewed and it has been determined that this project is located in Zone AE, areas
of One Hundred-Year Flood where the Base Flood elevations and Flood Hazard factors
have been determined.
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PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS

A public hearing was held virtually via Zoom on December 10, 2025 at 1:00 pm. The hearing was
conducted by the Hearing Officer, Ira Brown, on behalf of the City Planning Commission in taking
testimony for Case No. CPC-2021-2020-DB-CDP-SPPC-MEL-HCA and ENV-2021-2021-CE. All
interested parties were invited to attend the public hearing at which they could listen, ask
questions, or present testimony regarding the project. The purpose of the hearing was to obtain
testimony from affected and/or interested parties regarding this application. Interested parties are
also invited to submit written comments regarding the request prior to the hearing. Due to a
revision in the project’s scope of work, a new public hearing is required. The public hearing was
attended by the applicant’s representatives and 12 members of the public.

Applicant Presentation:

o Nick Leathers, Crest Real Estate — Applicant’s representative, provides overview of the
project, clarifies new housing with walkability along Main Street, clarifies affordability of
the four (4) dwelling units will be Very Low Income, clarifies pedestrian and vehicle access
to the project site.

Public Comment:

¢ David Ewing — Venice Resident, indicates Coastal Act is implemented through the LUP
and takes precedence over City Law. Clarifies that the purpose of open space is not just
for residence but is also for the surrounding public area. Stated what strikes him the most
about the project is the number of waivers requested. Lastly, confirmed the VNC voted
unanimously against the project.

¢ Mark Mack — Chair of VNC LUPC, VNC formally requests to postpone the hearing for this
project as they deny the project based on vehicle accessibility, height of project, lot
consolidation, no public setback along Main Street, unlawful loss and conversion of
coastal housing, accessibility and life-safety concerns, complete failure to provide usable
open space, poor design and incompatibility with the historic, special coastal community
context, and significant adverse impact on coastal access and parking.

e Margaret Molloy — Agrees with the previous two speakers and is against the proposed
project. Stated during the LUPC meeting, the property was found to be 12 feet from the
street edge and the applicant constructed a fence on the property line and obtained a R
permit for the fence. Stated the comparative massing shown in the presentation shows
two projects in a commercially zoned area and 720 Rose is a 100% affordable project.
The proposed project violates height, mass, and character of Venice and abuts an entirely
neighborhood area. Further clarifies the project must protect single family residences and
the alley is substandard and the only path of travel and commercial parking on the project
site.

e Roberto Tonkin — Adjacent property owner, indicated the abutting alleyway will be difficult
to park and pass while using Toledo Court and there would be no way to easily operate
safely in case of fire or emergency access as the alley is the only way to access
neighboring properties.
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o Irv Katz — Adjacent property owner, proposed project will impede in the air space above
1410 Main Street, four restaurants bringing hourly trucks for loading and unloading will be
troublesome to the alleyway, trash pickup will be loud and just below bedrooms nearby,
there are already enough bars and restaurants within the neighborhood.

o Steve Bavilacqua — Adjacent neighbor, confirms with VNC decision to deny the project,
emphasizes the impact four restaurants and a bar would have on the neighborhood with
extra trash pickup.

o Kathleen Rawson — Property owner nearby, claims the applicant has not been a good
neighbor, no community outreach for the proposed project, still the same proposal as
previous years with the same problems: 1. Upper floor restaurants make no sense, 2. Roof
top space cannot be commercial and would be invasive on nearby neighbors, 3. Toledo
Court is a blind turn. Completely opposed.

¢ Cindy Chambers — Venice Resident with multiple disabilities and spends a great amount
of time in the neighborhood. Discusses parking issues, deep excavation as this area is
located within a high-water table and can cause water intrusion, vibrations, intrusion, pump
failure, water management issues once constructed. Supportive of affordable housing in
the area, but anything involving deep excavation should be reviewed for safety.

¢ Robin Rudisill — Speaking as an individual. Incentives must be harmonized with the
Coastal Act. Incentives requested are double the FAR and would harm coastal resources,
less massing structure would be a conforming structure, the project violates the Mello Act,
and the Mello Act states that you cannot demolish a structure for a mixed-use structure
unless the structure is not feasible or livable. Also claims compliant parking is needed.
Asks the City deny the project and ask the applicant to comply and work with the neighbors
that would benefit all.

e Mike Bravo — 5" generation Venice resident. LUPC and VNC denied the project with
concerns clear. States lack of transparency and incomplete information and incompatibility
with the surrounding uses.

e Michael Grady — Nearby resident, states the property across the street was constructed
as a live-work structure with subterranean parking, the proposed project is not in line with
anything in the area. Eliminating restaurant or retail that would cause interruption to the
neighborhood as it abuts residential uses at the rear and side. Claims the proposed five
stories with restaurants is ridiculous and any residents in the area will have their property
values impacted.

¢ Rick Garvey — Nearby resident, states the front door will open to the alley, the proposed
development is out of scale and mass, provided history of the project site, confirmed in
2021 they conducted public outreach to give the public the opportunity to speak, the
proposed project today Is larger. The transportation study provided was done many years
ago during covid and did not include the restaurant. Confirms the concern for parking,
impact of no visitor parking, located two blocks from the beach in a high traffic tourist area
with no available street parking, the alley is 14 feet with trash cans on either side of the
alley during trash day, and no space for two cars to drive on the same street.

¢ Sean Silva of CD 11 was present but did not speak on the project.
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In response to public testimony, the applicant team provided the following response:

e Tony Russo — Applicant’s representative, indicated the comments from LUPC were
discussed during the meeting. The representative responded to comments regarding the
alley, indicating the abutting alleyways of Toledo and Riviera could be accessed from
Market and exit off of Horizon, and that the City could impose additional conditions
regarding usage. He further clarified that there would be no reduction in open space and
clarified the parking study was completed recently within the last few months. He further
indicated the study City Staff has on file is the most recent study where it detailed concerns
such as access. At the time of the study, they observed there were not as many vehicles
accessing the alley. The representative confirmed the existing fence off of Main Street did
obtain an R permit but would be removed as part of this project and the new structure
would enhance the parkway and provide more depth along the walkway. The
representative confirmed the existing site conditions and that there would be ample time
to discuss with the applicant and design team about the remaining concerns.

The Hearing Officer indicated that the revised plans will need to be submitted prior to the
tentatively scheduled City Planning Commission hearing.
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Exhibit A: Maps

A.1 — Vicinity Map
A.2 — Radius Map
A.3 — Zoning Map
A.4 — Land Use Designation Map
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Exhibit B: Plans

B.1 — Project Plans
B.2 — Landscape Plans
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Exhibit C: Community Character Analysis
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1. Project Summary:

The proposed project at 1410-1422 S Main St involves the development of a 4-story,
mixed-use housing development with 19 dwelling units, rooftop deck, commercial space,
and a subterranean parking garage with vehicular access from the rear alley. The site is
located within the Single Permit Jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone and is
seeking a Density Bonus entitlement, Coastal Development Permit, and Specific Plan
Project Permit Compliance, among other entitlements.

In order to facilitate review of the requested Coastal Development Permit, the following
Scale, Mass, Character and Visual Impact Analysis has been prepared to demonstrate
the Project’s compliance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Specifically, this report shows,
with evidence, that the Project’'s scale, mass, and character fit within the pattern of
development for the area, known as the North Venice subarea within the Venice Coastal
Zone Specific Plan, and that the Project will not have a negative visual impact on the
community, not on protected public views. Furthermore, this report provides a detailed
character analysis supported by historic precedent, zoning regulations, and recent policy
direction.

2. Existing Neighborhood Character and Density Bonus Context:

The Venice neighborhood is known for its eclectic mix of historic buildings, artist studios,
beachside housing, and mixed-use corridors. Venice has always included buildings of a
wide variety of scales and intensities. In fact, many of the community’s most iconic
structures, including those 4 or more stories in height, were built prior to the 1976 Coastal
Act and decades before current zoning limitations were imposed.

Key corridors such as Main Street, Ocean Front Walk, Abbot Kinney Blvd, Venice Blvd,
and Rose Ave are home to a variety of multi-story developments, which include
residential, commercial, and office uses. Notable examples include Hotel Erwin, Venice
Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building, each of which is 4 to 5 stories and built prior to
modern zoning restrictions.

Historically, Venice was a denser, more urbanized neighborhood, developed to
accommodate housing needs and tourist activity in the early 20th century. Many older
buildings reflect that density. However, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, large portions
of Venice were downzoned under a broader slow-growth policy movement. While the
Venice Land Use Plan, certified in 2001, memorializes these restrictions, it fails to reflect
the community’s historic built character.
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Importantly, the proposed Project utilizes California’s State Density Bonus law, which
provides incentives and waivers for increased development rights, including height and
FAR, in exchange for deed-restricted affordable housing. Although the Coastal Act and
Density Bonus law operate concurrently, Density Bonus projects in the Coastal Zone have
often encountered resistance via misapplication of Coastal Act provisions. These projects
are frequently mischaracterized as incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood,
when in fact their scale and form reflect the area’s established development pattern.

3. Methodology:

Two surveys were conducted:

1. Venice Midrise Precedent Survey — identifying existing 4+ story buildings in Venice,
focusing on those built before the 1976 Coastal Act (“Pre-Coastal Act”) to establish
a historic precedent.

2. Immediate Block Context Survey — documenting height, story count, setbacks, and
facade details of properties within and directly adjacent to the project block.

Data sources included LADBS Permit Records, ZIMAS, NavigateLA, and Google Street
View and aerial imagery. The identification of buildings as "Pre-Coastal Act" is based on
best available construction records and historical data. Some construction dates may be
approximate and subject to verification by official building permit archives or historic
property records.

A sample of 10 existing buildings was documented, each representing established mid-
rise development within the Venice neighborhood.

Midrise Buildings in Venice - Neighborhood Examples Summary Table

Building Name Address Stories Pre-Coastal Act Current Use
Hotel Erwin 1697 Pacific Ave 5 Yes Hotel
Venice Breeze Suites | 2 Breeze Ave 4 Yes Hotel
Waldorf Building 5 Westminster Ave 4 Yes Residential
34 Wavecrest / 34 Wavecrest Ave 4 Yes Residential
Pacific
5 Rose Ave 5 Rose Ave 4 Yes Residential
51-69 Windward Ave | 51-69 Windward Ave 5 Yes Residential
4 20th Ave 4 20th Ave 4 Yes Residential
67 E Windward 67 Windward Ave 4 Yes Residential
45 Venice Bivd 45 N Venice Blvd 4 Yes Residential
120 Westminster 120 Westminster Ave 4 Yes Residential
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4. Surrounding Context & Visual Impact Analysis
Study Area:

The study area for this analysis consists of Main St between Rose Ave and Horizon Ave,
including intersecting alleys and side streets such as Innes Place. This corridor is
characterized by a variety of building types and scales, ranging from 1-story
neighborhood serving commercial structures to 4- and 5-story residential and hotel
developments.

Architectural Character:

The project site is located midblock on the east side of Main Street between Market Street
and Horizon Avenue with rear access from an alley. The site currently contains two old
single family dwellings and a vacant lot. The surrounding neighborhood exhibits a mix of
architectural styles and materials, consistent with Venice’s eclectic character. Facade
treatments range from flat stucco walls with recessed entries, to upper-story balconies
and stepbacks, to pitched roofs and articulated parapets. Many of the older commercial
buildings date to the early 1900s through the 1960s, while more recent infill developments
feature modern design with larger window openings, mixed materials, and roof decks.

Scale and Massing

Based on the block specific survey above, the average height in the immediate area is
approximately 21.9 feet and the average building height is 1.8 stories. While the proposed
project will exceed these averages with a 4-story, ~45-foot structure, it is important to
recognize that averages do not reflect the full range of existing conditions. In fact, several
nearby buildings, including 1310-1320 Innes Place (3 stories), 1501 Main Street (3
stories), and others, already exceed 2 stories.

Additionally, when viewed in the broader Venice neighborhood, the project’s height and
form align with historic and existing midrise structures along Main Street and nearby
commercial corridors in the community.

Compatibility & Transitions

The proposed project has the solar trellis positioned on the roof level along the Main
Street frontage to reduce perceived massing from residences and the neighborhood
behind the building. The rooftop deck is set back from the parapet to minimize visibility
from the public right of way and adjacent properties. The inclusion of active commercial
space at the ground floor along Main Street supports pedestrian activity and maintains
the pedestrian experience found in the area.

5. Coastal Act Consistency
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Section 30251 of the California Coastal Act requires that new development “be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas” and “restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraded areas.”

The Project satisfies these requirements as discussed above:

e Visual Compatibility: The Project’s articulated massing, material variety, and
ground floor activation mirror design approaches in other nearby Venice
developments.

e Historic Precedent: Numerous 4- and 5-story Pre-Coastal Act buildings exist in
Venice, including Hotel Erwin, Venice Breeze Suites, and the Waldorf Building.
These buildings establish a precedent for midrise construction in the coastal
context.

e Restoration of Visual Quality: The Project will replace underutilized, aging
structures with a high-quality, mixed-use building that engages the street and
improves the pedestrian experience.

e No Protected View Impact: The Project is not located along a designated public
view corridor and no scenic coastal vistas will be blocked.

6. Conclusion

The proposed project at 1410-1422 S Main St has been evaluated in terms of scale, mass,
character and visual impact within the North Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone
Specific Plan.

The block context survey shows that the project will be taller than the average height of
21.9 feet and the average story count of 1.8 stories of nearby buildings. However, this
comparison alone does not define compatibility. As documented in the Venice Midride
Buildings summary table survey, Venice has a long established pattern of 4- and 5-story
buildings, many constructed prior to the 1976 Coastal Act, that contribute to the
neighborhood’s distinctive, eclectic character. The project is fully aligned with this historic
precedent.

Architecturally, the project incorporates articulated massing, stepbacks, and high quality
materials that reflect both the commercial and residential forms found along Main Street
and adjacent corridors. The ground floor commercial frontage activates the street, while
upper floor stepbacks reduce the perceived bulk at the pedestrian level. The rooftop deck
is appropriately set back to minimize visibility from sensitive public and private vantage
points.

From a policy standpoint, the project appropriately utilizes California’'s State Density
Bonus Law, providing deed-restricted affordable housing in exchange for modest height
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and FAR increases, among other incentives/concessions and waivers of development
standards to make the project feasible. This is consistent with the State’s housing
production goals and the Coastal Act’s allowance for projects that are “visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas” (California Government Code Section 30251),
as well as the policy objective to “restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas.”

Given its design sensitivity, alignment with historic midrise precedent, and provision of
affordable housing, the proposed project will not cause adverse visual impacts, will
respect and reflect the neighborhood’s existing architectural diversity, and will enhance
the build environment. Therefore, it is concluded that the project complies with Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act and supports the continued vitality and diversity of the Venice
community.
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this analysis is to help the public - including government agencies, local Project
neighbors, and interested community-based organizations - understand the potential parking impacts
of the proposed Project along with any parking demand management (PDM) strategies the Project
employs.

The Project site is in an urbanized area, and currently encompasses three abutting lots with frontage
along Main Street and an alley in the rear. The property is currently improved with two single-family
homes, each containing two bedrooms. The lot addressed 1410 Main Street is currently vacant.

The proposed Project includes the demolition of both existing structures and the construction of a new,
four-story mixed-use development consisting of nineteen (19) residential dwelling units (including four
units covenanted for Very Low Income households) and three commercial restaurant uses. The Project
also proposes the provision of twenty-eight (28) total off-street automobile parking spaces - twenty-four
(24) for the use of the residential dwelling units and four (4) for the use of the commercial restaurant
spaces in lieu of the 118 off-street automobile parking spaces required pursuant to the Venice Coastal
Zone Specific Plan (VCZSP).

e The Project’s entitlements include a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for new construction in
the single-jurisdiction Coastal Zone, Specific Plan Project Compliance to show compliance with
the VCZSP, and a Density Bonus with incentives and waivers to support the financial and
physical feasibility of providing nineteen total dwelling units, including four for Very Low Income
households.

e The Project site is located in an area where municipalities are prohibited from enforcing a
minimum number of required off-street automobile parking spaces under AB 2097
approximately 940 linear feet from Ocean Front Walk, a ‘walk street,” defined as “A public street
in the Venice Coastal Zone that has been improved for public pedestrian use over part of its
width and is landscaped (publicly or privately) over the remainder, but which has not been
improved for public vehicular access...”

e The Project’s proposed uses are: three commercial restaurant spaces as well as 19 multi-family
residential dwelling units, including 4 units reserved for Very Low Income households.

e The Project’'s proposed commercial restaurant uses are designed for community- and
visitor-facing patronage.

This study was completed by Brian Silveira & Associates to examine the anticipated impacts of the
Project on the area’s on-street parking resources. The study examined parking utilization rates of
nearby parking lots and on-street parking facilities during peak hours, the automobile parking practices
of nearby commercial operators, and the availability of existing and planned alternatives to car
ownership. The study found that:

e There is adequate parking supply in publicly- and privately-owned parking lots and on the street
surrounding the project during typical weekday and weekend evenings.

e Restaurants near the proposed development in the Main Street Area don’t generally provide
parking for their customers.



e Existing and planned infrastructure support resident and visitor alternatives to automobile
transportation.

Below, the report discusses some of the relevant limitations in identifying the effectiveness of parking
demand management strategies.

Limitations

Although they often overlap, most technical studies focus on Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) reductions which don’t translate neatly into parking demand reductions.

A review of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) literature reveals that most of the studies of
the effectiveness of various separate and combined TDM strategies deliver the results in the form of
VMT reductions, not parking demand reduction. A TDM measure seeks to manage the demand for
travel by drive alone private car (SOV), rather than catering to that demand, or managing the road
system on which vehicles travel. TDM measures are aimed at influencing mode choice, trip length, the
frequency of trips and the route taken. They originated from commuter-based programs aimed at
shifting commuters from drive alone travel choices to other modes, including carpooling and vanpooling
and can be applied to meeting specific goals, namely, to reduce congestion, to improve air quality or to
reduce the reliance on energy (FHWA, 2012). In general, TDM has been associated with addressing
congestion as a result of commuting.

By contrast, PDM measures - particularly those associated with residential development, seek to
decrease SOV ownership by implementing effective transportation alternatives. The discussion section
included in the analysis of each PDM strategy adds context to the anticipated parking impacts by
reviewing relevant research and extrapolating from them for the proposed Project.

Most studies analyze PDM policies at the city-wide or regional levels.

Very little analysis of the effectiveness of PDM strategies at the project level has been published. This is
likely due to the fact that many PDM strategies are considered and/or implemented by local
governments as opposed to individual residential, commercial, or industrial project developers. Project
developers are often beholden to the parking policies in effect at the time that entitlements or building
permits are sought for their individual projects and, therefore, the formulation and study of PDM
strategies is driven by municipal, regional, and state-based governance bodies. This, of course, does
not imply that PDM strategies are ineffective at the project-level but that, for the purposes of this report,
their effectiveness has to be translated from what is known about their functionality at a larger scale to
what the report infers about their functionality at the project scale.



Managing parking demand (as opposed to simply reducing trip generation) by limiting
or eliminating the automobile parking spaces available to residential developments is a
re-emergent technique in the 21st century.

Uniquely, residential areas are the points where SOVs are parked for the longest duration and where
owners of said SOVs will leave their vehicles should other TDM strategies (e.g., enhanced public
transportation) prove effective (Khalig, 2015). Since the invention and wide adoption of SOVs as
Americans’ primary form of transportation, policies seeking to limit vehicle ownership have not been
tested in the public or private sphere. Therefore, best practices for strategies to limit vehicles
associated with private, leased residential units are largely still unknown and, at the very least, have not
been published in any widely distributed periodical.

Where limiting or eliminating off-street parking tied to a specific residential location is studied, it is
usually in the context of homeownership and perceptions of perceived home value and not as a
variable in the selection of a rental unit (e.g., Stubbs, 2002). In general, residential parking policy
suffers from the biggest dearth of research evidence (Marsden, 2006). What's more, even less
evidence exists to support or negate the effectiveness of integrating supporting amenities such as
ample bicycle parking, innovative delivery systems, and targeted marketing on the elasticity of SOV
ownership.

Existing Conditions

The Project site comprises three adjacent trapezoidal lots, zoned C2-1-0, with 90 feet of frontage along
South Main Street, currently improved with two one-story single-family dwellings and one garage. To
the north are two apartment buildings — one three-story building with six units, and one two-story
building with four units, also zoned C2-1-O. To the south is a two-story mixed-use building with two
dwelling units and office space, also zoned C2-1-O. Across the alley to the east are two two-story
apartment buildings, each containing four units and zoned RD1.5-1-0.





















Bicycle Infrastructure

The proposed development includes both 40 long term and 5 short term bicycle parking spaces.
Studies have shown that having functional and conveniently located long and short-term bicycle parking
in a development encourages the use of bicycles as an alternative form of transportation to the
automobile. In particular, this is true in a community like Venice, which is relatively flat and which
features a broad array of bicycle infrastructure.

The subject property is located approximately 310 linear feet from a Metro Bike Share station at
Windward Avenue and Main Street, and 1,280 linear feet from a Metro Bike Share station at Abbot
Kinney Boulevard and Santa Clara Avenue. Main Street, directly fronting the subject property, as well
as nearby Windward Avenue, Market Street, Grand Boulevard, and Venice Way all feature Tier 2
dedicated bike lanes. Abbot Kinney Boulevard, 1,280 feet from the site, is a “sharrowed” route,
meaning that cars must share the road equally with bicycles. At 1,450 linear feet from the project site,
Venice Boulevard, which is identified by the Mobility 2035 Plan as a “Comprehensive Transit Enhanced
Street,” features a Tier 1 protected bicycle lane as part of the City’s ongoing effort to enhance its
transportation networks. The Marvin Braude Coastal Bike Trail, approximately 1,200 linear feet from the
subject property, is a Class 1 bikeway which extends from Will Rogers State Beach in the Pacific
Palisades all the way to Torrance Beach in the South Bay.

Public Transit

The area is served by various public transit options as well. On Main Street, 160 feet from the project
site, the Santa Monica BBB 18 line, which serves Marina Del Rey, as well as Santa Monica and UCLA,
has a stop. Nearby Windward Circle also hosts stops for the Santa Monica BBB 1 Bus Line, which
serves Venice, Downtown Santa Monica, Mid City Los Angeles and UCLA, and the LA Metro 33 Line,
which serves Downtown Santa Monica, Culver City, and Downtown Los Angeles. Additionally, the
Downtown Santa Monica Metro E line station, a 12-minute bike ride from the site, represents High
Quality Transit and serves Santa Monica, Culver City, Downtown Los Angeles, and East LA.

SCAG’s High Quality Transit Areas

This section of Venice is also identified on a regional planning level by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) as a High Quality Transit Area (HTQA). These are areas that are
within one half-mile of major transit stops (sites containing an existing rail or bus rapid transit station or
the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or
less during peak commute periods) or high-quality transit corridors (corridors with fixed route bus
service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours).

The purpose of the HQTA designation is to promote Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), reduce
congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, and align with broader regional planning goals aimed at
creating more livable, equitable, and sustainable communities in Southern California. It allows for
coordinated land use and transportation planning efforts to support efficient and accessible transit
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App-based ridesharing services can reduce the demand for automobile ownership by providing
convenient transportation options without the hassle of ownership, such as parking, maintenance, and
insurance. Users can request a ride whenever they need one, eliminating the need to own a car for
occasional or specific trips. For many people, using ridesharing services can be more cost-effective
than owning a car. Additionally ridesharing offers flexibility in terms of vehicle type and size, catering to
a wide range of transportation needs without the commitment of owning a specific type of vehicle.

Services such as Lyft and Uber have become ubiquitous in most cities in the United States, and the
Venice area of Los Angeles is a prime example of where such services can facilitate a life free of
automobile ownership. Additionally, within the Venice area, LADOT operates LAnow, its own
on-demand rideshare app.

Active Commuting

Additional evidence of the availability and feasibility of non-single-occupancy vehicle transportation is
captured in a profile of the relevant census tract on the Healthy Places Index (HPI) which uses data
from the American Community Survey to tabulate the health of California’s census tracts relative to the
state, county, and city as a whole. As shown in the figure below, the HPI rates the Census Tract
2735.02 highly (the 89th percentile for California tracts) for a characteristic it calls “Active Commuting”
citing that 19.1% of the Census Tract’'s workers (16 years and older) commute to work by transit,
walking, or cycling. This is compared to 8.99% who do so on a statewide level, 9.65% who do so on a
countywide level, and 14% who do so on a citywide level.

Figure 6: Healthy Places Index: Active Commuting,
Census Tract 2733
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Parking Generation

In order to establish the expected base parking demand for the subject Project, the consultant team
used data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Parking Generation Manual 5th Edition. The
Parking Generation Manual includes a complete set of searchable electronic files including land use
descriptions and data plots for all available combinations of land uses, time periods, independent
variables, and settings. The information is based on parking generation studies submitted voluntarily to
ITE by public agencies, developers, consulting firms, student chapters, and associations. The Parking
Generation Manual provides access for users to the ITEParkGen web app. This desktop application
allows electronic access to the entire parking generation dataset with numerous filtering capabilities
including site setting (i.e., rural, general urban/suburban, dense multi-use urban, center city core),
geographic location, age of data, and development size. Instructions for using ITEParkGen are included
within the app. While data from the Parking Generation Manual must be interpreted and applied using
sound professional judgment, the report contains the best available data on the subject of parking
demand related to land use.

The setting in which the proposed Project is sited is characterized as “Dense Multi-Use Urban” by the
Parking Generation Manual which defines this setting as “a fully developed area (or nearly so), with
diverse and interacting complementary land uses, good pedestrian connectivity, and convenient and
frequent transit. This area type can be a well-developed urban area outside a major metropolitan
downtown or a moderate size urban area downtown. The land use mix typically includes office, retail,
residential, and often entertainment, hotel, and other commercial uses. The residential uses are
typically multifamily or single-family on lots no larger than one-fourth of an acre. The commercial uses
often have little or no setback from the sidewalk. Because the motor vehicle still represents the primary
mode of travel to and from the area, there typically is on-street parking and often off-street public
parking. The complementary land uses provide the opportunity for short trips within the Dense
Multi-Use Urban area, made convenient by walking, biking, or transit. The area is served by significant
transit (either rail or bus) that enables a high level of transit usage to and from area development (ITE
Parking Generation Manual, 2019).”

Base Parking Demand: High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurants

The ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition describes High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurants in
the following manner: “This land use consists of sit-down, full-service eating establishments with a
typical duration of stay of 60 minutes or less. They are commonly referred to as casual dining. This type
of restaurant is usually moderately priced and frequently belongs to a restaurant chain. Generally, these
restaurants serve lunch and dinner; they may also be open for breakfast and are sometimes open 24
hours a day. These restaurants typically do not accept reservations. A patron commonly waits to be
seated, is served by wait staff, orders from a menu, and pays after the meal. Some facilities offer
carry-out for a small proportion of its customers. Some facilities within this land use may also contain
lounge or bar areas for serving food and alcoholic drinks. The analysis of parking demand for this land
use has identified different parking demand rates between high-turnover restaurants with and without
lounges. The term “family restaurant” is used interchangeably as an abbreviated version of
“high-turnover (sit-down) restaurant without lounge or bar facilities (/TE Parking Generation Manual,
2019).”
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Based on this definition and the programming of the Project’s commercial spaces, the groundfloor
restaurants qualify as “High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurants” intended to serve Venice locals and
visitors. Restaurant 1 and Restaurant 2 at 1410-1422 Main Street contain 1,873 square feet and 1,237
square feet of gross restaurant floor area, respectively designed to be occupied by high-turnover
(sit-down) restaurant operators.

The ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition data found that at high turnover (sit-down) restaurant
developments in the Dense, Multi-use Urban Setting, the hours of peak parking demand occur on
weekdays between 12pm and 1pm, and between 6pm and 8pm, with between 75 and 100% of the
parking capacity occupied. On Saturdays, peak demand is between 10am and 12pm and also between
6pm and 9pm. It's worth noting that the actual peak hours for the groundfloor restaurants proposed for
the subject property may be different than those reflected in the ITE Parking Generation Manual as they
are intended to serve a brunch crowd which typically sees peak patronage on Saturdays and Sundays
between noon and 4pm.

Among ten high turnover (sit-down) restaurant sites containing an average of 3,400 square feet of
gross floor area per site, the average weekday parking demand for the peak period ranged from
3.13-12.41 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area, with an average rate of 6.47 vehicles per
1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Across the sites surveyed, the ITE Manual finds that 33% of the
parking is occupied at a rate of 4.57 occupied parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
while 85% is occupied at a rate of 12.37 occupied parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor
area. At this rate, the anticipated peak period parking demand per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
devoted to the high turnover (sit-down) restaurant use within the proposed Project would be 3.13-12.41
vehicles or 5.86-23.24 at Restaurant 1 and 3.87-15.35 at Restaurant 2 during their respective peak
hours.

Data for high turnover (sit-down) restaurant parking demand is available for Saturdays when the peak
hours are between 10am and 12pm, and between 6pm and 9pm. Again, it's worth noting that the actual
peak hours for the groundfloor restaurants proposed for the subject property may be different than
those reflected in the ITE Parking Generation Manual as they are intended to serve a brunch crowd
which typically sees peak patronage on Saturdays and Sundays between noon and 4pm. During this
time, parking occupancy ranges from 3.60-12.05 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area, with
an average rate of 7.19 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. For the subject Project, this
equates to a parking demand of 6.74-22.57 vehicles for Restaurant 1, 4.58-15.34 vehicles for
Restaurant 2, and an additional 1.68-5.93 vehicles for the groundfloor shared outdoor eating space.

Weekday Base Parking Demand: High Turnover (Sit-Down)

Average Peak Parking Demand Rate 12.37 per 1,000 sf GFA"

Project’'s Number of Units 1,873 + 1,237 + 467 sf GFA'

Base Peak Parking Demand Generated | 44 automobiles

Table 4: Base Parking Demand: High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant
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The ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition found that for fast-food restaurants without
drive-through windows in the Dense, Multi-use Urban Setting, the hours of peak parking demand occur
on weekdays between 11am and 1pm. It's worth noting that the actual peak hours for the groundfloor
restaurants proposed for the subject property may be different than those reflected in the ITE Parking
Generation Manual as they are intended to serve a brunch crowd which typically sees peak patronage
on Saturdays and Sundays between noon and 4pm. During weekday peak hour for parking demand,
the average weekday parking demand ranged from 6.58-15.05 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area, with an average rate of 9.61 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Across the
sites surveyed, the /ITE Manual finds that 33% of the parking is occupied at a rate of 8.42 occupied
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area while 85% is occupied at a rate of 15.05
occupied parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. At this rate, the anticipated peak
period parking demand per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area devoted to the shared take-out space
within the proposed Project would be 6.58-15.05 vehicles or 1.92-4.39 parked vehicles during its
respective weekday peak hours.

As stated above, to best determine the weekend peak hour parking demand for the take-out restaurant
space, this analysis uses the “Fast-Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Window” category. The ITE
Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition data found that fast-food restaurants with drive-through
windows in the Dense, Multi-use Urban Setting, the hours of peak parking demand occur on Saturdays
between 12pm and 2pm, and Sundays between 12pm and 3pm with between 85 and 100% of the
parking capacity occupied between 12 and 2pm, regardless of the day. It's worth noting that the actual
peak hours for the groundfloor restaurants proposed for the subject property may be different than
those reflected in the ITE Parking Generation Manual as they are intended to serve a brunch crowd
which typically sees peak patronage on Saturdays and Sundays between noon and 4pm.

Among three fast-food restaurants with drive-through windows (in dense, multi-use urban settings)
containing an average of 3,400 square feet of gross floor area per site, the average weekday parking
demand for the peak period ranged from 4.35-8.26 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area,
with an average rate of 6.21 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. The ITE Manual finds
that 33% of the parking is occupied at a rate of 5.07 occupied parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of
gross floor area while 85% is occupied at a rate of 8.26 occupied parking spaces per 1,000 square feet
of gross floor area. At this rate, the anticipated peak period parking demand per 1,000 square feet of
gross floor area devoted to the shared take-out space within the proposed Project would be 4.35-8.26
vehicles or 1.21-2.41 during its respective peak hours.

Data for fast-food restaurants with drive-through windows (in dense, multi-use urban settings) is
available for both Saturdays and Sundays when the peak hours are between 12pm and 3pm. Since the
projected parking demand for Sundays is higher than for Saturdays for this use type in the ITE Manual,
this analysis uses the Sunday peak-hour parking rate of 7.14-11.71 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of
GFA (an average rate of 9.31 vehicles) to project the weekend peak hour parking demand for the
shared take-out space on the Project's ground floor. This equates to a parking demand of 2.08-3.42
vehicles for the groundfloor take-out space.
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Data for quality restaurants in Dense Multi-use Urban settings is available for Saturdays when the peak
hours are between 7pm and 8pm. During this time, parking occupancy ranges from 8.77-23.84
vehicles per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area, with an average rate of 14.08 vehicles per 1,000
square feet of gross floor area. For the subject Project, this equates to a parking demand of 8.77-23.84
or 10.56-28.7 vehicles for Restaurant 3 during its peak hour on Saturdays.

Friday Base Parking Demand: Quality Restaurant

Average Peak Parking Demand Rate 9.81 per 1,000 sf GFA™"

Project's Number of Units 1,204 sf GFA'

Base Peak Parking Demand Generated | 12 automobiles

Table 8: Base Parking Demand: Quality Restaurant
Source: ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition
(1) square feet of Gross Floor Area

Saturday Base Parking Demand: Quality Restaurant

Average Peak Parking Demand Rate 14.08 per 1,000 sf GFA™"

Project’s Number of Units 1,204 sf GFA'

Base Peak Parking Demand Generated | 17 automobiles

Table 9: Base Parking Demand: Quality Restaurant
Source: ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition
(1) square feet of Gross Floor Area

Base Parking Demand: Market Rate Residential Units

The proposed development Project is mixed-use, combining nineteen mid-rise multifamily residential
units (four of them reserved as affordable units) with three restaurant uses. The Parking Generation
Manual describes the mid-rise multifamily residential as “housing that includes apartments,
townhouses, and condominiums located within the same building with at least three other dwelling units
and with between three and 10 levels (floors) of residence.”

The ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition data found that in dense, multi-use urban mid-rise
multifamily housing developments, the hours of peak parking demand occur on weekdays between
10pm and 5am with between 90 and 100% of the parking capacity occupied. Among 62 dense,
multi-use urban sites (without rail transit within half of a mile) containing an average of 104 dwelling
units per site, the average parking demand for the peak period ranged from 0.17-2.72 vehicles per
dwelling unit with a 33rd percentile rate of 0.63 occupied parking spaces per unit and an 85th percentile
rate of 1.27 occupied parking spaces per unit. At this rate, the anticipated peak period parking demand
per dwelling unit of the proposed Project would be 0.17-2.72 vehicles per dwelling unit or 2.55-40.8
total occupied parking spaces during the peak hours.
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According to ITE Parking Generation Manual data, dense, multi-use urban mid-rise multifamily housing
developments that are not located within a half-mile of rail transit had an average occupancy rate of
0.85 vehicles per market rate dwelling unit on Saturdays between 11pm and 7am and 1.00 vehicles per
market rate dwelling unit on Sundays between 11pm and 7am.

The ITE Parking Generation Manual also correlates the ratio of occupied parking spaces with the
number of occupied dwelling units for dense, multi-use urban mid-rise multifamily housing
developments that are not within a half-mile of rail transit. For the peak hour (Monday through Friday,
10pm-5am), across 51 studies averaging 88 occupied dwelling units per site, the average rate of
occupied parking spaces per occupied dwelling unit was 0.77 vehicles per occupied unit with a 33rd
percentile rate of 0.17 vehicles per occupied unit and an 85th percentile rate of 1.54 vehicles per
occupied unit. For the proposed development, that translates to an anticipated parking ratio of
0.17-1.54 parking spaces per occupied dwelling unit or 2.55-23.1 total vehicles per occupied market
rate dwelling unit during peak hours.

Base Parking Demand: Market Rate Residential Units’

Average Peak Parking Demand Rate 0.9 spaces per dwelling unit

Project’s Number of Units 15 market rate dwelling units

Base Peak Parking Demand Generated | 14 automobiles

Table 10: Base Parking Demand: Market Rate Residential Units
Source: ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition
(1) Four of the Project’s 19 dwelling units will be restricted to Very Low Income households

Base Parking Demand: Affordable Residential Units

As stated above, the proposed development combines fifteen market rate residential units with four
units of affordable residential units, and three restaurant uses. The ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th
Edition defines affordable housing as “all multifamily housing that is rented at below market rate to
households that include at least one employed member (/ITE Parking Generation Manual, 2019).” The
Parking Generation Manual offers separate data plots and statistics for subsets of the affordable
housing database: sites with income limitations for its tenants, sites with minimum age thresholds for its
tenants (i.e., senior housing), and sites comprised entirely of single-room-only units. The proposed
affordable housing units fall within the first category: “sites with income limitations for its tenants.” As a
standard condition of its approval, the Project will be required to execute a covenant to the satisfaction
of the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) to make four restricted affordable units available to
Very Low Income Households.

According to ITE Parking Generation Manual data from 19 studies with an average of 109 units per

study site, dense, multi-use urban mid-rise affordable multifamily housing developments that are not
located within a half-mile of rail transit had an average occupancy rate of 0.53 vehicles per unit with
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33rd and 85th percentiles ranging from 0.46-1.00 occupied parking spaces per affordable dwelling unit.
For the proposed development, that translates to an occupancy rate of 1.84-4 automobile parking
spaces for the affordable units during peak parking demand periods.

The ratio of occupied parking spaces to occupied affordable housing units in dense, multi-use urban
mid-rise affordable multifamily housing developments averages 0.55 vehicles per occupied affordable
housing unit. This data was collected from 17 studies averaging 113 occupied dwelling units per study.

Base Parking Demand: Affordable Residential Units

Average Peak Parking Demand Rate 0.53 spaces per affordable dwelling unit

Project’'s Number of Units 4 affordable dwelling units

Base Peak Parking Demand Generated | 2 automobiles

Table 11: Base Parking Demand: Affordable Residential Units
Source: ITE Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition

Parking Demand Management Strategies

Municipalities and developers have three options to address parking demand (see Table 12 below).
They can increase the parking supply. They can manage the existing supply. And they can discourage
the use of single-occupant vehicles. Table 12 lists these three approaches along with examples of
each. The Project employs all three strategies by including providing 24 parking spaces for its
residential dwelling units (using an “unbundled” parking model) and four parking spaces for its
commercial restaurants while also providing dedicated onsite micromobility for use of its residents,
increased bicycle parking facilities, fully subsidizing the use of public transportation for its residents,
and by volunteering a local hire condition for its restaurant employees.
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Residential Parking Demand Management Strategies
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5-12.5% VMT reduction (CAPCOA, 2010)
5-12.5% reduction in GHG emissions (CAPCOA, 2010)
Reduces run-off and water quality impacts
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Reduction in collective transportation costs
Health benefits of active mobility modes
Increase in use of public transportation
Reduced traffic congestion
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Commercial Parking Demand Management Strategy
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Conclusion

The study finds that, at most periods of operation, there is adequate parking inventory to support the
demand generated by the planned Project in the form of dedicated onsite parking spaces and publicly
available on- and off-street parking. Based upon parking demand estimates gathered from the ITE
Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition, the residential uses in the planned Project are well-supported
by the onsite residential automobile and bicycle parking provided. However, during midday summer
weekend periods, the area’s existing parking supplies are strained. Some amount of the midday
summer weekend parking demand generated by the restaurant uses may be reduced by the Project’s
volunteered local hire policy. Additionally, the City and surrounding region include existing and planned
infrastructure to support the use of alternative transportation modes for visitors to the coast.

Findings
e There is adequate parking supply in publicly- and privately-owned parking lots surrounding the
weekday and weekend evening hours for excess parking demand generated by the restaurant
and residential uses.

e Commercial operators on and around Main Street don’t generally provide parking for their
commercial patrons.

e Parking Demand Management Strategies such as local hire policies for the restaurants’
employees can reduce commercial parking demand.

e Existing and planned infrastructure support resident and visitor alternatives to automobile
transportation.
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Appendix B: Ridy Shared Micromobility Product and Service
Information
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Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose and Scope: Three on the Tree, LLC retained SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) to
prepare a Historical Resource Assessment (HRA) for the property (Assessor Parcel No. [APN] 4238-012-
005) located at 1422 Main Street, also known as 1418 Main Street (subject property) in the City and County
of Los Angeles, California (City). Located on the property is a one-story single-family residence
constructed in 1921. Three on the Tree, LLC proposes to demolish and redevelop the subject property. This
HRA includes the following: 1) the results of a cultural resource records search and literature review, 2) an
intensive-level built environment survey, 3) a site history, and 4) an evaluation to determine if the property
is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources (CRHR), and/or designation as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM),
and therefore constitutes a historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The methodology for this HRA complies with best professional practices as well as the current
requirements defined by the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic
Resources. '

Dates of Investigation: SWCA received results of a California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) records search (within a 500-foot radius of the subject property) at the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton on July 15, 2021. SWCA conducted
an intensive-level survey of the subject property on June 10, 2021, and completed archival research in
June 2021.

Survey Findings: According to the CHRIS records search, there were two previous cultural resource
studies and two previously recorded or evaluated cultural resources within a 500-foot radius of the subject

property.

In April 2015 SurveyL A recorded the property as part of the simultaneously identified potential Lost Venice
Canals Historic District. Because the property was not visible from the public right-of-way, its contributor
status to the district was undetermined. In August 2015 Jenna Snow prepared a HRA including the property
and assigned it California Historical Resources Status Code 67, meaning it was found ineligible for the
NRHP, CRHR, and local designation through survey evaluation.

As part of the current assessment, SWCA utilized two of the SurveyL A historical contexts: 1) Pre-
Consolidation Communities of Los Angeles, 1862-1932 Context; Venice, 1901-1925 Theme, Life in
Independent Venice Sub-Theme; Residential Single-Family, Bungalow/House Property Type; and 2)
Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980 Context; Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895-1930 Theme, and
Craftsman, 1905-1930 Sub-Theme; Residential Single-Family Property Type.

Based on the following investigation and analysis, the rear building at 1422 Main Street is not individually
eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM. Constructed in
1921 as a single-family dwelling, the subject property is not individually eligible for the NRHP, the CRHR,
and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria A/1/1 (Event) as it lacks sufficient integrity to
convey a strong visual sense of the overall historic environment of pre-consolidation independent Venice
and the Lost Venice Canals Historic District. Research to date did not reveal the property to have an
association with significant persons (Criteria B/2/2 - Persons). The property is not individually eligible for
the NRHP, the CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria C/3/3
(Design/Construction) because it lacks sufficient integrity to convey the Craftsman style. Lastly, Criteria
D/4 (information potential) is applied most commonly to buildings, structures, or objects that have been

! City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources. July 2017. “Requirements for
Phase 1 Historical Resource Assessment Reports.”
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used as a source of archacological data and are believed to contain more, as yet unretrieved data; the subject
property was not evaluated under these criteria because evaluation under Criteria D/4 is generally conducted
by archaeologists, and this report does not include an evaluation under Criteria D/4 for this reason.
Furthermore, the property is not a contributor to the Lost Venice Canals Historic District because the
numerous alterations have resulted in loss of sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the Lost
Venice Canals Historic District.

Disposition of Data: The final HRA and any subsequent related reports will be submitted to Three on the
Tree, LLC; copies will be submitted to the SCCIC at California State University, Fullerton, and retained by
SWCA’s Pasadena, California, office. All field notes, photographs, and records related to the current study
are also on file at the SWCA Pasadena office.

SWCA Environmental Consultants ii



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

This page intentionally left blank.

SWCA Environmental Consultants



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY I
I. INTRODUCTION 1
II. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS 5
III. REGULATORY SETTING S
FEDERAL REGULATIONS ..ottt ettt et et e e e eseeea e easaneeeneeasessesseanseeseeanans 5
STATE REGULATIONS ...ttt e sttt e et s e e e e e e e eseenesaeenes 6
LOCAL REGULATIONS ... .ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt et e teeaeaabesea et anbesesensaseaneenseareeasesaesseans 7
IV. RESEARCH AND FIELD METHODOLOGY ...cuiciniinnmmensnrcsensrssssossassssssosssssssssrossasessnssse 8
CULTURAL RESOURCE RECORD SEARCH ......c.ooiiiiieet ettt et 9
ADDITIONAL RESEARCH ....cotiiiiiie ettt sttt ettt aesea e abaseeereaaeeenanes 10
V. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION .....cccovstserercssreresniesnsesasancsencss 11
VI. HISTORIC AND NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT.....cccociivininsiinsinsensssssosanssssssssssssssssssssesssssssasesons 15
VENICE ..ttt ettt b e st e e st etk e e e e et se e et e sesaeemeenesneareeanesarenees 15
ABBOT KINNEY BOULEVARD ..ottt ettt st e st snnesaenes 17
VENICE OF AMERICA ...ttt et sttt e 19
VII. ARCHITECTURAL TYPE . . . 21
CRAFTSMAN, 19051930ttt ettt et e bt b et e e st abeste e e abeeeaeseeabeeanassaaneennas 21
VIII. SITE HISTORY ..cooiererecervrcscrressnsisssasesentsssesssossrsssasssssassssrsssssasessassne 25
IX. EVALUATION...ciiiniiiniienensnissessnsasssesssans . . 29
SURVEY LA ettt ettt et sttt et e e s e st e e e emee s et seeemeease s et eme e sesnneneeaseaneeseeemeennens 29
NRHP, CRHR, AND HCM ELIGIBILITY ....coooiiiiiiirieeriir et erreesteesreeeseraessaeassn e assresanena s 31
X. CONCLUSION....uuvirrririrensicncssnsncsasssesessarans 32
REFERENCES CITED 33
Figures
Figure 1. Project vicinity map, 1:800,000 SCALE. .......cceeeciieiiiiieiir e ciee st etreeieeecveesreeesenaearaeseebaeeereas 1
Figure 2. Project location on the USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle, .............ccoooiiiiiiieiiiiieiceeee e 3
Figure 3. Project location on 2020 aerial photography, 1:5,000 scale. ........ccoooieiieiiiiiierec e 4
Figure 4. West (primary) facade, view northeast (SWCA, June 2021)......ccccvevivverivcrercrincennreenereeeaneanes 12
Figure 5. Detail of primary entry, view east (SWCA, June 2021). ....cocooriiiiiiininiitec et 12
Figure 6. South facade, view west (SWCA, JUNE 2021). ...viviivorieiieriereeieeieereesee e snessre e sneas 13
Figure 7. East (rear) facade, view west (SWCA, JUNe 2021 )....cccveiviiiiirierienriereeeeer e eere e esraesinesnesnnes 13
SWCA Environmental Consultants iv



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

Figure 8. NOTth faCAAE, ..ocvveciieeiiiiirereee ettt et ettt s e e s rn e e rseesresseeseeaseaeneesnseensennsensaess 14
Figure 9. Rear of property, view west (SWCA, June 2021). ...occoviiiiiieiineee et 14
Figure 10. Venice of America tract, subdivided 1905 (County of Los Angeles, Department of

Public Works). Subject property (Lot 5, Block 7) at lower left shaded in gray. .......c..ccccovververnnnnen, 20

Figure 11. 1422 Main Street, as depicted in the 1950 edition of the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps
of Los Angeles, Venice District (Sanborn Fire Insurance Map Company 1950; sheet 77).

Subject property Shaded IN SIAY. .c.oeiiiiiiei ettt ettt ebeesbe e beeeabeeaeaa 27
Figure 12. Permit for addition, 1951 (LADBS, Permit No. 2282, September 26, 1951)....c.c.ccoveevrrenene. 34
Figure 13. Permit for garage demolition, 1986 (LADBS, Permit No. 64004). ......ccccoviiiinieniiieceireeene 34

Tables
Table 1. Previous cultural resource studies within 500 feet of the subject property. ......ccveeveeveevinerveennenne. 9
Table 2. Previously recorded resources within 500 feet of the subject property........cccceevveevivivcvieccceiecnenn, 9
Table 3. Building Permits on File with City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety for
TA22 IMATN SEEEOL. ..ttt ettt ettt et e bt e st e st e s st e e bt e bt esbeaabbaaaseeasesaeeenseensanns 28
Appendices

Appendix A. Resumes of Key Staff
Appendix B. State of California Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 Forms
Appendix C. Key Building Permits

SWCA Environmental Consultants v



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

.  INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Scope: Three on the Tree, LLC retained SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) to
prepare a Historical Resource Assessment (HRA) for the property (Assessor Parcel No. [APN] 4238-012-
005) located at 1422 Main Street (subject property) in the City and County of Los Angeles, California
(City). Located on the property is a one-story single-family residence constructed in 1921. Three on the
Tree, LLC proposes to demolish and redevelop the subject property. This HRA includes the following: 1)
the results of a cultural resource records search and literature review, 2) an intensive-level built environment
survey, 3) a site history, and 4) an evaluation to determine if the property is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR),
and/or designation as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM), and therefore constitutes a
historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The methodology
for this HRA complies with best professional practices as well as the current requirements defined by the
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources.’

SWCA Architectural Historian Nelson White conducted the evaluation and authored this assessment.
SWCA Assistant Architectural Historian Millie Mujica conducted a built environment survey of the subject
property. Mr. White has a master’s degree in Historic Preservation and Ms. Mujica has a master’s degree
in Architectural History. SWCA Senior Architectural Historian Joseph Tomberlin, who has a master’s
degree in Historic Preservation, provided quality assurance/quality control. All three meet and exceed the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (PQS) for Architectural History. Resumes
of key staff follow this report as Appendix A.

PROPERTY LOCATION

The subject property is located in the Venice section of the City and County of Los Angeles, California
(Figures 1 through 3). The property occupies a rectangular 0.015-acre parcel on the east side of Main Street,
between Horizon Avenue to the north and Market Street to the south. The parcel consists of Lot 5, Block 7,
in the Venice of America Tract. Although the Los Angeles County Assessor has the property recorded as
1422 Main Street, the residence’s address numbers read as 1418 Main Street.

2 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources. July 2017. “Requirements for
Phase 1 Historical Resource Assessment Reports.”
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. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

The subject property at 1422 Main Street is not listed individually in the NRHP, CRHR, nor designated as
a Los Angeles HCM. The property is not located within a designated Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
(HPOZ).

The property is located within the geographic area covered by the Historic Resources Survey Report: Venice
Community Plan Area (CPA), which was completed on behalf of the City of Los Angeles OHR for
SurveyLA.? The Survey Report was prepared by Historic Resources Group (HRG) and was conducted
between November 2013 and February 2014. The property is located within the identified Lost Venice
Canals Historic District, which SurveyLA identified in 2015. The district was identified as eligible for
federal, state, and local listing under Criteria A/1/1 as “a unique example of early-20" century residential
development oriented around the original Venice canals developed by Venice of America founder Abbot
Kinney,” with a period of significance from 1904-1929.% At the time, the subject property was not visible
from the public right-of-way and therefore its contributor status was undetermined.

In August 2015 Jenna Snow surveyed and evaluated the subject property in her report Historic Resource
Assessment: 202 E. Horizon Avenue, 208 E. Horizon Avenue, 1414 Main Street, 1422 Main Street, Los
Angeles, CA (2015 HRA). The 2015 HRA assigned the property California Historical Resources Status
Code 67, meaning it was “found ineligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, and for local designation through
survey evaluation.” It determined that although the property was built during the period of significance, it
did not possess sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the identified district.

The California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search indicated that prior to
SurveyLA, the property had not been recorded and evaluated.

lll. REGULATORY SETTING

This section discusses the applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
informing the identification of eligible historical resources.

Federal Regulations
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES (NRHP)

The NRHP was established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as “an authoritative guide to
be used by Federal, State, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s
cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or
impairment” (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 60.2). The NRHP recognizes properties that are
significant at the national, state, and local levels. In general, a resource must be 50 years of age to be
considered for the NRHP, unless it satisfies a standard of exceptional importance. To be eligible for listing
in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering,
or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential significance must also possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. A property is eligible
for the NRHP if it is significant under one or more of the following criteria:

3 Historic Resources Group, Historic Resources Survey Report: Venice Community Plan Area (Prepared for SurveyL A,
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, March 2015).

4 Historic Resources Group, Venice Report: Historic Districts and Multi-Property Resources. (Prepared for SurveyLA,
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, April 2015), 3.
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e Criterion A: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history;

e Criterion B: It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past;

e Criterion C: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; and/or

e Criterion D: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition to meeting these criteria, a property must retain historic integrity, which is defined in National
Register Bulletin 15 as the “ability of a property to convey its significance.”” In order to assess integrity,
the National Park Service recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, considered together, define historic
integrity. To retain integrity, a property must possess several, if not all, of these seven qualities:

1. Location — the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic
event occurred;

2. Design — the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a
property;

3. Setting — the physical environment of a historic property;

4. Materials — the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of
time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property;

5. Workmanship — the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period in history or prehistory;

6. Feeling — a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time;
and

7. Association — the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property.

State Regulations
CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES (CRHR)

Created in 1992 and implemented in 1998, the CRHR is “an authoritative guide in California to be used by
state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to
indicate what properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse
change.”® Certain properties, including those listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP and California Historical Landmarks numbered 770 and higher, are automatically included in the
CRHR. Other properties recognized under the California Points of Historical Interest program, identified
as significant in historical resources surveys, or designated by local landmarks programs may be nominated
for inclusion in the CRHR. A resource, either an individual property or a contributor to a historic district,

3 National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation
(Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, 2002).

® Public Resources Code, Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1.
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may be listed in the CRHR if the State Historical Resources Commission determines that it meets one or
more of the following criteria, which are modeled on NRHP criteria:

e Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

e Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

e Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic

values.

e Criterion 4: It has yiclded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.’

Resources nominated to the CRHR must retain enough of their historic character or appearance to convey
the reasons for their significance. Resources whose historic integrity does not meet NRHP criteria may still
be eligible for listing in the CRHR.

Local Regulations
LOS ANGELES HISTORIC-CULTURAL MONUMENTS (HCM)

Local landmarks in the City of Los Angeles are known as HCMs and are under the aegis of the City of Los
Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources (OHR). An HCM, monument, or local
landmark is defined in the Cultural Heritage Ordinance as follows:

[A] Historic-Cultural Monument (Monument) is any site (including significant trees or
other plant life located on the site), building or structure of particular historic or cultural
significance to the City of Los Angeles, including historic structures or sites in which the
broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, State or community is reflected or
exemplified; or which is identified with historic personages or with important events in the
main currents of national, State or local history; or which embodies the distinguishing
characteristics of an architectural type specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period,
style or method of construction; or a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect
whose individual genius influenced his or her age.®

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY ZONES (HPOZ)

As described by the OHR, “to identify and protect neighborhoods with distinct architectural and cultural
resources, the City...developed an expansive program of Historic Preservation Overlay Zones.... HPOZs,
commonly known as historic districts, provide for review of proposed exterior alterations and additions to
historic properties within designated districts.” The HPOZ Ordinance was adopted in 1979 and amended in
2004. With regard to HPOZ eligibility, City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 175891 states that features
designated as contributing shall meet one or more of the following criteria:

7 public Resources Code, Section 15024.1(c).
¥ Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 22.171.7 (Added by Ordinance No. 178,402, Effective 4/2/07).
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e adds to the Historic architectural qualities or Historic associations for which a property is
significant because it was present during the period of significance, and possesses Historic integrity
reflecting its character at that time; or

e owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, represents an established feature
of the neighborhood, community or city; or

e retaining the building, structure, Landscaping, or Natural Feature, would contribute to the
preservation and protection of an Historic place or area of Historic interest in the City.’

Regarding effects on federal and locally significant properties, the Los Angeles Municipal Code declares
the following:

The department shall not issue a permit to demolish, alter or remove a building or structure
of historical, archaeological or architectural consequence if such building or structure has
been officially designated, or has been determined by state or federal action to be eligible
for designation, on the National Register of Historic Places, or has been included on the
City of Los Angeles list of historic cultural monuments, without the department having
first determined whether the demolition, alteration or removal may result in the loss of or
serious damage to a significant historical or cultural asset. If the department determines
that such loss or damage may occur, the applicant shall file an application and pay all fees
for the California Environmental Quality Act Initial Study and Check List, as specified in
Section 19.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. If the Initial Study and Check List
identifies the historical or cultural asset as significant, the permit shall not be issued without
the department first finding that specific economic, social or other considerations make
infeasible the preservation of the building or structure. '

SURVEYLA, CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING, OFFICE OF
HISTORIC RESOURCES (OHR)

SurveyLA is a citywide survey of Los Angeles overseen by the OHR. Conducted between 2010 and 2017,
field surveys were completed in three phases by Community Plan Area, incorporating over 880,000 legal
parcels and nearly 500 square miles. SurveyLA staff, volunteers, and consultant teams developed multiple-
property documentation-driven historic context statements for themes and property types throughout Los
Angeles. These themes include architecture, city planning, social history, ethnic heritage, politics, industry,
transportation, commerce, and entertainment, among others. These contexts define associated themes,
property types, eligibility standards, character-defining features, and integrity considerations to be used
when evaluating properties.

IV. RESEARCH AND FIELD METHODOLOGY

This evaluation was conducted and completed in accordance with the practices described in the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Historic Preservation, including standards for planning,
identifying, evaluating, and documenting resources. In addition, this report was prepared according to the
requirements of the OHR for historical resource assessments. Applicable federal, state, and local level

? Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 12.20.3.
10 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 91.106.4.5 (Permits for Historical and Cultural Monuments).
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criteria were considered, as well as the context-driven methods and framework used by SurveyLA
documentation efforts.

Cultural Resource Record Search

SWCA received results of a California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search
(within a 500-foot radius of the subject property) at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC)
at California State University, Fullerton on July 15, 2021. In addition to official maps and records, the
following sources of information were consulted as part of the records search:

e National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

e California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)

e (California State Historical Landmarks

e California Points of Historical Interest

e California Historic Resources Inventory (HRI)

e City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs)

PREVIOUSLY CONDUCTED CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES

The CHRIS records search identified two cultural resource studies that had been previously conducted
within a 500-foot radius of the subject property (Table 1).

Table 1. Previous cultural resource studies within 500 feet of the subject property.

SCCIC Proximity
Report Title of Study Author Year to Project
Number Area
LA-05554 Neighborhood History and Archaeological Wible, Leith 1999 Outside

Predictions

Survey LA, Los Angeles Historic Resources ~ Historic
LA-12989 Survey: Historic Resources Survey Report Resources 2015 Inside
Venice Community Plan Area Group

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES

The CHRIS records search identified two cultural resources within a 500-foot radius of the subject property
that had been previously recorded or evaluated (Table 2).

Table 2. Previously recorded resources within 500 feet of the subject property.
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Proximity
Resource Year to
Primary No. Trinomial Tvbe Resource Description Recorded Proiect
yp (Recorder) A )
rea
AT&T Telecommunications
e Facility #950-031-009A — 2005 (K.A. .
P-19-188169 Building 515 1518 Pacific Ave, Venice  Crawford) Outside
90291
Peoples Drug Store, Melton
P-19-188171 Building Bldg, Windward Apts — 75 2005 (K.A. Outside

Windward Ave at 1515 Pacific =~ Crawford)
Ave, Venice 90291

Additional Research

SWCA performed further property and neighborhood-specific research to confirm and/or inform building
construction dates of the subject property and characterize the historical development of the surrounding
area. In addition to reviewing building permits on file with the City of Los Angeles, Department of Building
and Safety, SWCA conducted independent research into historical city directories and U.S. Census records
from 1930 and 1940. However, unknown changes in street and canal names and addresses precluded
verifiable identification of early property owners and/occupants. SWCA also consulted the following digital
archives and organizations to identify relevant historic photographs, newspaper articles, city directories,
and maps:

e Ancestry.com

e Los Angeles Public Library
e  ProQuest

e Sanborn fire insurance maps

As part of the HRA, Ms. Mujica conducted a built environment survey of the subject property on June 10,
2021. The purpose of the survey was to identify and photograph the subject property and to inform its
historical significance evaluation. The field survey consisted of a visual inspection of the existing building
and any associated features. The building was recorded on California Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) 523 series forms, which are included in Appendix B of this report. Ms. Mujica also performed a
reconnaissance survey of the surrounding area to determine the potential for any historic districts and to
identify other similar property types. All field notes, photographs, and records related to the current study
are on file at the SWCA Pasadena office.
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V. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

The following presents a description of the property; this material is excerpted from the 2015 HRA,
completed by Jenna Snow in August 2015. SWCA conducted its own survey on June 10, 2021, to observe
the property’s current condition (Figures 4 through 9).

1422 Main Street is a one story, single family house designed in a Craftsman style and
located mid-block on Main Street. It is not visible from the street due to the high, wood,
fence along the sidewalk line. A shallow yard, at the same elevation as the sidewalk,
between the front, west elevation and fence is paved in concrete. A modified rectangle in
plan, the exterior is finished in rough textured stucco siding with some areas of board and
batten siding at the main, west facade. The front gable roof has wide, overhanging eaves.
Fenestration generally consists of single, vinyl and aluminum, vertical sliding sash.

The main, west facade faces Main Street (Figures 4-5). A low brick wall, topped by a metal
security fence, defines a porch area. The porch steps slightly out from the plane of the
elevation and has a separate front gable roof with a pierced fascia. The main entrance is
defined by a sliding glass and aluminum door. A secondary entrance, consisting of a glass
and aluminum hinged door, is placed north of the main entrance along the west facade
within a small portion of wall finished in wood, board and batten siding. A contemporary,
aluminum, horizontal, sliding window is placed adjacent to the secondary entrance.

The south elevation is built very close to the south property line with the center of the
elevation stepped out (Figure 6). The rear, east elevation contains a single, contemporary,
wood door with glass lights in the south side of elevation (Figure 7). An older, non-
functional, wood door with three lights and a sidelight bump out from the center of the
elevation. The north elevation is not accessible (Figure 9).

Interior
Interior finishes have been altered over time. The living/dining room dominates the interior
along south side of house and features exposed ceiling beams.

As exhibited in the following photos, the west (primary) facade has changed since the 2015 HRA. SWCA
observed that the recessed porch remains but the security fence has been removed. Within the porch a new
metal-framed sliding door has been installed. To the south of the porch a new stucco-clad fagade panel has
been installed that rises above the roof line. Above the gable roof new polished metal panels have been
installed, forming a new downward slope from north to south. On the addition to the north, two new narrow
stucco-clad facade panels have been installed that also rise above the roof line. The small sliding window
remains and the door has been replaced with a commercial-type metal-framed glass door. In between the
two stucco panels are more metal accent panels.
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VI. HISTORIC AND NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

Venice

The subject project is located in the neighborhood of Venice within the City of Los Angeles on the border
of Culver City and Santa Monica. In the early nineteenth century, the land began to be used for cattle
grazing by the Machado family. Augustin Machado and his wife immigrated to Los Angeles from Sonora
in 1781 and were the first family to settle in the Ballona area in 1819."' The Machado family had sole rights
to the area until 1839, when Augustin Machado partnered with brothers Felipe and Tomas Talamantes. '
The Machado and Talamantes families stocked Rancho La Ballona with cattle, planted vineyards and other
crops, and built houses on the land. It is reported that Native Americans who lived near the Machado adobe
and near present-day Loyola University supplied much of the labor for these projects. !’

The Mexican-American War and an influx of new people brought many changes to the ranchos of Los
Angeles, including Rancho La Ballona. As the population of the greater Los Angeles area rapidly expanded,
the price of beef rose dramatically, and crime increased throughout the area.'* The change in government
also led to logistical problems for rancho owners who were forced to engage in difficult and lengthy legal
processes in order to re-secure the title of their land under American authorities. All of these issues, coupled
with a floundering cattle business, forced many rancho owners to sell off their land by the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries.'® In 1874 the Machado family sold most of the 861 acres of their land south
of Pico Boulevard and east of the Pacific Ocean to Nancy Lucas, a widow. The land stayed in Lucas’ hands
until she died in 1881, after which it was passed on to her heirs.

The first major development project in the Ballona area was an attempt by the Santa Fe Railroad to build a
harbor. Work began in 1887 with the construction of a railroad, the dredging of the wetland, and the
construction of two wharfs.'® This investment in infrastructure led to the birth of several towns in the area;
however, the initial venture was a failure, the town and port were never built, and dredging was halted
because of its impracticality.'” This episode represents the beginning of the end for the Ballona wetlands,
which were decimated by further development in the area during the end of the nineteenth and the beginning
of the twentieth centuries.

As the area became more popular among tourists, one well-to-do tobacco tycoon turned developer saw a
golden opportunity to create a lucrative beach resort town. Originally from New Jersey, Abbot Kinney
made his wealth working in his older brother’s tobacco company. In 1880 he decided to relocate to Southern
California, where he became interested in land development.'® After a failure in Pacific Palisades, Kinney
and his partner bought Ocean Park Casino and the surrounding tract of land in 1891. Most of Ocean Park,

' Clementia Marie, “The First Families of La Ballona Valley.” The Historical Society of Southern California
Quarterly. 37, no. 1 (1955), 52.

12 Paula A. Scott, Santa Monica: A History on the Edge (Mt. Pleasant, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2004), 27.

13 Marie, 53.

" Scott, 32.

1% Scott, 34.

16 Brian D. Dillon, Archaeological Impact Assessment of the Price-Costco Plaza Project 18.4 +/- Acres in Culver City,
Los Angeles County, California. Prepared for Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, on file at the Southern Central Coastal
Information Center, 1996, 28.

1 Fred E. Basten, Santa Monica Bay: The First 100 Years. a pictorial history of Santa Monica, Venice, Ocean Park,
Pacific Palisades, Topanga, & Malibu (Los Angeles: General Publishing Group, 1974), 12; Dillon, 28.

'8 Tom Moran, “In Kinney’s Own Words.” www.veniceofamerica.org/pdf/mar_apr_2004_newsletter.pdf. Also, Rob
Sullivan, “An Intimate Look at History.” Los Angeles Times. October 7, 1990.
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as it came to be known, was subdivided into part of the Golden Bay tract which was recorded in 1902."
The Golden Bay tract was developed with a unique layout that included separate streets dedicated for
automobile and pedestrian use. This development method resulted in a parallel plan of “drive streets,” “walk
streets,” and alleys or “courts.” Many subdivisions of Venice that were developed by Kinney exhibit this
plan; however, the walk streets in northern Venice are likely the earliest examples of its implementation.
The plan has been described as an effort on the part of the developers to cut costs, but they also resulted in
a courtyard effect for the small lots and provided children a safe place to play.?

Eventually Kinney and his partners dissolved their property, with Kinney maintaining ownership of the
undeveloped southern half, which included present-day Venice. With this land, Kinney decided to build
Venice of America, a re-creation of Venice, [taly, complete with dredged canals, a Venetian-style business
district, and an auditorium.?' In 1990, West Washington Boulevard between Main Street and Washington
Street was renamed Abbot Kinney Boulevard in his honor.*

The introduction of the Pacific Electric streetcar allowed easier access to Venice of America, resulting in
increased tourism in the area.”® The Pacific Electric car ran along Venice Boulevard and was known as the
“Venice Short Line.” This section, constructed in 1897 by the Pasadena & Pacific Railway Company and
later taken over by Pacific Electric in 1911, was the most used beach line within the Los Angeles metro
system at the time.?* Despite the success of the rail line, Kinney’s Venice of America was on a downward
spiral. In 1912 the California State Board of Health condemned Kinney’s beloved canals as a health hazard
and Kinney was forced to deed them to the City of Venice, who could provide better maintenance; however,
by the 1920s the canals had become no more than public nuisance. In 1924, the City of Venice decided to
adapt the canal system to better fit modern transportation infrastructure, filling them and converting them
to roadways. Though residents fought the plan for several years, during which time Venice was annexed
by the City of Los Angeles, the canals were paved in 1929.%

Kinney’s death in 1920, coupled with the beginning of Prohibition, were the final nails in the coffin for
incorporation of the small resort town. Political infighting within Venice’s government for so many years
had grated on the residents. This climate, coupled with the deteriorating state of public infrastructure,
ultimately led the city trustees to call for a special annexation election on October 2, 1925. The final tally
was 3,130 in favor of incorporation and 2,215 opposed, with some historians theorizing the vote was a
result of resident’s displeasure with the inept government.*® The consolidation with the City of Los Angeles
in 1925 resulted in many improvements in city services as well as the construction of many prominent
buildings such as Venice High School.”’

Even as urbanization continued into the 1920s, development was concentrated in relatively discrete areas
along Lincoln Boulevard, primarily to the south, and along Venice Boulevard and the Pacific Electric route,

1 Historic Resources Group. Historic Resources Survey Report: Venice Community Plan Area. Prepared for City of
Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, March 2015. Also, Jeffrey Stanton, Venice California:
“Coney Island of the Pacific” (Los Angeles: Donahue Publishing, 1993), 9.

0 Ibid.

2! Helaine Olen, Break on Through, Abbot Kinney: Venice, California. The Baffler, 2014, 158. Also, Tom Moran, “In
Kinney’s Own Words.” Available at: www.veniceofamerica.org/pdf/mar_apr_2004_newsletter.pdf. Accessed February 1, 2018,

22 Lisbet Nilson, “A Venice Street Is Named for a Visionary,” Los Angeles Times, October 7, 1990.

23 Friends of the Ballona Wetlands, “Early History.” Available at: http://www.ballonafriends.org/history.html#7.
Accessed February 1, 2018,

* Electric Railway Historical Association (ERHA) of Southern California, “Venice Short Line.” Available at:
http://www.erha.org/pewvs.htm. Accessed February 1, 2018,

Historic Resources Group, 13.
26 Stanton, 134.
27 Historic Resources Group, 14; Olen, 159; Stanton, 143,
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primarily to the west. The northern half of Venice was still characterized by agricultural plots, once part of
grazing lands within the historic Rancho La Ballona. Historical aerial photographs show the agricultural
fields and open lots in the northern half of Venice standing in stark contrast to encroaching developments.
The land use and partitioning pattern established in the 1920s persisted in its basic form into the 1930s, as
depicted in aerial photographs and survey maps created by the Works Progress Administration.

The 1920s brought a new type of development to the area through the growth of the aviation industry.?®
The area where the Santa Monica Airport is now located, just north of Venice, was used as a landing strip
as early as 1917. Though at this early time the runway and landing strip was only a grassy flat area, an
official airport was commissioned by the Army in 1922 and named Clover Field in honor of an American
pilot killed in World War I.?° The area came under ownership of the City of Santa Monica in 1927 and was
then renamed Santa Monica Airport.>* One of the major companies in the aeronautics field at the time was
Douglas Aircraft Company, which operated out of Santa Monica Airport. Douglas Aircraft became known
world-wide when its World Cruiser biplane became the first aircraft to successfully circumnavigate the
globe in the 1920s.

World War II and the growth of the aeronautics industry resulted in a population boom in Venice and
surrounding neighborhoods including West L.A., Culver City, and Santa Monica. The war brought a new
urgency to the aerospace industry, exemplified by the growth of Douglas Aircraft and its intense schedule.
During these years the company employed 44,000 people in three shifts 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
Housing for all the employees became a necessity, resulting in a massive investment in single-family
residential homes in the area surrounding the airport.*!

By the end of the war, Santa Monica, Culver City, Palms, and adjacent areas were bustling blue-collar
neighborhoods and Lincoln Boulevard, Venice Boulevard, and Washington Boulevard had become main
thoroughfares. By 1964 all of the former agricultural lands had been converted into housing tracts or
recreational  facilities, the latter of which includes the Penmar Golf Course
and Park.

Abbot Kinney Boulevard

Abbot Kinney Boulevard was so named in 1990. It was originally known as Lake Street and then sometime
before 1918 the name was changed to Washington Boulevard.*? The development of the street was, like
much of Venice, greatly influenced by the many rail lines and spurs that physically divided the city into
sections.* Present-day Abbott Kinney Boulevard ran immediately south of the Inglewood Line which
followed present-day South Irving Tabor Court and Electric Avenue. The Inglewood Line was built in 1892
primarily as a freight-hauling steam railroad before eventually being electrified for service as an interurban
passenger railroad. ** In addition to the Inglewood Line, Abbot Kinney Boulevard was also served by the
Venice Miniature Railway, a passenger-carrying narrow-gauge steam railway commissioned by Abbot

28 Friends of the Ballona Wetlands 2017; Nathan Masters, “CityDig: When Santa Monica Airport Was Clover Field.”
Los Angeles Magazine, 2014. Available at: http://www.lamag.com/citythinkblog/citydig-when-santa-monica-airport-was-clover-
field/. Accessed February 1, 2018
29
Masters.
% Ibid.

3l City of Santa Monica, “Rich in Aviation History and Heritage.” Available at:
https://www.smgov.net/Departments/Airport/Airport_History.aspx. Accessed February 1, 2018.

32 Daniel Prosser, Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement; Context: Pre-Consolidation Communities of Los
Angeles, 1862-1932 (Prepared for: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, July 2016),
174; Sanborn Map Company, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps: Los Angeles, Venice District (1918), sheets 76, 77, 81, 82, 84, 89,
90; Nancy Hill-Holtzman, “Part of Washington Blvd. to Be Renamed,” Los Angeles Times, February 25, 1990; Nilson.

33 Prosser, 153.

34 Prosser, 151.
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Kinney. The railway, which operated from 1905 to 1924, ran in a loop between Abbot Kinney Boulevard
and the Grand Basin at Windward Avenue.™

The 1918 Sanborn Insurance Maps: Los Angeles, Venice District, the earliest to record the section of Abbot
Kinney Boulevard between Brooks Avenue and Venice Boulevard, reveal relatively sparse development.
Even though Venice was over a decade old, roughly two-thirds of the lots on the street remained vacant. Of
those lots that had been developed, the majority were single-family dwellings, with considerably fewer
multi-family dwellings and commercial buildings.*® The most substantial edifice along the street was the
Venice Grammar school on the site of the present-day Westminster Avenue Elementary School.

During this building boom after World War I Abbot Kinney Boulevard began to shift from a primarily
residential district to a more mixed character “with modest Craftsman cottages from the teens and 1920s
alongside one- to three-story vernacular brick buildings from the 1920s.”*” During these years, the street
became “the general purpose business district that Venice had previously lacked.”*® SurveyL A calls out the
1923 Bundy Building at 1327-1335 Abbot Kinney Boulevard as “a particularly elegant example” of this
era of the street’s commercial development.™

From the beginning of the city’s development, Abbot Kinney Boulevard and the Inglewood Line divided
the primarily white neighborhood of Venice of America to the south from the neighborhood of Oakwood
to the north, where blacks were permitted to live. Washington Boulevard served as such a hard racial barrier
that when Abbott Kinney died in 1920 and willed his home on the Grand Canal to his personal chauffeur,
Irving Tabor, Tabor had to move the house to Oakwood in order to live in it.** One African American
resident, James Thomas, who lived in Oakwood from the 1930s to the 2000s recalled, “...you didn't cross
Washington. Never! We just knew we were outside of where we was supposed to be.”*!

The 1940 WPA Land Use Survey of Abbot Kinney Boulevard, between Venice Avenue and Brooks
Avenue, revealed the effects of these early boom years. While the number of single-family dwellings along
the street stayed relatively constant between 1918 and 1940, the number of multi-family dwellings rose
from 4 to 23. Even more spectacular was the growth of commercial buildings, which rose from only 6 in
1918 to 50 in 1940. Unsurprisingly, the number of vacant lots decreased substantially over the same
period.*

Unfortunately, many of the 1950 Sanborn maps for the street are unavailable; however, the small surviving
section covering three blocks along the north side of the street between Venice Boulevard and California
Avenue suggests that the patterns seen in 1940 continued through the following decade. The most marked
change in this small section of the neighborhood was in commercial development, which grew from only 1
building in 1918, to 12 in 1940, and to 17 in 1950. Meanwhile, the number of single-family dwellings inthe
small sample area, which had nearly tripled between 1918 and 1940, remained effectively unchanged
between 1940 and 1950.%

By the 1950s, the older residential quality of the street had fully given way to a neighborhood-serving
commercial character. About the commercial character of the street, the Historic Resources Survey Report:

33 Historic Resources Group, 9.

36 Sanborn (1918), sheets 76, 77, 81, 82, 84, 89, 90.

37 Historic Resources Group, 28, 46.

38 Prosser, 167-168.

39 Prosser, 168.

40 Andrew Deener, “The ‘Black Section’ of the Neighborhood: Collective Visibility and Collective Invisibility as
Sources of Place Identity,” Ethnography: Its Traditions and Its Future 11, no. 1 (March 2010): 49-50.

41 Deener, 50.

42 Sanborn (1918), sheets 76, 77, 81, 82, 84, 89, 90; City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, WPA Land Use
Survey Map for the Citv of Los Angeles (1940).

43 Sanborn (1918), sheets 89, 90; Sanborn Map Company, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps: Los Angeles, Venice District
(1950), sheets 89, 90; City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning (1940).
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Venice Community Plan Area says: “Primarily serving the African-American residents of nearby Oakwood,
offerings included a beauty salon, markets, repair shops, artist studios, wholesale businesses, and
secondhand thrift stores. The diversity of operations was due in part to the economic limitations of the
surrounding community; ‘merchants had a difficult time surviving solely from retail sales. Many stores on
the street were a mixture of wholesale and retail, and others provided a range of services to increase their
profits and consumer base.” ”* The limited economic desirability of the neighborhood also made the area
attractive to artists. Among the most famous of those who set up shop along West Washington were the
designers Charles and Ray Eames, who, from 1943 to 1988, kept their studio in the former Bay Cities
Garage at present-day 901 Abbot Kinney Boulevard.

By 1990, the Los Angeles Times described the street as having “contained an eclectic mix of artists’ studios,
funky boutiques, antique stores, restaurants and residences.”*® A more recent news article in the Times
describes the street in the 1980s as being marked by an uneasy mixture of “struggling artists” and gang
violence.*® The street was renamed Abbot Kinney Boulevard in 1990, in part to reduce the confusion of the
multiple streets named “Washington” in the immediate area, and because of the efforts of the Abbot Kinney
Boulevard Merchants Association.” Most recently the street has experienced large amounts of commercial
development as it has become a magnet for high-end fashion, dining, and retail, all part of a larger trend of
socio-economic change in Venice that many scholars and neighborhood activists have called
“gentrification.”*®

Venice of America

The subject property is legally defined as Lot 5 of Block 7 in the Venice of America tract. The tract was
subdivided in 1905 by the Abbot Kinney Company (Figure 10). The irregularly shaped tract was roughly
bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean, on the east by the Los Angeles Pacific Railroad right-of-way,
on the north by Westminster Avenue, and on the south by Mildred Avenue and the Los Angeles Pacific
Railroad right-of-way. There were 24 blocks and approximately 617 lots, with additional lots not to be
dedicated. Most lots were rectangular. Lot size varied in shape and size. The typical size lot was 30 feet
wide by 95 feet deep. Arguably chief among its characteristics was the network of six canals (now filled
in). The 1918 Sanborn Insurance Maps of Santa Monica, Including Venice, the earliest available to record
the tract, illustrates sparse development throughout. Historical aerial images reveal that by 1928, the
majority of the tract had been developed. By 1963 the Venice of America tract was heavily developed and
by 1977 roads appear to have replaced rail lines.

4 Historic Resources Group, 16.

45 Hill-Holtzman, 1990.

46 Martha Groves, “Abbot Kinney Boulevard’s Renaissance a Mixed Blessing,” Los Angeles Times, October 25, 2013.
47 Hill-Holtzman, 1990.

4 Qlen, 156-163.
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VIl. ARCHITECTURAL TYPE
Craftsman, 1905-1930

The following presents a historical overview of Craftsman architecture in Los Angeles; this material is
excerpted from the Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement: Architecture and Engineering: Arts
and Crafts Movement, 1895—1930, completed by GPA Consulting on behalf of OHR for SurveyL A in 2016.

Craftsman architecture reflected the Arts and Crafts movement’s conscious search for the
supposed simplicity of a pre-industrial time when objects revealed the skill and
craftsmanship of the laborer and, further, a rejection of the highly ornamented Victorian
aesthetic. The Craftsman style applied to more than the building envelope; architects
designed everything in harmony, from the furniture and fixtures to the landscape. The
“ultimate bungalows” of the Craftsman style were usually two stories in height and custom
designed by architects working closely with local artisans.*’ Later, the aesthetics of the
Craftsman style would be adapted to single-story, mass-produced bungalows grouped in
neighborhoods for the middle class.

The style is most closely associated with the work of brothers Charles and Henry Greene
of Pasadena. Both followed developments within the British Arts and Crafts movement as
well as American publications featuring Craftsman work. The Gamble House in Pasadena
(1908) is one of the most venerated examples of Craftsman architecture, incorporating
influences from all cultures and historical periods celebrated by the Arts and Crafts
movement. The work of Greene and Greene and contemporary architects in the region
demonstrates how the Craftsman style came to fruition in Southern California. Many
accomplished local architects, such as Sumner Hunt, Frank and Arthur S. Heineman,
contributed to the development of the style in Los Angeles. The Craftsman style is
characterized by a degree of eclecticism because of the numerous influences on the
architects of the movement including Swiss, Japanese, and English architecture.

The body of work by Greene and Greene represents the variations found within the style,
though most remaining examples are located in the city of Pasadena. Greene and Greene
designed very few houses in Los Angeles. The only remaining example of their work is the
Lucy Wheeler House. Constructed in 1905, it is one of the earliest examples of Craftsman
architecture in Los Angeles and is located in the Harvard Heights Historic Preservation
Overlay Zone. It was a precursor of the two-story Craftsman house, sometimes referred to
as an “ultimate bungalow.” Initially a tongue-in-cheek term that called attention to the
quality and expense of construction, the ultimate bungalow is generally considered a high-
style variation of the Craftsman aesthetic. As opposed to smaller developer-built or
prefabricated bungalows, two-story Craftsman houses were often commissioned for
wealthy residents and designed specifically with the homeowner’s needs and the physical
site in mind. They generally feature a low-pitched, gabled roof, oversized eaves with
massive exposed rafter tails, and windows placed in groups or bands, not singly, as is
common with simpler bungalows. A high-style Craftsman house is distinguished by the
quality of the materials and complexity of design and may feature custom-designed,
elaborate woodwork, stained glass, and other fixtures.

4 Although the term “ultimate bungalow” is used in the scholarly and popular literature of the Arts and Crafts
movement to describe large, often custom-designed style houses, SurveyLA uses the term “bungalow” to refer to one to one- and
a half-story Craftsman dwellings.
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The influence of Japanese architecture in the work of Greene and Greene was profound,
but understated compared with other designers. The house at 5357 Victoria Avenue in the
Park Mesa Heights neighborhood is a case in point. Constructed in 1912, the primary
elevation of this two-story house is distinguished by two massive stone piers that support
the roof of the front entry porch. The roof is pagoda-like with its many gables that peak at
the apex and flare at the ends. This not so subtle reference to Japanese architecture can be
found in Craftsman houses, both large and small, throughout Los Angeles.

Craftsman style buildings may also exhibit Swiss chalet design references. Landscape
architect Andrew Jackson Downing introduced the Swiss chalet to American architecture.
In his 1850 book The Architecture of Country Houses Downing discussed the merits of the
style for hillside properties. William S. B. Dana rejuvenated Downing’s ideas and
expressed other contemporary concepts. In Dana’s 1913 The Swiss Chalet Book, he noted
the chalet should “rest on a stone foundation” and “all or part of the main story wall may
be constructed of masonry.” He also mentioned the wood walls (inside and out) should be
treated but not painted, and the eaves should be broad as though protecting the “almost
human face of the wall below.” Dana, like Downing, stressed that the building should
harmonize with the landscape and have a rustic feel.”® Fundamentally an architecture of
stained wood, the Swiss chalet was well suited to the goals of the Arts and Crafts
movement. However, chalet style influences rarely found their way into the Craftsman
style houses of Los Angeles. Although Downing thought the style was fitting for hillside
locations, in Los Angeles most examples are found in neighborhoods with flat topography
like West Adams. Craftsman houses influenced by chalet architecture are a single,
rectangular volume covered by a front-facing gabled roof. The street-facing elevation is
often symmetrically arranged, and usually features a second story balcony defined by flat
balusters with decorative cutouts. Brackets and bargeboards are typically more decorative
than those found in other variations of Craftsman architecture.!

The Craftsman bungalow dates from the early 1900s through the 1920s. The bungalow’s
simplicity of form, informal character, direct response to site, and extensive use of natural
materials—particularly wood—was a regional interpretation of the socio-economic and
aesthetic reforms espoused by the Arts and Crafts movement’s founder, William Morris.
Craftsman bungalows generally have rectangular or complex plans, and are one to one-
and-a-half stories tall. They have wood clapboard or shingle exteriors and are defined by
their horizontality with broad front porches, often composed with stone, clinker brick, or
stuccoed porch piers. Other character-defining features include low-pitched front-facing
gabled roofs, and overhanging eaves with exposed rafter tails.

The Craftsman airplane bungalow sub-type dates from the early 1900s and reached a peak
of popularity in the late 1910s. The Craftsman airplane bungalow is similar to the
Craftsman bungalow in plan and is characterized by a “pop up” second floor or half floor,
usually one or two rooms in size that “floats™ over the larger first story. Rooflines on both
the first and second floors have low-pitched gabled roofs, oversized eaves with exposed
rafter tails, and bands of windows. The influence of Japanese architecture is quite common
in airplane bungalows, achieving an Asian-inspired aesthetic by simplifying the post and

3% William S.B. Danna, The Swiss Chalet Book (New York: The William T. Comstock Company, 1913).

3! Bricker et al., Multiple Property Documentation Form, the Residential Architecture of the Arts and Crafts Period in
Pasadena, 1895-1918. National Register of Historic Places Form, 1998, F29.

SWCA Environmental Consultants 22



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

beam gable support to a Shinto torii (gate) form and converting the chalet overhang into a
pagoda roofline with wide curving bargeboard.>

Multi-family residences were sometimes constructed in the Craftsman style, the most
common of which was the fourplex. There are many examples found in the neighborhoods
around Downtown Los Angeles and their features have much in common with the chalet
sub-type. The apartment building at 1401 Carroll Avenue in the Angelino Heights Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone is a typical Craftsman fourplex. Two stories in height, the
rectangular volume is covered by a front-facing gabled roof with broad overhanging eaves.
The street-facing elevation is symmetrically arranged with two battered stone piers
flanking a front entry porch and balcony.

Designers and builders in Southern California created a local body of work whose elements
became hallmarks nationwide of the Craftsman style. Architecture and building firms that
worked extensively in Los Angeles included Hudson and Munsell, Meyer and Holler,
Heineman and Heineman, Hunt and Eager, Train and Williams, Frank Tyler, and the Tifal
Brothers.

Sumner Hunt (1865-1938) came to California in 1889 after being trained as an architect in
New York. He opened his own practice in 1893, and at various points in his career worked
in partnership with three other architects: Theodore Eisen, A.W. Eager, and Silas Burns.
Hunt was extremely active in the architectural community and belonged to several
professional organizations, serving as the president of the Southern California Chapter of
the American Institute of Architects. He was responsible for the design of many residences
and a variety of institutional buildings including museums, social clubs, and schools.
Hunt’s work—representing several architectural styles including Mission Revival, Shingle
Style, Tudor Revival, and Craftsman—was viewed as quite modern in comparison to the
late Victorian styles of the turn of the century.

Shortly after opening his office, Hunt was selected by Charles Fletcher Lummis to take
charge of the restoration of several California missions. The work was conducted under the
auspices of the Landmarks Club, which was founded by Lummis, Hunt, and others. During
this period, Hunt and Lummis collaborated on a series of articles in praise of adobe
construction and the Mission Revival style. For Lummis’ collection of Native American
artifacts, Hunt designed the Southwest Museum. The property is listed as a landmark under
national, state, and local designation programs.

Although Hunt was instrumental in popularizing the Mission Revival style, it reflected his
broader interest in creating an architecture that harmonized with the climate and landscape
of Southern California. His contribution to the Craftsman idiom is less well known because
many major examples of his work have been demolished. The Arthur Bent House in the
Highland Park-Garvanza Historic Preservation Overlay Zone not only represents a now
rare example of Hunt’s residential work, but also reflects the eclecticism that can be found
in many Craftsman houses. Designed in 1904 with A.W. Eager, the Bent House is two
stories in height with stone on the first story and stucco with half-timbering on the second
story. Many Craftsman style houses feature half-timbering on the second story or in gable
ends, a reference to the Tudor Revival style.

52 Merry Ovnick, Los Angeles: End of the Rainbow (Los Angeles: Balcony Press, 1994), 149,
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The Craftsman-Tudor Revival hybrid was perfected by another local architect, Frank Tyler
(1976-1961). Born in Kansas, he moved to Los Angeles with his family when still a boy.
His father, Marcus Tyler, was a builder, and no doubt assisted his son in launching his
career as an architect. His educational background is unknown. Although Tyler designed
many Shingle style and Craftsman houses for the upper crust, his real impact as a designer
was in the middle-class neighborhoods of the West Adams area where he lived. The house
at 2892 W. 15th Street is one of many by Tyler in the Harvard Heights Historic Preservation
Overlay Zone, most of which blend the Craftsman and Tudor Revival styles.

These hybrids typically have a vertical orientation, a gabled roof with a moderate pitch,
and half-timbering in the gable ends—hallmarks of the Tudor Revival. However, they are
almost always sheathed in shingle or clapboard and feature spacious front porches,
elements of the Craftsman style. Yet another example is the house at 2857 S. Van Buren
Place, which is a contributor to the Van Buren Place National Register Historic District
and is Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument No. 678. Tyler was responsible for
hundreds of such houses in neighborhoods developed between 1905 and 1910.

Brothers Arthur S. and Alfred Heineman (1878-1972 and 1882—1974) had no formal
training in architecture, which at the time was fairly common. They began as speculators
in the real estate and land business before becoming architects. Eventually, Arthur was
formally certified as an architect, and Alfred was the firm’s “associate,” but both were
involved in various stages of planning and design. The Gless House in the Windsor Square
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone is one of their most important works outside Pasadena.
The 1913 house has half-timbering on the exterior, linking it to the Tudor Revival. Art
glass in the interior was designed by Alfred Heineman and created by the Judson Studios.
Characteristic of many of their works are downward-curved gables, suggestive of thatched
Cotswold cottages. In addition to creating commissioned work for wealthy clients, the
brothers’ early designs appeared in bungalow books. The designs in such books, however,
were seldom credited to them. Other examples of their work in Los Angeles include houses
for Mary E. Smith (1909) at 1186 W. 27th Street, Lucien and Blanche Gray (1909) at 2525
4th Avenue, and Dr. Smith (1911, West Adams Terrace Historic Preservation Overlay
Zone) at 2523 4th Avenue.

The Craftsman style is primarily represented in residential architecture; however, rare
examples of institutional architecture are extant in Los Angeles. Several local examples of
Craftsman style institutional buildings are women’s clubs, including the 1917 Van Nuys
Woman’s Club and the Eagle Rock Women’s Twentieth Century Club. The Eagle Rock
Women’s Twentieth Century, located on the corner of Hermosa Avenue and Colorado
Boulevard in the heart of Eagle Rock’s commercial district, is cross-gabled with a hip-on-
gable roofline and features an outdoor patio area shaded by trellises, drawing the outside
into the interior of the building.

By World War I, the Craftsman style declined in popularity and was outpaced by Period
Revival styles. Part of this may be attributed to a change in tastes; heavy, dark wood
interiors, and paneling so commonly associated with the Craftsman aesthetic was deemed
gloomy and dismal. The Craftsman bungalow continued to be built through the 1920s, but
was often painted lighter colors and stripped of its dark wood interior in favor of plaster
walls.
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VIIl. SITE HISTORY

The following presents the property history; this material is excerpted from the 2015 HRA, completed by
Jenna Snow in August 2015. SWCA did not attempt to independently research the property’s history but to
verify this information. As previously stated, the archives of the Los Angeles County Assessor have been
closed during this project and thus SWCA could not ascertain exact dates of changes in ownership.

1422 Main Street was constructed around 1921 with the address 1422 Coral Canal.
Although the original permit is not available, it is possible the house was constructed by
Charles G. Chamberlin, who purchased the property around the same time. ** In 1920,
Charles Chamberlin worked as a carpenter at a motion picture studio.® By 1930, he had
moved to Palm Springs with his family where he is listed in the U.S. Census as a contractor
for “home building.”> Charles Chamberlin may have constructed the house as an
investment property as he does not appear to have ever resided there. In 1925, Harry C.
Hunt, an auto salesman, lived at the property with his wife Viola J. Hunt.*® The property
was vacant in 1936, but by 1940, Earl Dunlap, a carpenter, rented the property with his
wife Laura Dunlap.®® Charles and Sophie Chamberlin sold the property in 1946 to Sylvia
S. London.* The property transferred to Sylvia S. Milstead in 1955,%° which may be an
indication of marital status or name. Nicholas J. and Lila E. Carone purchased the property
in 1972% and held it until 1976, when it was purchased by Reverend Raymond M. and
Joanne Maxine Hands,®* who operated the Last Chance Mission at the property for
approximately 10 years.

History of Alterations

1422 Main Street has undergone many alterations since it was constructed circa 192
However, there are very few alteration permits. A certificate of occupancy was issued in
1951 for a bedroom addition, which may have been an infill in the area south of the main
entrance finished in board and batten siding,** although the 1970 Sanborn Fire Insurance
[Map] does not show this area infilled. Permits issued in 1968 “To comply with the Venice
Rehabilitation File”® note that the building had stucco exterior siding. Based on the date
of construction and architectural style, the building®® was originally clad in wood clapboard
or shingle siding. A pole sign (not extant) was installed in 1977 and the space was
converted to an “office and barber shop, and space for religious

1.63

> Los Angeles County Archives, Los Angeles County Assessor, Books.

3% 1920 United States Federal Census, Los Angeles, CA; Precinct 734, Enumeration District: 118, sheet 14A.

33 1930 United States Federal Census, Palm Springs, CA, Enumeration District: 20, sheet 2A.

5 Santa Monica, Ocean Park, Venice, Sawtelle, and Westgate Directory, 1925 (Los Angeles: Los Angeles Directory
Co, 1925).

37 Bay Cities Directory, 1936 (Los Angeles: Los Angeles Directory Co, 1936).

58 1940 United States Federal Census, Los Angeles, CA, Enumeration district 60-915, page 6A.

9 Los Angeles County Archives, Los Angeles County Assessor, Books.

0 Los Angeles County Archives, Los Angeles County Assessor, Books.

1 Los Angeles County Deeds Books, Instrument No. 2741, August 16, 1972,

62 Los Angeles County Deeds Books, Instrument No. 1608, February 3, 1976.

3 Los Angeles County Archives, Los Angeles County Assessor, Books.

64 City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, “Certificate of Occupancy,” Permit No.
V2282/1951, November 9, 1951.

63 City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, “Application to Alter-Repair-Demolish and for
Certificate of Occupancy,” Permit No. 1968 WL 1180, February 10, 1968.

% Los Angeles County Archives, Los Angeles County Assessor, Books.
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counseling/church” later that year.%” It is not known when the building reverted to a single
family residence and there is no evidence of the pole sign. Other alterations include
replacement of all fenestration (date unknown), construction of the high wood fence, and
the rear patio.

As observed by SWCA, additional alterations to the property include the following: the installation of
replacement windows, consisting of metal-framed jalousie, metal-framed hung windows, and vinyl-framed
sliding windows, possibly in altered openings (dates unknown); garage demolished (1986), the removal of
metal security fencing across the front porch (post-2015); and the installation of stucco-clad fagade panels
and metal accent panels (post-2015). The 1950 edition of the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps of Los Angeles,
Venice District provides a visual record of the property (Figure 11). Details on construction and alterations
are provided in Table 3, which lists all available building permits. Key building permits are provided in
Appendix C. SWCA conducted independent research into historical city directories and U.S. Census
records from 1930 and 1940. However, unknown changes in street and canal names and addresses precluded
verifiable identification of early property owners and/occupants.

67 City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, “Application to Add-Alter-Repair-Demolish,”
Permit No. 1977LA38756, January 21, 1977.
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IX. EVALUATION

SurveyLA

SWCA utilized the methodology and framework employed by OHR for the citywide historical resources
survey, SurveyLA. In addition to a consideration of all applicable criteria, two relevant
Context/Theme/Property Type frameworks and their associated eligibility standards and integrity
thresholds were identified and applied to this evaluation.

1.

Context: Pre-Consolidation Communities of Los Angeles, 1862—1932, Theme: Venice, 1901-1925;
Sub-Theme: Life in Independent Venice; Property Type: Residential Single-Family.

Under this context, a property meeting the eligibility standards and retaining integrity is eligible under
Criteria A/1 and B/2 in the areas of significance of Settlement, Social History, Community Planning
and Development.

Period of Significance: 1901-1925

Period of Significance Justification: The community that became Venice received its first interurban
stop in 1901. Venice consolidated with Los Angeles in 1925.

Eligibility Standards: Represents a resource dating from the pre-consolidation period of Venice. Is
associated with the formation, settlement, and/or development of Venice. May be related to Abbot
Kinney (Criterion B/2/2) and Venice of America.

Character-Defining/Associate Features: Retains most of the essential physical features from the
period of significance. Related to the life of pre-consolidation Venice by showing how residents lived,
worked, shopped, and socialized. May be associated with amusement architecture in general and Abbot
Kinney and Venice of America in particular. May be associated with individuals/groups important in
Venice’s early ethnic/cultural history. For historic districts:

e Conveys a strong visual sense of overall historic environment from the period of significance.

e Typically associated with strectcar residential or commercial development and may also be
significant within these themes.

e Must retain the majority of the original planning features and design concepts, particularly in
the “walk streets” of residential neighborhoods.

Integrity Considerations: Should retain integrity of Design, Location, Feeling, and Association from
the period of significance. Should maintain original location; for local HCM eligibility, may have been
relocated within Sawtelle for preservation purposes. Setting may have changed (surrounding buildings
and land uses). Some original materials may have been altered, removed, or replaced. Original use may
have changed. Because resources from this time are now rare, a greater degree of alterations or fewer
extant features may be acceptable, particularly under local HCM criteria. For Historic Districts:

e District as a whole should retain integrity of Location, Setting, Design, Feeling, and
Association from the period of significance.

¢ May include some infill of resources constructed outside the period of significance.
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Evaluation: The subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and
for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria A/1/1. Although the rear building on the subject
property was constructed in 1921, within the 1901-1925 period of significance for pre-consolidation
Venice, it is not among the earliest constructed within the tract, which was subdivided in 19035, or within
Venice as a whole. Furthermore, due to alterations to the primary fagade such as the northwest addition,
the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the stucco and metal panels, it no longer conveys a
strong visual sense of the overall historic environment of this street from this period, and therefore it
does not embody an association with the formation, settlement, and/or development of Venice.
Therefore, the subject property is not individually eligible under Criteria A/1/1 for listing in the NRHP,
the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

2. Context: Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980; Theme: Arts and Crafts Movement, 1895—
1930; Sub-Theme: Craftsman, 1905-1930; Property Type: Residential; Property Sub-Type:
Single-Family Residence.

Under this context a property meeting the eligibility standards and retaining integrity is eligible under
Criteria C/3/3 in the area of significance of Architecture.

Period of Significance: 1905-1930

Period of Significance Justification: While Craftsman style features began to creep into the
architectural vocabulary as early as 1895, the true expressions of the style were not constructed until
1905. Thus, the period of significance begins in 1905 with the earliest extant examples of the style in
its true form. While larger Craftsman style houses were generally not constructed after 1915, the style
continued to be used in the design of bungalows through the 1920s.

Eligibility Standards: Exemplifies the tenets of Arts and Crafts movement and the Craftsman style.
Was constructed during the period of significance. Exhibits quality craftsmanship.

Character-Defining/Associate Features: Retains most of the essential character-defining features of
the style. One or two stories in height. Building forms that respond to the site. Shingled exteriors,
occasionally clapboard or stucco. Low-pitched gabled roofs. Broad, overhanging eaves with exposed
structural members such as rafter tails, knee braces, and king posts. Broad front entry porches of half
or full-width, with square or battered columns, sometimes second-story sleeping porches. Extensive
use of natural materials for columns, chimneys, retaining walls, and landscape features. Casement
windows situated in groups. Represents an early or rare example of the style in the community in which
it is located.

If Airplane, then has a “pop up” second story with one or two rooms.

If Japanese-influenced, then may have multi-gabled roofs or gables that peak at the apex and flare at
the ends.

If Chalet-influenced, then may have single, rectangular building forms, front-facing gabled roofs,
second-story balconies, flat balusters with decorative cutouts or decorative brackets and bargeboards.

Integrity Considerations: Should retain integrity of Design, Workmanship, Feeling, Setting, and
Materials from the period of significance. Craftsman style buildings that have been stuccoed are
excluded from individual listing under C/3/3, if they were originally shingled or clapboarded. The most
common alteration is the replacement of windows and the enclosure of porches. Some window
replacement may be acceptable if the openings have not been resized, particularly windows associated

SWCA Environmental Consultants 30



Historical Resource Assessment for 1422 Main Street, City and County of Los Angeles, California

with kitchens and bathrooms on rear and side elevations. The enclosure of porches is an acceptable
alteration so long as the features such as piers and posts have not been removed. Brick or stonework
may have been painted; acceptable as it is reversible. Building may have been moved for preservation
purposes. Original use may have changed.

Evaluation: The subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and for
designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria C/3/3 as an example of a Craftsman single-family
residence. The residence lacks and/or has lost many of its character-defining features of Craftsman
dwellings such as the original front door, shingle or clapboard siding, rafter tails or knee braces.
Furthermore, the alterations to the primary fagade—the northwest addition, the sliding doors in place of the
original door, and the recent stucco and metal panels—have nearly eliminated any sense of the Craftsman
style. Therefore, it is not individually eligible under Criterion C/3/3 for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR,
and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

NRHP, CRHR, and HCM Eligibility

Criteria A/1/1: As previously discussed, the subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the
NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria A/1/1. Although the rear
building on the subject property was constructed in 1921, within the 1901-1925 period of significance for
pre-consolidation Venice, it is not among the earliest constructed within the tract, which was subdivided in
1905, or within Venice as a whole. Furthermore, due to alterations to the primary fagade such as the
northwest addition, the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the stucco and metal panels, it no
longer conveys a strong visual sense of the overall historic environment of this street from this period, and
therefore it does not embody an association with the formation, settlement, and/or development of Venice.
Therefore, the subject property is not individually eligible under Criteria A/1/1 for listing in the NRHP, the
CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria B/2/2: As previously discussed, research to date did not reveal the subject property to have an
association with the lives of significant persons in our past. None of the known owners/occupants associated
with the property prior to 1971 (London, Milstep) appear to have been significant in national, state, or local
history. Therefore, the subject property is not individually eligible under Criteria B/2/2 for listing in the
NRHP, the CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria C/3/3: As previously discussed, the subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the
NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria C/3/3 as an example of a
Craftsman single-family residence. The residence lacks and/or has lost many of its character-defining
features of Craftsman dwellings such as the original front door, shingle or clapboard siding, rafter tails or
knee braces. Furthermore, the alterations to the primary fagade—the northwest addition, the sliding doors
in place of the original door, and the recent stucco and metal panels—have nearly eliminated any sense of
the Craftsman style. Therefore, it is individually eligible under Criterion C/3/3 for listing in the NRHP, the
CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria D/4: These criteria are applied most commonly to buildings, structures, or objects that have been
used as a source of archaeological data and are believed to contain more, as yet unretrieved data; the subject
property was not evaluated under these criteria because evaluation under Criteria D/4 is generally conducted
by archaeologists, and this report does not include an evaluation under Criteria D/4 for this reason.

Lost Venice Canals Historic District

As previously discussed, the property is located within the identified Lost Venice Canals Historic District,
which SurveyL A identified in 2015. The district was identified as eligible for federal, state, and local listing
under Criteria A/1/1 as “a unique example of early-20™ century residential development oriented around
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the original Venice canals developed by Venice of America founder Abbot Kinney,” with a period of
significance from 1904-1929.% At the time, the subject property was not visible from the public right-of-
way and therefore its contributor status was undetermined.

In August 2015 Jenna Snow surveyed and evaluated the subject property in her report Historic Resource
Assessment: 202 E. Horizon Avenue, 208 E. Horizon Avenue, 1414 Main Street, 1422 Muain Street, Los
Angeles, CA (2015 HRA). The 2015 HRA assigned the property California Historical Resources Status
Code 6Z, meaning it was “found ineligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, and for local designation through
survey evaluation.” It determined that although the property was built during the period of significance, it
did not possess sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the identified district.

The alterations to the primary facade, those identified in the 2015 HRA and those made since, have nearly
eliminated any sense of the Craftsman style of 1920s pre-consolidation independent Venice and the Lost
Venice Canals Historic District. Specifically, alterations to the primary facade include the northwest
addition, the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the recent stucco and metal panels. Therefore,
the subject property still lacks sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the Lost Venice Canals
Historic District and is not a contributor to the district.

X. CONCLUSION

Based on the preceding investigation and analysis, the subject property at 1422 Main Street is not
individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.
Constructed in 1921 as a single-family dwelling, the subject property is not individually eligible for the
NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria A/1/1 (Event) as it lacks
sufficient integrity to convey a strong visual sense of the overall historic environment of pre-consolidation
independent Venice and the Lost Venice Canals Historic District. Research to date did not reveal the
property to have an association with significant persons (Criteria B/2/2 - Persons). The property is not
individually eligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM under Criteria
C/3/3 (Design/Construction) because it lacks sufficient integrity to convey the Craftsman style. Lastly,
Criteria D/4 (information potential) is applied most commonly to buildings, structures, or objects that have
been used as a source of archaeological data and are believed to contain more, as yet unretrieved data; the
subject property was not evaluated under these criteria because evaluation under Criteria D/4 is generally
conducted by archacologists, and this report does not include an evaluation under Criteria D/4 for this
reason. Furthermore, the property is not a contributor to the Lost Venice Canals Historic District because
the numerous alterations have resulted in loss of sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the Lost
Venice Canals Historic District.

% Historic Resources Group, Venice Report: Historic Districts and Multi-Property Resources.
(Prepared for SurveyLLA, City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Office of Historic
Resources, April 2015), 3.
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State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 5 of 5 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1422 Main Street
*Recorded by: Nelson White *Date: June 10, 2021 B Continuation O Update

*B10. Significance:

NRHP, CRHR, and Los Angeles HCM Eligibility

Criteria Af1/1: As previously discussed, the subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los
Angeles HCM under Criteria A/1/1. Although the rear building on the subject property was constructed in 1921, within the 1901-1925 period of
significance for pre-consolidation Venice, it is not among the earliest constructed within the tract, which was subdivided in 1905, or within Venice as a
whole. Furthermore, due to alterations to the primary fagade such as the northwest addition, the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the
stucco and metal panels, it no longer conveys a strong visual sense of the overall historic environment of this street from this period, and therefore it
does not embody an association with the formation, settlement, and/or development of Venice. Therefore, the subject property is not individually
eligible under Criteria A/1/1 for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, or for designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria B/2/2: As previously discussed, research to date did not reveal the subject property to have an association with the lives of significant persons
in our past. None of the known owners/occupants associated with the property prior to 1971 (London, Milstep) appear to have been significant in
national, state, or local history. Therefore, the subject property is not individually eligible under Criteria B/2/2 for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, or for
designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria C/3/3: As previously discussed, the subject property is not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, and for designation as a Los
Angeles HCM under Criteria C/3/3 as an example of a Craftsman single-family residence. The residence lacks and/or has lost many of its character-
defining features of Craftsman dwellings such as the original front door, shingle or clapboard siding, rafter tails or knee braces. Furthermore, the
alterations to the primary facade—the northwest addition, the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the recent stucco and metal panels—have
nearly eliminated any sense of the Craftsman style. Therefore, it is individually eligible under Criterion C/3/3 for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, or for
designation as a Los Angeles HCM.

Criteria D/4: These criteria are applied most commonly to buildings, structures, or objects that have been used as a source of archaeological data and
are believed to contain more, as yet unretrieved data; the subject property was not evaluated under these criteria because evaluation under Criteria D/4
is generally conducted by archaeologists, and this report does not include an evaluation under Criteria D/4 for this reason.

Lost Venice Canals Historic District

As previously discussed, the property is located within the identified Lost Venice Canals Historic District, which SurveyLA identified in 2015. The
district was identified as eligible for federal, state, and local listing under Criteria A/1/1 as “a unique example of early-20" century residential
development oriented around the original Venice canals developed by Venice of America founder Abbot Kinney,” with a period of significance from
1904-1929.1 At the time, the subject property was not visible from the public right-of-way and therefore its contributor status was undetermined.

In August 2015 Jenna Snow surveyed and evaluated the subject property in her report Historic Resource Assessment: 202 E. Horizon Avenue, 208 E. Horizon
Avenue, 1414 Main Street, 1422 Main Street, Los Angeles, CA (2015 HRA). The 2015 HRA assigned the property California Historical Resources Status
Code 6Z, meaning it was “found ineligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, and for local designation through survey evaluation.” It determined that although
the property was built during the period of significance, it did not possess sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the identified district.

The alterations to the primary fagade, those identified in the 2015 HRA and those made since, have nearly eliminated any sense of the Craftsman style
of 1920s pre-consolidation independent Venice and the Lost Venice Canals Historic District. Specifically, alterations to the primary fagade include the
northwest addition, the sliding doors in place of the original door, and the recent stucco and metal panels. Therefore, the subject property still lacks
sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the Lost Venice Canals Historic District and is not a contributor to the district.

1 Historic Resources Group, Venice Report: Historic Districts and Multi-Property Resources. (Prepared for SurveyLA, City of Los Angeles, Department of
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources, April 2015), 3.

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required information
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o The construction area shall be kept sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by
grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by
wind.

o All clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during periods
of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

o All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to
prevent spillage and dust.

o All dirt/soil materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or securely
covered to prevent excessive amount of dust.

o General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to minimize
exhaust emissions.

o Trucks having no current hauling activity shall not idle but be turned off.

« Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-GEO-1 (Seismic): The designh and construction
of the project shall conform to the California Building Code seismic standards as approved
by the Department of Building and Safety.

¢ Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-1 (Demolition, Grading, and Construction
Activities): The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance and
any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond
certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible.

These RCMs will reduce any potential impacts on noise and water quality. Furthermore, the
project does not exceed the threshold criteria established by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADQT) for preparing a traffic study. The project will not conflict with any
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle facilities, or pedestrian
facilities. Therefore, the project will not have any significant impacts to traffic. Likewise, air
quality will not worsen as a result of the proposed project. Interim thresholds were developed
by DCP staff based on CalEEMod model runs relying on reasonable assumptions, consulting
with SCAQMD staff, and surveying published air quality studies for which criteria air pollutants
did not exceed the established SCAQMD construction and operational thresholds. Approval
of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
The project site will be adequately served by all public utilities and services given that the

property was previously developed with commercial uses surrounded by urban uses, served
by existing infrastructure, and is consistent with the General Plan.

The project is a transit-oriented, infill development on a site within an urbanized area and meets
the criteria outlined above. Therefore, the project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption.

CEQA Section 15300.2: Exceptions to the Use of Categorical Exemptions

The City has considered whether the proposed Project is subject to any of the six (6) exceptions
that would prohibit the use of a categorical exemption as set forth in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15300.2. The six (6) exceptions to this Exemption are: (a) Location; (b) Cumulative



Impacts; (c) Significant Effect; (d) Scenic Highways; (e) Hazardous Waste Sites; and (f) Historical
Resources.

a.

Cumulative Impacts. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

The project is consistent with the type of development permitted for the area zoned C2-1-O
and designated Neighborhood Office Commercial. The proposed project has submitted a
Parking Demand Study and Noise Report to indicate no significant impacts will be made as a
result of this project. As such, the proposed project will not exceed thresholds identified for
impacts to the area (i.e., traffic, noise, etc.) and will not result in significant cumulative impacts.

Significant Effect Due to Unusual Circumstances. A categorical exemption shall not be
used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two single-family dwellings, and the
construction of a 26,889 square foot, five-story, mixed-use building consisting of 20 residential
units, of which four (4) residential units will be set aside for Very Low Income Households;
3,676 square-feet of restaurant uses, including 2,098 square feet of indoor dining Service
Floor area and 467 square feet of outdoor dining Service Floor area; 656 square feet of office
uses; a one level subterranean garage and a roof deck with solar trellis and a roof access
structure, providing 28 parking spaces. The surrounding area is developed with similar
residential and commercial uses. There are

9 existing midrise buildings within 0.5 miles of the project site that range between four to five
stories. The proposed height and massing are not unusual for the project vicinity or the nearby
Windward Circle. Thus, there are no unusual circumstances which may lead to a significant
effect on the environment.

Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result
in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic
highway.

The only State Scenic Highway within the City of Los Angeles is the Topanga Canyon State
Scenic Highway, State Route 27, which travels through a portion of Topanga State Park. State
Route 27 is located more than 7 miles northwest of the project site. Therefore, the project will
not impact a designated state scenic highway.

Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on
a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government
Code.

The project site is not identified as a hazardous waste site or is on any list compiled pursuant
to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

According to SurveyLA and the Office of Historic Resources, the existing structure located at
1422 Main Street was identified as a historic resource. A Historical Resource Assessment
report was prepared on June 2021 and concluded the structure was not eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR), and for designation as a Los Angeles Historical Cultural Monument.
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valid exercise of its police power within the past five (5) years of the date of the RUD application; (3) rented by
lower or very low income households within the past five (5) years of the date of the RUD application; or (4)
withdrawn from rent or lease in accordance with the Ellis Act (Chapter 12.75 (commencing with Section 7060) of
Division 7 of Title 1 of the California Government Code) within the past ten (10) years of the RUD application.

Whether a Protected Unit must be replaced as an affordable unit at the Project is determined by the income level
of the current or last known renter household in occupancy. If a low or below low income tenant currently occupies
the Property, replacement will be required at the Acutely Low Income, Extremely Low Income, Very Low Income or
Low Income levels based on tenant income information, regardless of the entitlement (such as Density Bonus)
sought. Under the RPQO, Protected Units must be replaced as affordable units and restricted by a recorded covenant,
guaranteeing that the units will be affordable for a term of ninety-nine (99) years from the issuance of the Certificate
of Occupancy.

If a unit is vacant, the income of the last known tenant will be used. Interwest, LAHD’s contractor, will send Tenant
Income Certification {TIC) forms along with additional information to each occupant (“tenant packet”). Tenants
have thirty (30) days to complete and return the TIC forms to Interwest. The owner is responsible for working with
the occupants to ensure that the requested information is produced in a timely manner.

In the absence of tenant income documentation, affordability will default to extremely low, very low, low income
or above-low income based on renter affordability percentages shown in the latest U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database.

e For Projects that do not involve the removal of residential units subject to the RSO or a covenant, the default
affordability percentages will be as follows: 29% extremely low income, 17% very low income and 19% low
income, with the remaining 35% of the units presumed to be above-low income;

e For Projects that involve the removal of residential units subject to the RSO or a covenant, all units must be
replaced as affordable regardless of the income level of the renter household.

© In higher opportunity areas and moderate opportunity areas, the default affordability percentages
will be as follows: 29% extremely low income, 17% very low income and 54% low income.

o Inlower opportunity areas, the default affordability percentages will be as follows: 44% extremely
low income, 26% very low income and 30% low income.

All replacement calculations resulting in fractional units shall be rounded up to the next whole number.

If a unit is required to be replaced as affordable according to current tenant-income information, the unit shall be
replaced with the same bedroom-type unit (“Comparable Unit”). If the default per HUD CHAS is applied, the most
restrictive requirements between the Fair Housing Requirements for Affordable Housing and replacement
requirements will apply.

The number of affordable units in the Project shall be proportionate to the number of the Project’s unrestricted
units in terms of bedroom type. For example, if a ten unit Project will be composed of two single-bedroom units
and eight two-bedroom units and the RUD requires two single-bedroom units to be replaced per HUD CHAS, the
Project would need to replace both units as two-bedroom units. This unit mix maintains the proportion of affordable
and market rate two-bedroom units in the Project.

Affordable units must be dispersed throughout the Project and there should be no detectable pattern. For example,
the affordable units should be proportionally distributed on each floor, and should not be located within the same

vertical stack or grouped together.

Tenant Right to Remain and Noticing

RPO Determination: HIMS #23-131440 Revised 3/13/2025
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e All existing occupants must be allowed to occupy their units until six (6) months before the start of
construction activities.

e The Project proponent shall provide existing occupants with written notice of the planned demolition, the
date they must vacate, and their rights under this section.

e® Notice shall be provided at least six (6) months in advance of the date that existing occupants must vacate
plus any additional time required under any other state or local law.

e Any existing occupants who are required to leave their units shall be allowed to return at their prior rental
rate if the demolition does not proceed and the Property is returned to the rental market.

Tenant Relocation and Right to Return
All existing Lower Income Household (as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5) occupants
of Protected Units are also entitled to:
® Relocation benefits under LAMC Section 16.60, and
e If at the time of lease up or sale (if applicable) of a Comparable Unit, a returning occupant remains income
eligible, they shall have the right of first refusal {“Right to Return”) to a deed-restricted Comparable Unit
(same or greater number of bedrooms and bathrooms than their demolished unit).
O The rent charged must be at either their prior rental rate or “affordable rent” (as defined in
California Health and Safety Code Section 50053), whichever is lower, or if for sale, an“affordable
housing cost” (as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5).
O The Right to Return does not apply to: (1) a Project that consists of a Single Family Dwelling Unit on
a site where a Single Family Dwelling unit is demolished, or (2) a Project that consists of 100% lower
income units (excluding any Manager’s Unit(s})), unless the occupant of a Protected Unit qualifies
for residence in the new development and for whom providing a Comparable Unit would not be
precluded due to unit size limitations or other requirements of one or more funding source of the
Project.

When a Protected Unit exists that must be replaced as an affordable unit and the tenant does not have a Right to
Return in the Project, the affordable replacement unit(s) must contain at least the same total number of bedrooms
as the unit(s) being replaced. For example, an existing five (5) bedroom affordable Protected Unit where no Right
to Return applies will need to be replaced with a unit or units that total five (5) bedrooms {ex. one (1), five (5)
bedroom unit or five (5), one (1) bedroom units). Studio or single-room units do not count as a one (1) bedroom.

Project applicants shall notify existing tenants in writing of all their legal rights under LAMC Section 16.60 A.3(b).
Information regarding tenant eligibility, rent guidelines for the new units, and any procedures the tenant will need
to follow to exercise their rights under the RPO shall be provided in writing to the tenant.

The applicant shall provide and maintain accurate contact information for tenants to communicate throughout the
construction and lease up of the Project. Project applicants or their predecessor-in-interest shall provide written
notice to any tenant who is exercising their right to return of major milestones in the development process,
including but not limited to: (1) the start of construction, (2) on at least a bi-annual basis provide updates on the
anticipated date of when occupancy would be opened, (3) at least 180, 90, 30 and 15 days in advance of the
anticipated availability of the unit pursuant to the issuance of the Temporary or Final Certificate of Occupancy, (4)
when the Temporary Certificate of Occupancy is issued, and (5) when the Final Certificate of Occupancy is issued.

Single Family Dwelling Units Replacement
Where an affordable Protected Unit consists of a Single Family Dwelling (SFD) and the tenant has a Right to Return
in the Project, a Comparable Unit is defined as follows:

RPO Determination: HIMS #23-131440 Revised 3/13/2025
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e |[f the existing SFD contains three (3) or fewer bedrooms, the affordable replacement unit(s) must contain
the same number of bedrooms.
e |If the existing SFD contains four {(4) or more bedrooms, the affordable replacement unit(s) must include at
least one (1) three (3} bedroom unit. The remaining bedrooms must also be replaced as affordable units.
For example, if a tenant with the Right to Return occupied an existing protected five (5) bedroom
SFD, the applicant may provide that tenant with one (1), three (3) bedroom affordable replacement
unit. In addition, the applicant must provide one (1), two (2} bedroom unit or two (2), one (1)
bedroom units, therefore replacing all five (5) bedrooms that existed as affordable units.
e The affordable replacement unit(s) is not required to have the same or similar square footage or same
number of total rooms as the existing SFD.

If no tenants have the Right to Return, the affordable replacement units may be split up into smaller units as long
as the total number of bedrooms are replaced as affordable units.

Unpermitted Use of Residential Dwelling Units
Unpermitted uses may result in the City requiring affordable replacement units according to the HUD CHAS default.

® If a single residential dwelling unit is being used for the owner’s personal non-residential space and
evidence that no rental income was collected is provided, no affordable replacement of the unit will be
required.

The Project

Per the statement received by LAHD on September 8, 2025, the Owner plans to demolish the existing structures
and construct a new, nineteen (19) unit apartment building on the Property using CHIP incentives.

Review of Documents

Owner submitted an Application for a RUD for the Property on September 8, 2025. To comply with the required
five (5) year look back period, LAHD collected and reviewed data from September 2020 to September 2025.

Per the Grant Deeds, Owner acquired the Properties on March 14, 2017 (APN 4238-012-003), April 23, 2021 (APN
4238-012-004), and April 23, 2021 (APN 4238-012-005).

Department of City Planning (ZIMAS), County Assessor Parcel Information (LUPAMS), DataTree database, Billing
Information Management System (BIMS) database, and the Code, Compliance, and Rent Information System (CRIS)
database, indicates a use code of “010V — Residential — Single Family Residence — Vacant Land” for APN 4238-012-
003, “0100 — Residential — Single Family Residence” for APN 4238-012-004, and “0100 — Residential — Single Family
Residence” for APN 4238-012-005. Google images dated October 2025, an internet search conducted October 2025,
and the RSO Unit supports that the Property contains one (1) vacant lot, one (1) single family residence, and one
(1) residential unit with attached commercial space subject to the RSO.

The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) database indicates that the Owner has applied for a
new Building Permit (#25010-10000-00356). As of the date of this memo, the Owner has not applied for Demolition

Permits.

Replacement Unit Determination

The Existing Residential Dwelling Units at the Property within the last five (5) years:

RPO Determination: HIMS #23-131440 Revised 3/13/2025
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Sincerely,

Chris and Cindy Graham
247 Market Street
Venice, CA 90291
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into the backs of their vehicles for as long as it takes. This is all taking place directly behind our homes, just
below our bedroom windows. Again, no matter what stipulations, regulations, or rules you or the city
impose, this is what actually takes place on a daily basis.

19 bars and restaurants in our neighborhood are more than enough, and there is no justification to add one
more.

If you look just across the street from 1410 Main St., you will see 6 homes, 3 fronting on

Main St., and 3 fronting on Inness P1. This site is very close to the same size as the proposed development.
There is no commercial component to it. In fact these homes replaced 3 retail establishments, one being a
hardware store that some of us sorely miss. The homes are 3 stories with subterranean parking. Lacking a
commercial component, they do not create any of the nuisance that a restaurant or some other retail or
commercial business will. Parking is confined to the residents and their visitors, and so there is no constant
flow of traffic into or out of the garage, and there are no daily deliveries to block the alley or streets or create
noise.

I would briefly add that this application nearly doubles what the developer requested 11 years ago when he
first made this proposal and was turned down. Now he returns wanting to increase the height to 57° 10” in
lieu of the 30’ maximum stipulated in the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. He wishes to increase the
Floor Area Ratio from 1.5 to 2.95, almost double. He wishes to decrease the set backs on the sides from 8’ to
5°, almost half, and decrease the front to zero from 5, and in this case the existing sidewalk is already
narrower than current city requirements.

I would ask the developers to consider confining this proposal to residential within the requirements of the
Venice Plan, which would provide homes, and not create problems that commercial businesses would.

I thank you for your attention and consideration.

Irv Katz
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The project creates a five-story mass towering over adjacent 1-2 story homes and the
Lost Venice Canals Historic District, with no meaningful transition. This conflicts with
Coastal Act requirements to protect the unique visual and community character of
Venice.

Given the project’s extensive violations of height limits, massing standards, open space
requirements, coastal access policies, housing protection laws, and basic life-safety
provisions, the LUPC was correct in recommending denial.

| respectfully urge the Board to affirm the LUPC’s unanimous denial and protect the
safety, character, and livability of our community.

Venice needs you NOW more than EVER! Thank you for your time and dedication to Venice.

Sincerely,
LaShawn Moore
Brooks Ave
Venice, CA 90291
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| ask the VNC to think of the families who live on these streets, and | urge you to please follow
LUPC'’s unanimous decision to deny this proposed development.

Thank you very much for your time, and for all you do for the Venice community.
Best regards,

Steve Bevilacqua
248 Market Street
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