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The Venice Dell Project was proposed to be constructed on a 2.8 acre plot of
land referred to as Lot No. 731 (Lot 731) owned by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), and the City entered into a Disposition and Development
Agreement (DDA) with the Project developer in June 2022 to establish the terms and
conditions governing the Project. This Report focuses on two key aspects of the
Project: (1) the $2.7 million valuation of Lot 731 used in the Project’s fair reuse
analysis, which was based on an appraised fair market value of $3.4 million for Lot
731, a small fraction of any other recent appraised fair market valuations of Lot 731; and
(2) an unauthorized attempt to revise the Project schedule and budget included in the
DDA by way of an undisclosed “Side Letter Agreement” (the “Side Letter”) that
purported to increase the Project’s budget to $133 million from $86.9 million.

The Side Letter also purported to increase the proposed amount of gap funding
the City would be expected to provide for the Project from an initial $6.3 million loan by
the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) in the DDA to $21.6 million in LAHD
Loans, an increase of more than 338%. The Side Letter was executed without the
requisite City Council approval or City Attorney sign off as to form by LAHD’s former
General Manager. As a result of the lack of compliance with DDA-required provisions
and Charter-mandated approvals, the Side Letter has no — and never had any — legal
force or effect.’

Recent criminal charges pending against other developers of affordable housing
projects serve as a potent reminder that every proposed affordable housing project that
is proceeding through the City’s approval process should be scrutinized to ensure
project feasibility and to verify the accuracy of valuation assumptions and requested
public funding amounts. The 90% appraisal differential, unauthorized Side Letter,
missed deadlines, failure to meet DDA conditions, spiraling costs (approaching $1.3
million per unit) and other factors all combined to render the Venice Dell Project
infeasible and unauthorized.

This Report summarizes certain publicly available facts about the Project but
does not discuss confidential information or legal advice, does not discuss a number of
other issues that made the Project infeasible, and it does not waive any of the City's
privileges or rights with respect to communications, advice or litigation. The City has
moved on from Venice Dell and is proceeding with urgency to continue funding and
incentivizing the development of feasible new housing developments that are affordable
to residents and cost efficient to build, including one on a City-owned property directly
across the street from the former Venice Dell location.

1 First Street Plaza Partners v. City of Los Angeles (1998) 65 Cal. App. 4th 650 (a contract that does not
comply with the Charter’s contracting mandates is not enforceable); Childhelp, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(2024) 91 Cal. App. 5th 224 (same principle).
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Background

Lot 731 consists of ten separate parcels (APNs 4238-024-900, -902, -903, and -
905 to -911) located street to street between North and South Venice Boulevard, Pacific
Avenue and Dell Avenue, and was included as one of twelve Affordable Housing
Opportunity Sites (2016 AHOS) owned by the City and offered for development to be
awarded to prequalified bidders originally selected in 2016. Five 2016 AHOS projects
proceeded to the next level under Exclusive Negotiating Agreements (ENA), and the
City signed an ENA for the Project with Hollywood Community Housing and Venice
Community Housing (jointly “Developer”) to develop Lot 731. Of the five projects that
proceeded to the ENA stage, three have been completed and a fourth is currently under
construction (two of those 2016 AHOS projects are also in Council District 11). The
Venice Dell Project is the only 2016 AHOS project with an executed ENA that failed to
satisfy its conditions, defaulted under its agreement with the City, and was subsequently
terminated.

In May 2016, the City Council directed LADOT and the City Administrative Officer
(CAO), with the assistance of LAHD, to release a Request for Qualifications / Proposals
(RFP) to provide for affordable housing projects as part of the 2016 AHOS, including
new housing with replacement parking at Lot 731. In December 2016, City Council
approved the selection of the Developer to create a development plan for the Project,
and the City and the Developer entered into an ENA in January 2017 with an initial two-
year term that expired in January 2019. That term was subsequently extended twice to
March 2021 and tolled based on Mayor Garcetti's COVID-19 emergency tolling order in
April 2020 for an additional 1,075 days. In June of 2022, City Council authorized LAHD
to execute the DDA with the Developer for the development of affordable housing on
Lot 731 based on the project design, appraisal, fair use analysis and budget submitted
at that time. (Council File Nos.15-1138-S9, 22-0496.)

The Project design referenced in the DDA included 140 units (including four
manager units) with 105 residential and commercial parking spaces surrounded by 63
housing units in a building on the west side of Lot 731, and 252 public parking spaces
all located inside a five-level, three-story parking structure with mechanized parking lifts
on the east side of the property surrounded by 77 housing units. The DDA made it clear
that the City-owned and operated public parking structure was subject to a separate
agreement with LADOT outside the scope of the DDA. (See Contract No. C-140728.)
No additional details regarding the public parking structure were presented to Council,
nor was any Project information submitted to the Board of Transportation
Commissioners (BOTC) at that time. Under Section 22.484(g) of the Los Angeles
Administrative Code, BOTC is responsible for the management of all City-owned public
parking places, including Lot 731.

The Project Budget included in the DDA assumed a total development cost of
$86.9 million with a 3.75% construction loan blended interest rate, without any allocation
of funds to the construction or operation of the public parking lot. The Developer
proposed to finance the public parking structure using City-issued debt in an undefined
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amount on unspecified terms. The proposal contemplated that the City would wholly or
partially lend the funds, financed by the Municipal Improvement Corporation of Los
Angeles (MICLA), the terms of which were never identified to or approved by the City.
An initial $11.6 million of MICLA financing was listed in the City’s 2022-23 adopted
budget without terms for the bonds or the proposed loan to the Developer, and that
MICLA authorization subsequently expired. In its report to the BOTC, LADOT estimated
the parking lot construction would cost $22 million plus additional operating costs to be
absorbed by the City.

In September 2024, just two weeks prior to her previously announced departure,
the former LAHD General Manager executed the Side Letter with the Developer without
the requisite authorization or approvals from either City Council or the City Attorney’s
Office for approval as to form required to make the Side Letter binding on the City. The
Side Letter purported to significantly extend the Project’s schedule, increase the
projected interest cost from 3.75% to 7.8%, and increase its total development cost from
$86.9 million to $133 million. This increase in total development cost exceeded the
15% cap on how much the Project’s budget could be increased without City Council
authorization pursuant to Section 3.2 of the DDA.

Questionable $3.4M Appraised Value for Lot 731

When Lot 731 was included in the 2016 AHOS RFP, it was initially valued at
$14.4 million by a June 2016 appraisal obtained by the City, and then at $34 million in
an August 2016 appraisal which was consistent with a 2018 appraised fair market
valuation of $35.8 million. However, a 2020 appraisal at less than 10% of that amount
($3.4MM) was used as the basis for the fair reuse value analysis on the record when
the Project came before City Council on June 15, 2022. At that time, the 2020 $3.4
million appraised fair market value was further discounted to $2.8 million for purposes of
the fair reuse analysis.

As with any transfer of public assets, the approval of the Project by the City
Council required an analysis of the value of the City's assets to be transferred to the
Developer and an assessment of the public benefits conferred. Since the City obtained
an appraisal of Lot 731 valued at $14.4 million in June 2016, all other appraisals of Lot
731, whether obtained by the Developer or the City, have been at or above $25 million,
except for the $3.4 million appraisal presented to City Council for approval of the DDA
for the Project in June 2022. That outlier of an appraisal valued Lot 731 at a discount of
more than 90% from the most recent prior 2018 appraisal, at an 87% discount from the
subsequent 2025 appraisal, and more than a 76% discount from the next lowest
appraised value of $14.4 million in 2016.

To summarize, the appraisals and fair reuse analysis include the following fair
market valuations (FMV) for Lot 731:

2016: $14.4 and $34 million (two separate FMV appraisals done at the
time of the 2016 AHOS RFP to select a developer — valued at $125
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per square foot (PSF) and $280 PSF)
2018: $35.8 million (FMV appraisal at $300 PSF)

2020: $3.4 million ($29 PSF, a 90% discount from 2018 and a 59.2%
discount from the most recent comparable sale that closed 3 weeks
prior to being utilized in the 2020 appraisal)

2022: $2.7 million (fair reuse value presented to City Council utilized the
2020 $3.4 million appraisal with an additional 21% discount)

2025: $25.9 million (FMV appraisal obtained by developer for its HCD
financing application)

Excerpts from these various appraisals and the 2022 fair reuse value
analysis prepared for the City by Keyser Marston Associates are included as
Attachment A to this Report.

The $3.4 million 2020 appraisal identified 3 “comparable” sales although all were
at least 6 miles inland for parcels with less desirable topography (sloping rather than flat
and on secondary interior roads rather than street to street). Even those 3 comparable
sales were valued at between $61.75 PSF and $70.98 PSF, with the highest value also
being the most recent transaction, having closed just 19 days before the date of the
$3.4 million appraisal, resulting in an inexplicable discount of more than 59% in the
appraisal of Lot 731 from a sale that was less than three weeks old.

In April 2025, the Developer obtained an appraisal of the Project site from BBG
Real Estate (the same appraisal company involved in a separate affordable housing
transaction under criminal investigation) and submitted it as part of a financing
application to the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD). The BBG appraisal estimated the value of Lot 731 at $25.9 million ($224 psf) or
nearly 10 times the amount of the questionable $3.4 million appraisal.

Recent investigations and pending criminal charges by federal prosecutors in
connection with other local affordable housing projects supported by questionable
appraisals have heightened the City’s concerns regarding the validity of the 2020
appraisal and the fair reuse valuation analysis that was relied upon by City Council in
connection with its 2022 authorization to negotiate and finalize the DDA.

Spiraling Project Costs

The Project Budget originally attached as Exhibit E to the DDA on June 28, 2022
was for a total of $86,869,972. A copy of the relevant portions of the DDA (Cover Page,
Section 3.2(a)(i), and Exhibit E) are included as Attachment B hereto. Pursuant to DDA
Section 3.2(a)(i), the DDA Project Budget could not be increased by more than 15% —
or not above a maximum of $99,900,468 — without bringing the Project back to City
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Council for approval. No such approval was ever sought or obtained. The DDA Project
Budget projected an interest rate for permanent financing of 5.911% predicated upon an
assumed 10-year U.S. Treasury Bill index rate (Index Rate) of 1.630%. By May 1, 2022
(the date of the DDA Project Budget) the Index Rate increased to 2.75%, and by June
15, 2022 (when Council considered the Project's DDA), the Index Rate had risen to
3.5% — more than double the Index Rate in the DDA Project Budget presented by the
Developer to the City.

As previously discussed, on September 25, 2024, the Developer and the then-
LAHD General Manager executed the Side Letter which purported to increase and
replace the original DDA Project Budget (DDA Exhibit E) with a revised budget of $133
million (the “Side Letter Budget”), well in excess of the original amount authorized by
City Council. Both the Side Letter and the Side Letter Budget are included as
Attachment C hereto. Due to an express, written provision in the DDA, the Side Letter
required but did not obtain City Council approval and City Attorney sign off as to form
and legality to be valid. Thus, the Side Letter’s proposal to increase the DDA Project
Budget beyond $99,900,468 (15% greater than the original DDA Project Budget
amount) without City Council approval or City Attorney signoff was and remains void.

The Index Rate in the Side Letter Budget was increased to 4.620% with an
assumed interest rate of 7.495% on the permanent financing. The Side Letter Budget
also includes an “LAHD Ground Lease Value” of $28 million with no explanation (the
developer’s previous Project Budget submitted in 2022 included $0 for the ground lease
value).?2 When the City Council approved the execution of the DDA in 2022, the DDA
Project Budget indicated a total all-in development cost of $620,497 per unit ($86.9MM
total budget and 140 total units). The Side Letter Budget has an all-in cost of
$1,110,265 per unit for 20 fewer units (a $46 million increase for a total budget of
$133MM and 120 total units).

Both Project Budgets rely upon problematic assumptions such as: (1) the
erroneous Index Rate, (2) the stated assumption that the financing would be
“unsubordinated” to the affordability and regulatory requirements, (3) there would be
approximately $35-$40 million of equity financing available, and (4) the City would pay
to construct and operate the parking component of the Project which LADOT estimated
to have an initial cost of approximately $22 million (as opposed to the current use of Lot
731 which generates revenue for the City). If those costs are added to the Side Letter
Budget, the cost of the Project increases to $1.3 million per affordable unit without

2 A June 27, 2025 letter from the Developer’'s counsel attempts to explain the increase in costs as follows:
“This cost escalation was in large part due to the fact that the initial City-approved Project Budget
excluded the appraised value of the City-owned parking lot, at $28 million, but the developer and LAHD
agreed to include the lot’'s value in the June 2024 Revised Budget. This accounting change does not
represent a true increase in development costs because the land will be leased from the City for $1/year.
This change to show the value of the City’s contribution for the land lease reflects a technical adjustment
prompted by regulations governing applications for financing from the state.” The explanation by
Developer's counsel raises the concern that the City Council may have been misled in 2022 as Council
did not receive accurate information to confirm that the City would be gifting at least $28MM of fair market
land value to the Developer under the ground lease.
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considering the cost impact of ongoing operation and maintenance of the public parking
lot.

Both interest rates and construction costs increased considerably from 2022 to
2024, yet a side by side comparison of the Project Budget and the Side Letter Budget
shows that the Developer actually decreased the hard costs unit construction line item
by more than 5% (from $42,749,973 to $40,485,613) and apparently did not include
Prevailing Wage and Labor Standards requirements in the DDA Project Budget. The
amount and variation in these Project Budget assumptions would have required
revisiting the Project’s overall feasibility as indicated in the original materials presented
to the City and City Council even if the Developer had satisfied the conditions and been
in compliance with all of its obligations under the DDA.

The Developer’s assumption that the financing would be “unsubordinated” to the
City’s affordability and regulatory covenants is contrary to the conditions of approval for
the Project which make it clear that the reverse was required. The City’s affordability
covenants and regulatory agreements were required to remain senior to any financing
instruments. For example, the Keyser Marston Associates Memorandum to the LAHD
Loan Committee (Attachment D hereto) repeatedly addressed this issue (e.g. page 2
“The ground leases and regulatory agreements will not be subordinated to the
construction and permanent debt lenders”). Any other result would mean that the
Project’s affordable housing covenants could be eliminated via lender foreclosure,
leaving the City without the public benefit necessary to make City-owned land available
at less than fair market value to a private party (whether for profit or not for profit).
Assuming that the recorded financing lien would be senior to the affordability
requirements made the Project infeasible and eliminated the required public benefit
conferred — namely ensuring the long-term affordability of the housing. Both of the
Project’s Budgets were based on faulty assumptions to which the City did not and could
not agree.

The Project Budgets also omit the additional estimated $22 million cost to build
the public parking structure that neither LADOT nor City Council considered or
approved.® That parking structure, even if its design were revised from the original
proposal provided to Council in order to comply with the Coastal Commission and
beach access requirements, would have to be built and operated by the City with limited
ability to recoup its costs since the Coastal Commission regulates public parking rates
to ensure accessibility. An analysis of the issues associated with the various iterations
of the proposed parking structure is beyond the scope of this Report, but the Project at
times appeared to be more of a parking project than a housing project. Lot 731
currently generates over $440,000 in gross annual revenue for the City and LADOT
estimated that the Project as proposed on Lot 731 would no longer generate any net
revenue to the City. Adding the $22 million in parking lot construction costs to the
Project’s Budget, and removing the prospect of realizing any net operating revenue from

3 See Department of Transportation Board Report, Dec. 10. 2024, Re: cost estimate of Lot 731
(Attachment E).
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the public parking lot to the City makes the Project even less feasible to build and
operate.

Requisite Approvals Never Obtained

As described in the City's response to HCD's letter of inquiry dated December 1,
2025 (Attachment F), the Project was never fully approved by the City. LADOT
disapproved the use of Lot 731 for the Project, and none of the public parking plan, the
MICLA financing for the public parking structure, the ground lease, nor the additional
financing required to close a significant funding gap in the Project Budget (or the Side
Letter Budget) were presented to or approved by City Council. The Project’s
unauthorized cost increases and the substantial documentation regarding easements,
access, and primacy of the affordability covenants were all required to be presented to
City Council for its approval.

The LADOT report noted the $22 million estimated total cost to construct the
public parking structure, the potential loss of annual parking revenue from Lot 731
during construction, and the City’s loss of “tens of millions of dollars” that would
otherwise be generated from a full market value sale of Lot 731 instead of conveying it
to the Developer. At the end of its December 10, 2024 special meeting, BOTC voted
unanimously to approve LADOT’s recommendations to not authorize Lot 731 for the
Project; to request that a feasibility study be conducted to assess the possibility of
building income-restricted housing on the adjacent Lot 701; and to consider using Lot
731 as a transit mobility hub.

Before the matter was presented to the BOTC, the Coastal Commission rejected
the Developer’'s application for approval of a coastal development permit as incomplete
five separate times. It was not until more than a month after BOTC rejected the use of
Lot 731 for the Project that the Coastal Commission issued a conditional approval with
conditions that themselves would require additional approvals from the City. (The
Coastal Commission actions are attached as Attachment G; see Council File No. 21-
0829-S1). The Developer failed to comply with the conditions of approvals as well as
with the requirements of the Disposition and Development Agreement.

The Developer also failed to provide evidence of sufficient financing sources
within the time required by the DDA. The original deadline for the Developer to
demonstrate proof of all requisite funding commitments was on or about June 30, 2024.
That date expired 3 months before the Side Letter was executed and more than a year
before the Developer successfully applied for any financing commitments.

I
I
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Rick Tonthat, LAHD May 19, 2022

Venice Dell Community — Section 7.27.3 Reuse Analysis Page 15
b. An improved Site that requires demolition and relocation costs to be
incurred;
C. Prevailing wages and Project labor agreement requirements;
d. Population targeted to homeless individuals;
e. Commercial uses restricted to preferred tenants and the artist studio rents

will be restricted to effectively $0; and
f. Accessibility requirements.

4, Based on the City Conditions that increase the development costs and the
affordability and use restrictions, the Fair Reuse Rent is estimated to be SO per
year for both the Residential and Commercial Components.

5. The ground leasing of the Site will provide 136 units restricted to extremely- and
very-low income households for at least 55 years. In addition, the Commercial
Component will be restricted to small businesses, MBE-WBE businesses, and/or
micro enterprises and artists. The proposed residential and commercial
restrictions justify conveying the Site for less than the Fair Market Rent.

Based on the findings included in this analysis, KMA concludes that while the City will not
receive the current Fair Market Rent of the Site, the proposed Ground Rent is higher than
the estimated Fair Reuse Rent once the City Conditions are taken into account. Thus, the
conveyance of the Site at the proposed Ground Rent complies with the requirements
outlined in Section 7.27.3.

2205009.LAHD:JLR
15865.007.048
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attendant daily from 7am to 5-8pm depending on the season, and is closed from 11pm to 5am. Rates
vary from $4 to $25 per day at the lot depending on the time, day, and season. Annual revenue
generated from Lot No. 731 is approximately $747,000.

In May 2016, City Council directed LADOT and the City Administrative Officer (CAQ), with the assistance
of the then Housing and Community Investment Department (now LAHD), to prepare an RFP to provide
for an affordable housing project, along with replacement parking at Lot No. 731 (CF 15-1138-S9). In
December 2016, City Council approved the selection of Venice Community Housing Corporation and
Hollywood Community Housing Corporation (Developer) to create a full development plan for the
project (CF 16-0600-5145). In June 2022, City Council authorized LAHD to execute a Disposition and
Development Agreement for development of affordable housing at Lot No. 731 with the Developer
based on the project design submitted at that time (CF 22-0496). The design reflected 136 housing units
and 252 public parking spaces all located in a parking structure on the east side of the property
surrounded by housing units. The Board was not presented with any information on the project at that
time. Moreover, in the 8 % years since the City Council issued its directive, multiple modes of
transportation not contemplated in 2016 have been introduced in the Venice Beach area, which the City
could more effectively manage through the creation of a cohesive mobility hub on Lot No. 731.

Per Section 22.484(g)(2)(A)(7) of the LAAC, the Board has “the power, duty and responsibility of
coordinating, directing, and managing all matters respecting the acquisition, and thereafter the
management, of all public off-street parking places by the City.” Contrary to recent correspondence
from Developer’s counsel, the LAAC exclusively empowers the Board to approve or deny the proposed
project as part of its ongoing responsibility to manage Lot No. 731. The project as presented raises a
number of issues related to beach access, maintenance, easements across the property, insurance,
indemnification, financial obligations for resident (private) parking, and other details that must be
negotiated and included in a parking management agreement and/or other agreements between the
City and the Developer for the Board’s consideration and approval.

DISCUSSION

Based on feedback and/or requirements from City staff and the California Coastal Commission, the
Developer has modified the design multiple times since a preliminary design was attached to the CAQ’s
report presented to City Council in June 2022. Due in large part to multiple lawsuits filed and recently
resolved, the project has not been previously considered by this Board. According to the LAAC, the
Board has the authority and responsibility to direct and manage the repurposing of all LADOT public
parking lots, which includes the authority to determine the requirements for the proposed
redevelopment of Lot No. 731. Below is LADOT’s evaluation of the project as currently proposed by the
Developer, and alternatives considered by LADOT.

Current Proposed Project

Preliminary Design Observations

Included as Attachment “B” is the most current project design provided to LADOT by the Developer in
October 2024.

1. Compared to the 2022 preliminary design referenced earlier, the latest design reduced the number
of housing units from 136 to 120. The proposed public parking also decreased from 252 parking
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spaces in the east parking structure to 200 parking spaces spread over two parking structures (23 in
the west and 177 in the east) which exceeds the required replacement parking of 196 spaces.

2. Most patrons that use Lot No. 731 travel west directly to the beach and/or use the Ocean Front
Walk. With most of the public parking proposed to be replaced on the east side of the property,
patrons will have to walk roughly a few hundred feet further which may negatively impact the
utilization and revenues of the parking structure, and reduces beach and Ocean Front Walk access.

3. Portions of the proposed east parking structure’s exterior walls will be within a matter of inches
from the walls of the surrounding housing units. The proposed plan is to build a new public parking
structure, and then build the housing immediately adjacent to the exterior. Having these walls so
closely co-located raises liability and cost concerns due to uncertainties during construction and
complicates future maintenance and rehabilitation. Any delays during the construction of the
parking structure may impact the overall development schedule and thereby increase construction
costs of the adjoining housing development which could obligate the City to compensate the
Developer. Given the close proximity of this facility to the ocean and noting the fact that Southern
California experiences earthquakes periodically, should the exterior concrete parking structure walls
require rehabilitation from salt and moisture corrosion and/or seismic activity, it is unclear how this
will be addressed between the City and the Developer given the immediately adjacent walls of the
housing development, as any associated costs will likely impact those adjacent dwelling units.

4. There are other design requirements that LADOT and the Developer have yet to successfully work
through such as rollup gates to secure the facility after hours, parking office and storage rooms.

Cost Estimates

The project proposal includes the City paying for the cost of the proposed East Parking Structure
including hard and soft costs. LADOT received a detailed estimate for the East Parking Structure from
the Developer in 2021 with a total City cost of $17,207,981 and Developer cost of $2,284,882 for a total
project cost of $19,492,682. LADQT received an updated cost estimate as of November 2024 with a
revised construction cost and same total project cost. The cost estimate includes the assumption that
the City will pay all the costs for the East Parking Structure since the Developer will finance several
public parking spaces in West Parking Structure. As of the drafting of this report, the cost estimates are
still being vetted. The Developer claims that the total cost of the project remains roughly the same
because of design revisions to remove mechanical lifts that were once proposed to be used in the
structure. LADOT projected out the 2021 East Parking Structure City construction cost and the total City
project costs (planning, design, construction, etc.) to the current year in the table below. Under the
current proposal, the City is obligated to pay for the entire cost of replacement public parking in the East
Parking Structure with a total project cost conservatively estimated by the City at roughly $22 million, all
of which is to be funded with general obligation bonds issued by the City’s Municipal Improvement
Corporation of Los Angeles (MICLA). $11.6 million in MICLA financing was initially authorized by Council
in the 2022-23 budget cycle, and that authorization expires if the funds are not expended within three
years of authorization.






Board of Transportation Commissioners 5 December 10, 2024

Pros:

Eliminates design and liability concerns from a parking structure with residential structures
immediately adjacent to it.

Reduces the potential General Fund burden due to MICLA commitment by roughly $20
million during the current fiscal crisis.

City retains ownership and use of the Lot No. 731 property with no loss in land value and
parking revenue due to construction.

Allows for future development opportunity that may include additional capacity for
increasingly desirable mobility options and improved beach access. Lot No. 731 is situated
at a prime location with excellent connectivity to major transportation corridors, bike paths,
and pedestrian-friendly streets. It offers a rare opportunity to integrate multiple modes of
transportation into a cohesive mobility hub. Its size, accessibility, and proximity to transit
lines make it ideal for implementing:

1. A Multi-Modal Transit Center: With space to accommodate bus stops, a transit store,
community shuttle service, car share, bike-sharing stations, micro-mobility, and ride-
hailing pick-up zones, Lot No. 731 can become a central point for residents and visitors
to navigate this part of the City seamlessly.

2. Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Stations: As Venice moves toward sustainable
transportation solutions, dedicating Lot No. 731 to expanded EV infrastructure could
encourage greener commuting options while serving the increasing demand for
charging stations.

3. Expanded Bike Infrastructure: The proximity of Lot No. 731 to Venice's existing bike
paths makes it a natural fit for a secure bike storage and repair facility, further
encouraging cycling as an eco-friendly commuting option.

4. Pedestrian-Friendly Enhancements: With ample space to include shaded walkways,
resting areas, and public art installations, Lot No. 731 can enhance the pedestrian
experience and contribute to Venice’s vibrant urban culture.

Cons:

Eliminates mixed-use development with affordable housing on Lot No. 731, although option
4 below offers the opportunity for the placement of affordable housing on Lot No. 701.
Developer will likely seek reimbursement from the City for approximately $3 million in
predevelopment expenses incurred to date.

3. Approve an affordable housing project on Lot No. 731 with the required minimum number of 196
replacement parking spaces in a stand-alone parking structure on the west side of the property. (Not
recommended)

Pros:

Allows for a mixed-use development with affordable housing.

Reduces design and liability concerns by having a parking structure that does not have other
structures immediately adjacent to it.

Provides parking spaces closer to where most of the patrons are walking, thereby resolving
concerns regarding beach access.
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Cons:

e Will result in redesign of the proposed project, triggering additional costs and delays.

e More than $20 million impact to General Fund for redesign and construction of a parking
structure.

e Loss of parking revenue during construction and value of land transferred for less than full
market value.

e Will not allow for future development of the lot to include increasingly desirable additional

mability options.

4. Recommend that LAHD evaluate the feasibility of relocating the proposed affordable housing from
Lot No. 731 to Lot No. 701 with no replacement parking required. (Recommended)

Lot No. 701 is located at 2150 Dell Ave in Venice, across the street and to the northeast from Lot No.
731 (see Attachment “A”). Lot No. 701 is a 150 space paid public parking lot in a residential area.
The lot is primarily utilized during summer weekends and holidays, and has low usage during other
times. On Fridays, there is a farmers’ market on the parking lot that can be relocated, if needed.
The lot is operated by an attendant, as needed, on summer weekends and holidays as an overflow
parking lot to Lot No. 731, otherwise the lot remains closed to public. Rates vary from $5 to $25 per
day at the lot depending on the time and day. Annual revenue generated from this parking lot is
approximately $114,000.

Pros:

Allows for a thorough evaluation of the potential site.

e Allows for potential mixed-use development with affordable housing, possibly with a higher
number of affordable housing units than the 120 proposed for Lot No. 731.

e Allows for future development opportunity on Lot No. 731 that may include increasingly
desirable additional mability options.

e No requirement to replace the parking spaces and thus no cost to General Fund for
construction a parking structure during the current fiscal crisis. The parking spaces could be
replaced in a future mobility hub project on Lot No. 731.

e An affordable housing project on Lot No. 701 instead of Lot No. 731 would reduce the loss
of parking annual revenue by approximately $633,000.

e Maintains existing public parking spaces closer to the beach and Ocean Front Walk.

Cons:

e Will resultin a new affordable housing project requiring more time for design and
entitlement.

e Loss of 150 public parking spaces, which would require California Coastal Commission
approval.

e Loss of approximately $114,000 in annual parking revenue and value of land likely

transferred for less than full market value.

Evaluating the alternatives above, LADOT recommends denying the current project as proposed based
on the disadvantages outlined in Option 2. Given the lack of affordable housing in the area that the
current project would provide, LADOT recommends that the Board also consider Option 4 and
recommend that LAHD evaluate Lot No. 701 to determine the suitability of the site for a new affordable
housing development that will not require any replacement parking, which would be subject to
California Coastal Commission approval. The recommendation to relocate the proposed development
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effective as of February 2025, makes enough sites available to yield 563,594 total
housing units during the 6th cycle planning period, far in excess of the City’'s RHNA
target of 456,643 total housing units. Furthermore, the Mayor’s Executive Directive No.
1 (soon-to-be-codified as the Affordable Housing Streamlining Ordinance), which was
not identified or relied upon in the Housing Element, has resulted in applications for
more than 41,000 proposed affordable housing units and nearly 31,000 approved
affordable units since 2022. Please refer to Exhibit 1 for more details on the City’s
progress in this regard.

These results reflect the City’s track record as a statewide leader in affordable
housing production, as the City typically produces approximately 20% of all multifamily
housing in California every year, despite comprising just 10% of the total population.
The City has enacted significant legislation in the last 10 years promoting affordable and
supportive housing, including the TOC Incentive Program in 2016, the Permanent
Supportive Housing Ordinance in 2018, and the CHIP Ordinance adopted in February of
this year (as part of the Housing Element Rezoning Program) which codified and
expanded the TOC. The City is proud of its long-standing demonstrated commitment to
affordable housing production and its Prohousing Designation status with HCD.

Project History and General Plan Consistency

As indicated in the City's July 24, 2024 letter to HCD, a number of steps were
required before the Venice Dell Project could proceed on the City’'s Lot No. 731,
including securing requisite approvals from the City’'s Department of Transportation,
consideration of potential changes in the Project’'s design to address concerns about
coastal access, replacement parking, and other issues. On December 10, 2024, the
Board of Transportation Commissioners (BOTC) determined that Lot No. 731 should be
utiized for a transit mobility hub rather than affordable housing. BOTC also
recommended conducting a feasibility study to assess pursuing an affordable housing
project on Lot No. 701, directly across the street from Lot No. 731. These acts became
final last January after the Los Angeles City Council did not veto BOTC's action
pursuant to City Charter Section 245, thus the Project cannot proceed on Lot No. 731.
As confirmed in a recent Superior Court ruling®’ BOTC has the power to direct the
acquisition and management of the City’s public parking lots pursuant to Section
22.484(9)(2)(A)(7) of the Los Angeles Administrative Code (LAAC).

As to the fact that Venice Dell was included as a pipeline project in the City's
Housing Element, nothing in the Housing Element Law or the City's Housing Element
requires the City to approve every pipeline project. The Housing Element references an
Exclusive Negotiating Agreement for the Project, which confirms the Project was in the
early stages of predevelopment at that time, with many more steps required for it to be

! See Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 22STCP03359 (2024).



approved by the City. Also, the City’'s Housing Element Rezoning Program, which
rezoned enough properties to eclipse the City’s unmet housing need, includes more
than enough sites to support a no net loss finding per Government Code Section 65863,
even if the Venice Dell Project site (as a site in the Housing Element inventory) is not
developed for affordable housing.

Additionally, BOTC's action did not otherwise violate state Housing Element law
or any mandate in the City’s Housing Element. As provided in state law and explicitly in
the City’s Housing Element, City actions do not need to implement every policy or
program in all of the City’s general plan elements, including the Housing Element. The
City’s Housing Element explicitly provides that:

Not all plan policies can be achieved in any single action, and, in relation
to any decision, some goals may be more compelling than others. On a
program-by-program  basis, taking into consideration factual
circumstances, decision makers will determine how best to implement the
adopted policies of the General Plan in any way which best serves the
public health, safety, and general welfare. (Chapter 6, page 243.)

BOTC's designation of Lot No. 731 for a transit mobility hub and Lot No. 701 for
affordable housing development, also located in a high resource area, furthers several
General Plan policies including AFFH. BOTC’s actions provide increased transit
opportunities and beach access to all socioeconomic groups, including lower income
residents, seniors and the disabled. (See e.g., 2035 Mobility Plan Program SF.13
(Mobility Hub/Multi-Modal transit plaza); 2035 Mobility Plan Policy 3.5 Multi-Modal
Features, 4.1 New Technologies, and 4.2 Dynamic Transportation Information;
Complete Streets Policies.)

By identifying Lot No. 701 for affordable housing, BOTC's action is also
consistent with Housing Element policy 1.2.10 (prioritizing development of affordable
housing on public land) and Program 15 (public land for affordable housing). It also
furthers AFFH as it is located in a higher opportunity area. Although not required to
meet the City’s obligations under the Housing Element Law or AFFH, the City is
aggressively pursuing affordable housing on Lot No. 701 — the City conducted a
feasibility study last February (see Exhibit 2) and intends to pursue streamlined review
and development of Lot No. 701 for affordable housing during the 6th cycle.



Specific LOI Responses

We provide the following responses to the LOI requests for information in the
same order requested:

1.

The role of the City’s BOTC in the Project and an explanation for why
the BOTC held a hearing after the Project was approved. As
referenced above, LAAC Section 22.484(g)(2)(A)(7) provides that BOTC
has “the power, duty and responsibility of coordinating, directing, and
managing all matters respecting the acquisition, and thereafter the
management, of all public off-street parking places by the City.” Thus,
BOTC is exclusively empowered to approve or deny the use of Lot No.
731 for the Project as part of its ongoing responsibility to manage Lot No.
731. No specific requirements dictate the timing of when the Project must
be heard by BOTC, as long as it is ultimately put before BOTC for
consideration.

Efforts by City staff to schedule a BOTC hearing for the Project several
years ago were delayed by the previous Councilmember; the December
10, 2024 BOTC hearing was scheduled to correct that oversight after the
City and the developers prevailed in litigation challenging the Project’s
entittements. It is important to note that neither the Project's public
parking plan, the City financing required for the replacement public parking
structure, the Project's ground lease, nor the additional City financing
requested by the developer to address the significant funding gap in the
Project’s development budget were ever approved by the City, thus the
Project never has been "approved.”

How the City plans to ensure the Project, or an equivalent project, is
developed within the 6" cycle planning period. As previously
discussed, the Venice Dell Project cannot proceed because it has no right
to utilize Lot No. 731. With respect to the opportunity to develop
affordable housing on Lot No. 701, this site is located 500 feet away from
Lot No. 731 at 2150 Dell Avenue, and is also in a higher opportunity area
near transit. Lot No. 701 has 150 public parking spaces which the City
anticipates will need to be replaced with Coastal Commission approval.
Lot No. 701 includes nine small lots and one larger sized lot totaling
approximately 51,800 square feet. Preliminary analysis indicates more
than 100 units can be built there, and the City anticipates additional details
will be available soon regarding the feasibility of developing affordable



housing on Lot No. 7012 The City is prepared to pursue expedited
entittement and procurement processes to select a developer and allow
sufficient time for due diligence, financing applications and construction to
proceed within the 6™ cycle planning period for the production of
affordable housing on Lot No. 701.

. The City’s plan and timeline to take the CCC’s modifications back to

the City Council. On December 11, 2024, the Coastal Commission
approved with suggested modifications the City’s Certified Land Use Plan
(LUP) Amendment Request No. LCP-5-VEN-23-0038-1 for the Project,
and the Coastal Commission subsequently extended the time for the City
to respond to the suggested modifications to June 11, 2026. The
Department of City Planning has transmitted the Coastal Commission’s
suggested modifications to the City Council. However, since BOTC did
not approve the use of Lot No. 731 for the Project, a determination that is
now final, the Venice Dell Project is no longer pending.

. An explanation for why the City hasn’t added AFFH to its asset

evaluation framework and when does it plan to do so. The last update
of the City’s asset evaluation framework (AEF) was approved on July 2,
2024, and the AEF is in the process of being updated to expressly include
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) criteria by January 30, 2026.
The City remains committed to including AFFH in its administration of
asset allocation to prioritize high opportunity / higher resourced areas for
development of affordable housing. In the current AEF, the City utilizes
the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee/HCD Opportunity Maps to
prioritize affordable housing development projects in higher resourced
areas to facilitate increased access by lower income residents that have
historically had limited access to higher opportunity areas.

. An explanation as to how the City is using zoning as a consideration

to eliminate potential development on public land sites. Contrary to
the LOI's assertions that (i) the City is “using zoning as a consideration to
eliminate potential development on public land” and (ii) the City
experienced a ‘recent shift in policy direction” inconsistent with housing
element policies 1.2.5 and 1.2.10 and the stated AFFH objectives of
Program 15, the City continues to implement and utilize its highly effective
policies as described herein to incentivize new affordable housing

2 See Report from the Department of City Planning dated February 21, 2025 (Exhibit 2) for more

information.



development across the City and overcome historical barriers related to
zoning and land use designation. The City adopted its Permanent
Supportive Housing Ordinance (Ord. No. 185,492) in 2018, which
expressly authorizes the use of PF (Public Facility) zoned properties for
supportive housing projects on City owned land to obviate the need for a
zone change.

The cumulative impact of the City’'s affordable housing policies and
programs creates multiple pathways to entitle and approve housing on
public land regardless of underlying zoning or other regulatory barriers,
and wherever zoning does not allow residential uses, the Department of
City Planning conducts a review and identifies any required zone changes
and/or general plan amendments that may be required. Please refer to
Exhibit 1 for details on the City’s track record with respect to affordable
housing development during the last five years.

With respect to the use of AEF to assess individual City-owned properties
for development potential, the City Administrative Officer (CAQO) considers
the Department of City Planning zoning analysis together with analyses
provided by other City departments to assess the development feasibility
and potential of each property. However, zoning is never the only
consideration, as the financial feasibility of using City-owned lots for
affordable or supportive housing is a major component of the CAQO’s site
evaluation and impacts its recommendation on the proposed use of each
site to BOTC, the Municipal Facilities Committee, the Mayor and the City
Council. Moreover, zoning never serves as the sole reason to not approve
any project, as exemplified by Venice Dell since the City processed a zone
change and General Plan amendment for that project.

Regarding the potential projects at 6621 Manchester Avenue and 6614
West 85th Place that the LOI suggests were eliminated due to “zoning
considerations”, both of these sites were excluded because they were
below the 15,000 square foot threshold for multifamily housing sites the
City was targeting in 2016 (the Manchester site is 6,900 square feet, and
the West 85th Place site is 4,507 square feet).

. An explanation for why the Project was excluded from the Affordable
Housing Managed Pipeline extension list. In March of 2025, the Los
Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) recommended extending the
Affordable Housing Managed Pipeline (AHMP) commitment for four



different projects. Two projects with expiring or expired AHMP
commitments were excluded from the recommendations; Venice Dell was
one of those excluded projects. Venice Dell was excluded from the AHMP
extension list because the Project's commitment letter expired January 31,
2025, and the developers could not demonstrate a feasible path for the
Project to move forward — the Project was unable to utilize Lot No. 731,
and the developers did not provide a pro forma budget identifying all
necessary construction and permanent funding sources to cover the
Project’s total development cost.

. A description of the City’s selection criteria for extensions to the
Affordable Housing Management Pipeline program. Historically, the
City extended commitments to the AHMP program, if not indefinitely, for
several years. A shift in 2019 made projects dependent on receiving
commitments for Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and highly
competitive tax-exempt bond volume allocation. The City's policy of
extending commitments indefinitely locked up tens of millions of the City’s
public funds for years. In 2025, LAHD addressed this issue by changing
its approach. First, LAHD stopped extending funding commitments unless
a project sponsor could demonstrate a viable path to full financing.
Second, the new Homes for LA Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA)
introduced revised standards. This new NOFA provides priority points for
projects with competitive state tax credit applications and ties any potential
extensions to a project's future LIHTC award.

. Whether and how the City is meeting the stated objectives in
Program #6 of its housing element for funding 8 percent of units in
higher opportunity areas. The City provides regular reporting on the
progress of each Housing Element Program as part of the Housing
Element Annual Progress Report (APR). Program 6 of the Housing
Element, "New Production of Affordable Housing Through the Affordable
Housing Managed Pipeline," includes objectives such as preparing an
annual NOFA biannually and producing 500 units per year, with priority
scoring for projects in Higher Opportunity Areas with the goal of funding at
least 8% of units in Higher Opportunity Areas.

As stated in the APR narrative reporting for Program 6, in 2021 LAHD
added priority scoring to the AHMP NOFA for projects in Higher
Opportunity Areas and in TOD areas. Since the start of the sixth cycle,
17% of finan [oj hav n | in Higher rtunity Ar
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Specific Plan and the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. Any future development
would need to comply with the regulations in the Specific Plans and the California Coastal Act.

1. Potential Entitlements

General Plan Amendment / Venice Land Use Plan Amendment

The Community Plan designates the subject site as Open Space with a corresponding zone of
OS. The subject site is also located within the area covered by the Venice Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan (LUP), certified by the California Coastal Commission on June 14,
2001. The Venice LUP designates the project site as Open Space. In order to facilitate a
permanent supportive or affordable housing development, a General Plan Amendment (GPA)
would be required to change the land use to a commercial or residential land use designation to
allow multi-family residential units pursuant to Los Angeles City Charter Section 555 and LAMC
Section 11.5.6 of Chapter 1. Procedures for a GPA are governed by LAMC Section 13B.1.1 of
Chapter 1A. The City Council has 75 days to approve, disapprove, or propose changes to the
GPA after receiving the recommendations of the Mayor and City Planning Commission.
Additionally, any project developing ten or more residential units is subject to regulations in
LAMC Section 11.5.11 (Measure JJJ) which include affordable housing requirements and job
standards.

Zone Change / Height District Change

In conjunction with the requested General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change to the site’s zoning
designation from OS to a residential or commercial zone that allows multi-family residential units
would also be required per LAMC Section 12.32 of Chapter 1 since the OS zoning classification
prohibits residential development. Procedures for a Zone Change and Height District Change
are governed by LAMC Section 13B.1.4 of Chapter 1A. The City Council has 90 days to
approve or disapprove after receiving a recommendation from the City Planning Commission or
the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission.

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Amendment

A Specific Plan Amendment to the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan will be required to update
the zoning maps from OS-1XL to a zone that allows multi-family residential units pursuant to
LAMC Section 11.5.7 G of Chapter 1. In addition, the development standards in the Venice
Coastal Zone Specific Plan may also need to be amended to facilitate the development of a
permanent affordable or supportive housing project. Procedures for Specific Plan Amendments
are governed by LAMC Section 13B.1.2 of Chapter 1A. The City Council has 75 days to
approve or disapprove the Specific Plan Amendment after receiving the recommendation of the
City Planning Commission.

Coastal Development Permit

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.2 and in accordance with Section 30600(b) of the California
Public Resources Code, a Coastal Development Permit would be required from the City and a



second (“dual’) Coastal Development Permit would be required from the California Coastal
Commission for a development located in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction of the California Coastal
Zone. Procedures for a Coastal Development Permit are governed by LAMC Section 13B.9.1 of
Chapter 1A. The City has 75 days to approve or deny a Coastal Development Permit upon
receiving a completed City Planning application. Project applicants should consult with the
California Coastal Commission for the timeline on processing a State-issued Coastal
Development permit.

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Project Compliance

A Project Compliance (formerly referred to as a Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance) for a
project within the North Venice Subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan would be
required pursuant to LAMC Section 11.5.7C of Chapter 1. The Specific Plan was adopted as
Ordinance 172,897, effective December 22, 1999, and later amended under Ordinance
175,693, effective January 19, 2004. The Specific Plan provides regulations for use, density, lot
area, floor area ratio, height of buildings or structures, setbacks, yards, buffers, parking,
drainage, fences, design standards, lighting, and trash enclosures that supersede the
regulations outlined in the LAMC. Procedures for Project Compliance are governed by LAMC
Section 13B.4.2 of Chapter 1A. The Director shall render a decision to approve or disapprove
an application for Project Compliance within 75 days of receiving a completed application.

Mello Act Compliance Review

Pursuant to Sections 65590 and 65590.1 of the California Government Code and the City of Los
Angeles Interim Mello Act Compliance Administrative Procedures (IAP), a Mello Act Compliance
Review for the construction of ten or more Residential Units in the Coastal Zone is required.
Pursuant to Part 5 of the IAP, New Housing Developments consisting of 10 or more Residential
Units are required to provide Inclusionary Residential Units.

Project Review

A Project Review (formerly referred to as a Site Plan Review) would be required for a project
which creates or results in an increase of 50 or more dwelling units pursuant to LAMC Section
16.05 of Chapter 1. However, no restricted affordable units are counted towards the dwelling
unit threshold per LAMC Section 16.05.D.8. Procedures for Project Review are governed by
LAMC Section 13B.2.4 of Chapter 1A. The Director shall approve, conditionally approve, or
deny the Project Review within 75 days after the date an application is deemed complete.

Parcel Map or Tract Map

The subdivision and merger of the existing lots into one lot per LAMC Section 17.53 (Parcel
Map), 17.06 (Tract Map), or 17.15 (Vesting Tentative Tract Map) would be required to exclude
the Library (APN 4238-018-900) and the portions north of the project site which are not a part of
the project site. Procedures for a Parcel Map are governed by LAMC Section 13B.7.5 and



13B.7.6 of Chapter 1A. The Advisory Agency shall review and either approve, conditionally
approve or disapprove the map within 30 days after the map is filed. Tentative Tract Maps or
Vesting Tentative Tract Maps are governed by LAMC Section 13B.7.3 and 13B.7.4 of Chapter
1A. The Advisory Agency must render a decision to approve, conditionally approve or
disapprove the tentative tract map within 50 days after the map has been filed with the City. The
City Council is the decision maker on the final map.

Multiple Approvals

Approvals for projects that require multiple legislative and/or quasi-judicial approvals are heard
and determined by the City Planning Commission or Area Planning Commission who has initial
decision-making authority for all approvals and recommendations, and the City Council has final
decision-making authority for approvals of legislative decisions per LAMC Section 12.36 of
Chapter 1. Procedures for projects requiring Multiple Approvals are governed by LAMC Section
13A.2.10 of Chapter 1A. The City Planning Commission has 75 days to submit a
recommendation to approve the project application to the City Council, which then has 90 days
to make a decision.

1. Requlatory Barriers

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan

Pursuant to the Venice Specific Plan - North Venice Subarea, Venice Coastal Development
Projects on residential zoned lots shall not exceed a maximum density of two dwelling units,
where the lot area per dwelling unit shall not be less than 1,500 square feet. The subject site
includes 13 lots and portions of two lots varying in lot area between 2,997 square feet and
approximately 19,500 square feet, limiting the density to a maximum of 28 dwelling units.
Further, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan limits lot consolidation to a maximum of two
residential lots. In addition, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan limits building height to 30
feet for Flat Roofs and 35 feet for Varied Rooflines in the North Venice Subarea.

Venice Coastal Development Projects on commercially zoned lots shall not exceed a maximum
density permitted in the R3 zone. The subject site, providing a lot area of 86,106 square feet,
would be limited to a maximum of 107 dwelling units. Further, the Venice Coastal Zone Specific
Plan limits lot consolidation to a maximum density of three commercial lots. In addition, the
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan limits building height to 30 feet for Flat Roofs and 35 feet for
Varied Rooflines in the North Venice Subarea.

The California Coastal Commission

The amendment to the Venice Local Coastal Land Use Plan to change the Land Use
Designation from Open Space to either residential or commercial will require certification by the
California Coastal Commission. In considering this land use designation change and any text
changes, the California Coastal Commission will consider any existing Coastal Development
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Notice of Incomplete Application
Application No. 5-22-0588

component. The submitted application indicates a $64,550 fee for the residential
component based on an outdated fee schedule which previously required $968 per
unit. Additionally, Section II.A. of Appendix E should include the square footage of the
public parking garage. Ensure all co-applicants have been included in the application
prior to sending any additional fee, as the overall fee may be altered based on the
inclusion of a resource permitting agency. Further, because the project includes
affordable housing, the project may be entitled to a reduction in fees as determined by
the Executive Director. (See Cal. Code of Regs., tit 14, § 13055(h)(2).)

Project Plans. Provide the following clarifications regarding the project plans:

A. Clarify why Parcel 1 and Parcel 4 share an assessor parcel number in the Parcel
Area table on Sheet G0.01

B. Clarify the difference between the long-term and short-term bicycle parking
referenced on Plan Sheet G0.01.

C. Clarify why the 1.15 FAR is listed as “Option B” on Sheet G0.01.

D. Clarify the discrepancy between the three vehicle parking spaces reserved for
public use shown on Sheet G0.01 and the Public Parking Management Plan (PPM)
and local permit findings indicating five proposed spaces.

E. Clarify why the plan set titled “Addendum to 05/12/2021 Entitlement Drawings” was
not included in the plans issued local approval.

F. Summarize all differences between the Exhibit A plans and the addendum plans,
including new or eliminated features. Define the terms “AS2”, “VA2”, and “[Electrical
Vehicle] AMB” as referenced in the addendum plans.

G. Indicate whether the four management residential units will be provided free of
charge for housing staff.

Campanile Structure. Provide an alternatives analysis for elimination of the proposed,
67-ft. tall campanile structure and indicate its proposed function.

Income Requirements. Indicate the income requirements for the proposed 136 “Low
Income” housing units.

Visual Resources. Provide an analysis of impacts to public coastal views from all
sides of the proposed development, including looking toward the development from the
sandy beach.

10.Sea Level Rise Analysis. The submitted coastal hazards report dated 2020 predicts

less than 2 ft. of flooding onsite with 6.6 ft. of sea level rise in the next 75 years based
on the flood depth legend included in Figure 6. However, the legend specifies color
changes per 8 ft. and does not provide that degree of specificity. Clarify how the
flooding estimation was determined from the Coastal Storm Modeling System legend.
Provide a summary of proposed measures and a feasibility analysis of additional

2



11.

Notice of Incomplete Application
Application No. 5-22-0588

measures to minimize risks and water quality impacts associated with inundation of the
proposed development within the next 75 years, including, but not limited to, the use of
shear walls, flood-proof materials, and locating mechanical equipment and hazardous
substances on upper floors.

Groundwater. The submitted coastal hazards report dated 2020 references a
geotechnical consultant report which estimates a maximum historical groundwater level
of 5 to 6-ft. below grade. However, the Coastal Storm Modeling System indicates the
project site has a “Water Table at Surface (Emergent)” even with O ft. of sea level rise.
Provide the following clarifications and additional incofmration:

A. Provide the referenced geotechnical report and address the discrepancy in
groundwater levels.

B. Provide a feasibility analysis of measures to address emergent groundwater during
the proposed 9,100 cy. of grading, including, but not limited to, de-watering
measures.

Additionally, the addendum dated 2021 references a new Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) baseline flood elevation adopted on April 21, 2021.
Provide the FEMA baseline flood elevations adopted in 2021 and most recently.
Describe any measures incorporated into the project to meet the FEMA requirements.

12. Tribal Cultural Resources. The comment letter issued by a representative of the

Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation indicates tribal consultation
occurred. Provide a list of all tribal entities notified and list all other tribes who
responded to the notice. Describe all tribal cultural resource mitigation measures
currently proposed. Provide a feasibility analysis with at least two project design
alternatives that would 1) avoid impacts to tribal cultural resources (e.g. eliminate all
grading of native soils) and 2) minimize and mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources
(e.g. minimize the amount of grading and propose mitigation measures).

13.Boat Launch Operations. Confirm that the proposed boat launch and boat launch

parking spaces will be available to the public from sunrise to sunset, free of charge,
consistent with the requirements of CDP Nos. 5-91-584 and 5-92-377, as amended.

14.Boat Launch Access Plan. Sheets A2.10 and A6.10 show the boat launch parking

spaces are located behind an artist studio in the east structure and behind dwelling
units in the west structure. Indicate how this will impact the size, number, and type of
vessels able to access the launch ramp. Provide a narrative plan to A) ensure the boat
launch access ramp remains open during construction, and B) ensure the canal-
cleaning vendor’s parking will be restricted to avoid blocking access to the public during
peak use times.

15.Boat Launch Alternatives Analysis. Provide an alternatives analysis, including but

not limited to, plans showing at least seven public boat launch parking spaces and
three loading areas located on the east side of Grand Canal adjacent to the boat
launch access ramp. The alternatives analysis must also address the feasibility of A)
maintaining the current location of the existing boat launch ramp loading area; B)
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Notice of Incomplete Application
Application No. 5-22-0588

constructing a new vehicle accessway for boat launching along the canal connecting
North and South Venice Blvd; and C) locating the public boat launch access parking
spaces in the portion of the parking structure closest to the boat launch ramp and
providing direct access from the parking to the boat launch.

16.Subterranean Level. Sheet A.3.21 shows a subterranean parking level extending
approximately 8 ft. below grade in the east structure. Clarify the function of the
proposed subterranean level, whether it would be accessible to the public, and if it
would contain mechanized lifts. Provide an alternatives analysis addressing elimination
of the below-grade structure and any other subterranean components from the
proposal.

17.Mechanized Lifts. The locally-approved Exhibit A plan includes a key indicating 252
total parking spaces in the public garage and shows unnumbered, standard drive-up
spaces. The local CDP findings do not address proposed lift parking. However, the
plant set titled “Addendum to 05/12/2021 Entitlement Drawings” shows mechanized lifts
which would appear to double the number of parking spaces available and indicates
252 total parking spaces. Indicate whether 252 public parking spaces are feasible
without the proposed lift system. Provide evidence that the local CDP issued by the
City approved the use of a lift system in the public lot.

18.Lots 701 and 731. Provide a narrative description of the current operation of LADOT
Lot Nos. 701 and 731, including:

A. the operating hours of public availability;

B. the current rates per hour and/or per day for use of the public parking spaces and
any changes to the parking rates that have occurred since Commission approval of
CDP 5-94-081; and

C. whether the two lots remain open simultaneously during operating hours or one is
used to accommodate overflow for the other.

19.Parking Utilization Study. Provide the following clarifications and additional
information regarding the submitted Venice parking study conducted by Tierra West
Advisors:

A. Clarify why weekdays AM, weekends AM, and holidays PM were not included in the
survey.

B. Figures 3 through 8 do not distinguish differences in utilization between Lots 731
and 701. Indicate whether the two lots were measured separately. If not, clarify why.

C. Figures 3 through 8 indicate Lots 731 and 701 remained below 50% capacity during
all measured timeframes except holidays midday and weekends PM. Disclose any
confounding factors contributing to underutilization in July through September 2019,
such as partial closure for construction or use limitations imposed by the City.



Notice of Incomplete Application
Application No. 5-22-0588

20.Temporary Replacement Parking Plan (TRPP). Provide the following clarifications
and additional information regarding the TRPP:

A.

Page 2 of the TRPP states that public parking in Lot 731 will be “completely or
partially unavailable” during construction of the proposed east structure. However,
the TRPP also states that the “west site portion of Lot 731” could be used for
replacement parking during construction of the east structure. Clarify this
discrepancy and indicate what area is encompassed by the west site portion of Lot
731.

Provide evidence that the U.S.P.S. at 313 Grand Blvd. is amenable to leasing off-
site replacement parking on weekends and holidays as proposed. Indicate how
many spaces would be available at the U.S.P.S. location. Indicate whether the
subject offsite spaces are currently available to the public free of charge.

Provide a feasibility analysis of alternative off-site parking locations that will be
available during construction to meet public parking demand that is currently met on
the subject site.

. Clarify why construction of the west structure is proposed as Phase | and the east

structure as Phase ll, since this would require Lot 701 with 100 public spaces to
mitigate the loss of Lot 731 with 196 public spaces during Phase .

21.EV Parking. If the EV charging stations are intended for use in the proposed public
parking structure, clarify why this component is not included in the subject application.
Note that the Commission has recently required provision of EV parking spaces in
conjunction with the approval of projects with a significant parking component.

22.Public Parking Management Plan (PPMP). Provide a feasibility analysis of increasing
the second floor ceiling height to enable mechanized lifts on the second floor rather
than the first floor. Provide a narrative description clarifying:

A.

the qualitative difference between parking spaces available under Premium versus
Value;

the purpose of the rotating tier system described on Page 7 of the PPMP;

. why the self-parking provided under Premium and Value is valued at higher rates

than the mechanized lift parking provided under Economy;

. whether visitors on the first and third levels will be able to access their vehicles

without vehicle retrieval from management;

how visitors will safely unload their belongings (such as coolers, chairs, and other
recreational equipment) in the attendant drop area without creating a vehicle back-
up; and

whether LADOT will retain the services of a private contractor, VCHC, HCHC, or
any other party to operate and/or park the mechanized lifts.
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be adjusted to increase the percentage of “Extremely Low Income” units pending
funding.) Clarify the discrepancy between this and the configuration of units
summarized on Page 5 of the application cover letter dated July 8, 2022. Clarify
which income level corresponds to the proposed supportive housing units and
artist live-work units.

. Sea Level Rise Analysis. Provide a summary of proposed measures and a feasibility
analysis of additional measures to minimize risks and water quality impacts associated
with inundation of the proposed development within the next 75 years, including, but
not limited to, the use of shear walls, flood-proof materials, and locating mechanical
equipment and hazardous substances on upper floors. The submitted coastal
hazards addendum indicates that the proposed materials may be retrofitted with
safety measures in the event of future inundation, but does not specify any
additional measures or provide any clarification on what retrofitting measures
would be feasible. Provide an analysis of safety measures to feasibly minimize
risk if warranted in the future.

. Groundwater. Provide the referenced geotechnical report and address the
discrepancy in groundwater levels. The submitted geotechnical report recommends
minimization of onsite stormwater infiltration due to the associated risk of
liquefaction. However, certified Venice LUP Policy 1.D.1. requires canal-fronting
development to provide “pervious surfacing with drainage control measures to
filter storm run-off and direct it away from environmentally sensitive habitat
area[.]” Analyze: A) how potential future rises in groundwater levels with sea
level rise would influence liquefaction risk over the design life, and B) how the
proposed foundation would withstand the higher differential settlement. Clarify
whether the proposed 4,930 sq. ft. of onsite landscaping would be permeable.
Indicate whether the project will increase or decrease the existing permeable
area onsite. Provide a feasibility analysis of drainage control measures
including, but not limited to, an onsite treatment facility, a drainage swale, and
increasing the amount of pervious area onsite.

. Tribal Cultural Resources. Provide a feasibility analysis with at least two project
design alternatives that would 1) avoid impacts to tribal cultural resources (e.g.
eliminate all grading of native soils) and 2) minimize and mitigate impacts to tribal
cultural resources (e.g. minimize the amount of grading and propose mitigation
measures). The response letter indicates the project has been redesigned to
reduce the proposed volume of grading by 4,100 cy. Provide the currently
proposed volume of cut and fill. These estimates should also be included on the
plan set requested by Item 2 above.

. Boat Launch Access Plan. Provide a narrative plan to A) ensure the boat launch
access ramp remains open during construction, and B) ensure the canal-cleaning
vendor’s parking will be restricted to avoid blocking access to the public during peak
use times. Provide the proposed width of the path shown on the submitted boat
launch access diagrams. Clarify where the canal-cleaning vendor will park during
non-peak times and what non-peak times entails. The response letter indicates
that the sidewalk in front of the oversized proposed boat launch unloading space

2
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C) locating the public boat launch access parking spaces in the portion of the
parking structure closest to the boat launch ramp and providing direct access from
the parking to the boat launch. The response letter indicates “Access/egress to
the boat launch loading area from both North and South Venice Blvd
Capacity” will be provided to canal-cleaning vendors. Clarify the discrepancy
between this statement and the applicants’ response to Item 7b. Label the 7
long-term boat access ramp parking spaces in the currently proposed boat
launch access ramp diagrams.

Lots 701 and 731. Provide a narrative description of the current operation of LADOT
Lot Nos. 701 and 731, including the current rates per hour and/or per day for use of the
public parking spaces and any changes to the parking rates that have occurred since
Commission approval of CDP 5-94-081. The response letter indicates current
hourly and daily rates for Lots 731 and 701 that exceed the rates approved by a
2001 CDP (i.e. $3-11/day adjusted seasonally.) Provide City records of all hourly
and daily parking rate increases since 1994. Clarify the project description by A)
providing a summary of rate increases since 1994 and evidence that all rate
increases were approved via CDPs, CDP amendments, or Commission Executive
Director approved exemptions; or B) revising the project description to request
after-the-fact approval for an increase in public parking rates. Additionally, Page
16 of the response letter indicates up to $25 per hour rates for parking on
Thursday through Sunday and holidays. Confirm whether this is an hourly rate or
flat rate for a full day. Additionally, staff have received photographs from an
appellant showing signs with flat rates and no hourly rates listed (Attachment 1).
Provide evidence of signage advertising hourly rates and clarify why hourly
payment is not always available.

10. Parking Utilization Study. Clarify why weekdays AM, weekends AM, and holidays PM

11.

were not included in the Tierra West parking survey. The response letter indicates
that weekend mornings and holiday afternoons are “known not to be peak
demand periods|.]” Clarify the basis for this assumption, considering some
visitors arrive at the beach at the beginning of the day and remain through the
afternoon. Provide a figure showing average utilization data for City and County-
managed public parking lots located in the study area on weekends AM and
holidays PM, including Lots 701 and 731. The figure should be formatted
consistent with Figures 3-8 of the parking study. Additionally, the Tierra West
parking survey appears to contain a discrepancy: Page 10 indicates that data
was collected “during peak summer months (July 2019 — September 2019)” via
windshield/walking surveys on 16 separate occasions. But the data table on
Page 55 in the appendix lists 16 surveys conducted on August 31 through
September 19, 2019. Clarify the discrepancy and provide all data collected for the
parking survey. Clarify why these dates were chosen to represent peak summer
hours, rather than dates that included the 4t of July holiday and the season
before LA County schools resumed instruction (August 15t".)

Temporary Replacement Parking Plan (TRPP). Page 2 of the TRPP states that
public parking in Lot 731 will be “completely or partially unavailable” during construction
of the proposed east structure. However, the TRPP also states that the “west site

4
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portion of Lot 731” could be used for replacement parking during construction of the
east structure. Clarify this discrepancy and indicate what area is encompassed by the
west site portion of Lot 731. Provide the number of public parking spaces available
to the public if the eastern garage were constructed as Phase I. (Staff understand
this method is not currently proposed by the applicant.)

12.EV Parking. If the EV charging stations are intended for use in the proposed public
parking structure, clarify why this component is not included in the subject application.
Note that the Commission has recently required provision of EV parking spaces in
conjunction with the approval of projects with a significant parking component. Note
the proposed number and location of EV charging stations on the plan set
requested by Item 2 above. Also, clarify whether the proposed EV charging will
be accessible to all models of EV cars as opposed to specific EV car models.

13.Public Parking Management Plan (PPMP). Provide a narrative description clarifying:

A. the qualitative difference between parking spaces available under Premium versus
Value; The letter suggests that while most self-park spaces on the first floor
will be provided as Premium for $15 per hour, other self-park spaces may be
provided as Value for $7.50 per hour. The letter suggests the $7.50 difference
in hourly rates may be based solely on proximity to elevators and access
points. Confirm whether this is correct or provide a comprehensive
explanation regarding the difference(s) in the different types of parking
proposed.

B. the purpose of the rotating tier system described on Page 7 of the PPMP; Explain
how the tier system would mitigate carbon emissions. Clarify the discrepancy
between Page 20 of the response letter, which indicates only daily rates are
currently available onsite, and the hourly rates provided on Page 16. Clarify
the primary purpose of charging more for Premium and Value spaces.

C. why the self-parking provided under Premium and Value is valued at higher rates
than the mechanized lift parking provided under Economy; The response letter
suggests some Value parking spaces may be located on self-park floors.
Confirm whether this is correct and/or provide the reasoning behind this
proposal.

D. whether visitors on the first and third levels will be able to access their vehicles
without vehicle retrieval from management; Indicate whether the applicant is
currently proposing to design a new parking app or use an existing app.

E. how visitors will safely unload their belongings (such as coolers, chairs, and other
recreational equipment) in the attendant drop area without creating a vehicle back-
up. Provide a diagram showing the location of each drop zone and how
vehicles would leave the inner lane to park.

The applicants’ submittal did not provide the requested proposal to mitigate the public
access impacts of multiple years of boat launch inaccessibility, which include such options
as expanding the size of the boat launch, improving public amenities in that location (such

5
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iv. A description of where wash water generated from maintenance cleaning
of the parking garages will drain and whether it would receive any
pollutant-removal treatment prior to off-site discharge.

B. Provide a cistern plan including:
i. Afigure showing the size, number, and location of all proposed cisterns;

ii. Estimation of the maximum runoff volume accommodated by the cisterns
(with calculations of values and sources of values included) and whether it
meets the 85th percentile, 24-hour design storm volume;

iii. A description of the type of impervious surfaces and total impervious
surface area draining to the cisterns; and

iv. A description of any treatment BMPs proposed for the water in the cisterns
prior to irrigation use.

2. Boat Launch Access Plan. Provide a narrative plan to ensure the canal-cleaning
vendor’s parking will be restricted to avoid blocking access to the public during peak
use times. Clarify where the canal-cleaning vendor will park during non-peak times and
what non-peak times entails. Clarify whether the proposed water-bottle filling
station and meeting area are proposed within the areas marked “Boat Launch
Storage” and/or “Boat Launch Staging” on the plans. Indicate whether the
proposed Staging Area would serve any other functions (like a general
pedestrian exit or the location of pay kiosks). Additionally, the response letter
proposes a single parking space for the canal-cleaning vendor—but photographs
from the Venice Canals Association show that the canal-cleaning vendors have
required a trailer and large dumpsters in the past to remove large volumes of
algae (Attachment 1). Describe how the proposed boat launch ramp access plan
will accommodate a trailer and up to two large dumpsters. Clarify whether the
canal-cleaning vendors would still be able to access the boat launch access
ramp during development construction.

3. Boat Launch Alternatives Analysis. Provide an alternatives analysis, including but
not limited to, plans showing at least seven public boat launch parking spaces and
three loading areas located on the east side of Grand Canal adjacent to the boat
launch access ramp. The submitted alternatives analysis indicates that an
accessway between North and South Venice Boulevard would require elimination
of 16 units and 2,875 sq. ft. of art studio. Clarify why a ground floor accessway
would require elimination of second and third floor area, rather than retaining the
upper floor units via an overhang structure. Provide analysis of the following
alternatives that may allow retention of boat launch parking spaces in the
existing configuration:

A. Locating the boat launch ramp parking spaces in the location shown in the
submitted Alternative 3 and allowing ingress and egress solely from North
Venice Boulevard (see Figure A below); and
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boat launch access ramp during development construction. The response letter dated
August 2, 2023 states that the boat launch ramp will remain open during
construction. Provide a narrative description of boat ramp access during
construction, including:

A. whether any boat launch parking spaces (on-street and off-street) would
remain available;

B. whether the existing footpath would be the sole method of access;

C. what areas of the project site would be excluded from public access during
construction; and

D. where construction materials would be staged during work on the west and
east sides of Grand Canal (and which would occur first).

Additionally, the response letter indicates that temporary obstructions may be
necessary and that the canal-cleaning vendor can use other canal access-points
during those instances. Describe the types of work that would necessitate
temporary closures and clarify what other canal access-points are available in
the Venice Canals system.

. Boat Launch Alternatives Analysis. Provide an alternatives analysis, including but
not limited to, plans showing at least seven public boat launch parking spaces and
three loading areas located on the east side of Grand Canal adjacent to the boat
launch access ramp. The response letter indicates that cantilevering ground-floor
units above parking and drive aisles would not be economically or physically
feasible. Provide the cost estimates and engineering analysis supporting this
statement.

For clarity (and to avoid confusing staff’s alphabetized requests with the
alternative names), staff have compiled all boat launch alternatives received thus
far with enumerated names based on order of receipt. Provide analysis of the
following alternatives based on the compiled alternatives (Attachment 3).

A. Define the “heat island effect” described in the feasibility analysis for
Alternatives 1 and 2. Indicate whether the driveway in Alternatives 1 and 2
would enable backing in and out consistent with the Los Angeles Department
of Building and Safety’s minimum required turning radii.

B. Based on the submitted information, Alternative 4 appears feasible and would
accomplish the goal of retaining vehicular access and drop-off area
immediately adjacent to the existing boat launch ramp. To address the issues
raised in your letter, please revise Alternative 4 to:

i. Provide one parallel parking space in the area located immediately north of
the driveway, as shown in outlined red in Figure B below; and
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cc: Ira Brown, City of Los Angeles Planning Department
Duncan Joseph Moore, Latham & Watkins

Beth Gordie, Latham & Watkins

Alicia Robinson, Latham & Watkins

Kailen Malloy, Latham & Watkins

Eric McNevin, Eric Owen Moss Architects

Attachments: Elevation Figure dated August 24, 2023
Correspondence dated August 24, 2023.
Net Alternatives as of August 24, 2023.
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LUP Amendment Application No. LCP-5-VEN-23-0037-1

Dell Mixed-Use Project proposes construction of at least 196 public parking spaces
onsite, the project applicants (Venice Community Housing Corporation and Hollywood
Community Housing Corporation) for the related CDP Application No. 5-22-0588 have
not demonstrated their legal authority to build or operate the proposed public parking
garage on the City-owned project site. Furthermore, CDP Nos. 5-91-584/5-92-377-A1
approved a maximum daily parking rate at the subject site of $11, while CDP No. 5-22-
0588 proposes a maximum hourly rate of $15 at the proposed parking garage. Staff
have requested the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
become a co-applicant for the subject application, or apply for an amendment to CDP
Nos. 5-91-584/5-92-377-A1, and the City declined both requests. Additionally, the
Development Agreement between the subject project applicants (Venice Community
Housing Corporation and Hollywood Community Housing Corporation) and the City
required execution of a separate parking agreement by June 2022 for the City to build
and operate the public parking garage proposed within the surrounding private
development. The parking agreement was not executed. Without evidence that the
applicants of the CDP have the legal authority to build and operate the public parking
garage, the proposed LUP amendment would potentially allow for the loss of 196 public
parking spaces in a manner inconsistent with Chapter 3 public access policies of the
Coastal Act. Please provide the parking agreement for the proposed public parking
garage as referenced in the development agreement between the project applicants
and the City and any additional legal agreements related to this matter. The provision
should include, at minimum:

A. Evidence of the applicants’ ability to feasibly provide at least 196 public parking
spaces on the project site (via a lift system or additional levels);

B. Evidence that the City is in agreement with the public parking plan as proposed,
including evidence that the City has agreed to manage and operate the public
parking lot.

. Public Boat Launch Ramp Access. Sections 30213, 30220, 30224, and 30234 of the
Coastal Act encourage preservation of existing, and provision of new, public launching
facilities for recreational boating use of coastal waters. LUP Policy Il.D.2 requires the
City to protect public access to the boat launch ramp consistent with the Coastal Act.
The proposed LUP amendment would allow a significant scale of mixed-use
development in the area surrounding the existing boat launch ramp and associated
parking lot but does not require the new development to avoid adverse impacts to
public access to the ramp. The related CDP application proposes elimination of the
existing public parking lot used to access the public boat launch ramp and relocation of
the seven public parking spaces to the proposed public garage. The proposed new
boat launch parking spaces would be located further away from the boat launch ramp
than the existing parking lot, less readily accessible from the street than the current
parking lot, and would offer less unloading space. Thus, the proposal would
cumulatively reduce usability of the public boat launch ramp. Furthermore, the City has
not consistently operated the public boat launch as required by CDP Nos. 5-91-584 and
5-92-377-A1. On January 31, 2023, Commission staff sent a notice requesting that the
City 1) refrain from locking the boat launch parking lot from 8am to sunset and keep the
gate open during this time, 2) discontinue any activity that would prevent the public’s
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proposed parking garage, the timeframe for operation of the public parking
garage must be included.

. Boat Launch Alternatives Analysis. Provide an alternatives analysis, including but
not limited to, plans showing at least seven public boat launch parking spaces and
three loading areas located on the east side of Grand Canal adjacent to the boat
launch access ramp. Provide analysis of the following alternatives:

A. Provide one parallel parking space in the area located immediately north of the
driveway, as shown in Attachment 1. The revised Alternative 4 figure, received
by Commission staff on November 1, 2023, relocated one proposed boat
launch parking space from the north-facing garage wall to the driveway
location, resulting in seven total parking spaces for the boat launch ramp.
However, the intent of staff’s request was to provide one temporary
loading/unloading vehicle space in addition to seven long-term boat launch
access parking spaces. Under this design, visitors would enter the driveway
adjacent to the canal, park in the parallel space to unload their vessel(s), and
then re-park in one of the seven long-term spaces. Upon completion of
boating, visitors would leave the parking space, enter the parallel space to
load their vessel(s), then exit the parking garage through the general exit.
Please revise Alternative 4 to provide seven public boat launch parking
spaces in the interior garage (as enumerated in yellow in Attachment 1) and
one temporary loading/unloading parallel space in the area located
immediately north of the driveway (as shown in blue in Attachment 1).

B. Relocate the pedestrian access easement in Sheet A1.12 of the City-approved
Entitlement Plans to the walkway to the left of the driveway, as shown in Attachment
1. The response letter states that: 1) the applicants do not have the legal
authority to propose relocation of the easement to the area directly adjacent
to the canals, and 2) the existing ramp between North Venice Boulevard and
the pathway does not comply with Americans with Disability Act (ADA)
standards. Provide evidence that the City of Los Angeles is amenable to
relocation of the pedestrian access easement and redesign of the subject
pedestrian ramp for ADA accessibility, if necessary. If the City submits a
separate CDP application for a Parking Management Program to build and/or
operate the proposed parking garage, relocation of the easement and
redesign of the subject pedestrian ramp must be included in the City’s
proposed scope of work.

C. In addition, the staging/drop-off area for boat launch use (shown in red below)
should be expanded to include the full area of the plans currently titled “Boat
Launch Staging”. The revised Alternative 4 figure does not expand the
staging/drop-off area to include the full area of the plans currently titled “Boat
Launch Staging”. The submitted revised figure appears to show the parallel
space as a long-term vehicle space, rather than a part of the staging/drop-off
area. Please revise Alternative 4 to expand the staging/drop-off area to
include the temporary parallel space, as shown in yellow in Attachment 1.
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4. Lots 701 and 731. Provide City records of all hourly and daily parking rate increases
since 1994. Clarify the project description by A) providing a summary of rate increases
since 1994 and evidence that all rate increases were approved via CDPs, CDP
amendments, or Commission Executive Director approved exemptions; or B) revising
the project description to request after-the-fact approval for an increase in public
parking rates. The response letter dated August 2, 2023 states that discussion of
current parking rates in Lot 731 should be held between Commission staff and the City.
But staff have requested the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT) become a co-applicant for the subject application, or apply for an amendment
to Coastal Development Permit Nos. 5-91-584/5-92-377-A1, and the City declined both
requests. Additionally, the Development Agreement between the applicants (Venice
Community Housing Corporation and Hollywood Community Housing Corporation) and
the City required execution of a separate parking agreement by June 2022 for the City
to build and operate the public parking garage proposed within the surrounding private
development. The parking agreement was not executed. Thus, the applicants do not
have the legal authority to build or operate the proposed public parking garage on the
City-owned project site. The applicants must demonstrate legal authority to conduct the
proposed scope of work. Alternatively, the City could submit a separate CDP
application for a Parking Management Program to build and/or operate the proposed
parking garage. Provide evidence of the applicant's legal authority or the City’s
application for the separate CDP. The response letter states that the City will
resolve this item, but Commission staff have not received a letter of co-applicant
status or separate CDP application from the City as of today. Provide evidence of
the applicant's legal authority or the City’s application for the separate CDP
application.

5. Public Parking Management Plan (PPMP). Provide a narrative description clarifying
how visitors will safely unload their belongings (such as coolers, chairs, and other
recreational equipment) in the attendant drop area without creating a vehicle back-up.
Provide a diagram showing the location of each drop zone and how vehicles would
leave the inner lane to park. Provide the parking agreement for the proposed
public parking garage as referenced in the development agreement between the
applicant and the City. The agreement should include, at minimum:

A. Evidence of the applicants’ ability to feasibly provide at least 196 public parking
spaces on the project site (via a lift system or additional levels); The response
letter states that the City will resolve this item, but Commission staff have not
received evidence of the applicants’ ability to feasibly provide at least 196
public parking spaces on the project site (via a lift system or additional
levels). Provide the subject evidence.

B. Evidence that the City is in agreement with the public parking plan as proposed,
including evidence that the City has agreed to manage and operate the public
parking lot. The applicants provided a draft contract requiring the City of Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering to fund construction of the proposed parking
garage by a third-party consultant, which has not been signed by any entity.
The subject draft contract does not satisfy staff’s request for evidence that
the City is in agreement with the public parking plan as proposed, including
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ATTACHMENT A—SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

LUP Amendment Request No. LCP-5-VEN-23-0037-1 is subject to the Commission’s
suggested modifications outlined below. For ease of reading, solely the sections subject
to suggested modification have been included below.

Normal Text = Existing, unmodified language

Strikethrough-Text = City’s proposed eliminated language
Underllne Text = City’s proposed added language

= Commission’s proposed eliminated language
Bold Underline Text = Commission’s proposed added language

Definitions, Qualified Permanent Supportive Housing Project.

The construction of, addition to, or remodeling of a building or buildings offering
Supportive Housing; and where all of the total combined Dwelling Units or Guest
Rooms, exclusive of any manager’s units, are affordable. For the purposes of this
subdivision, affordable means that rents or housing costs to the occupying
residents do not exceed 30 percent of the maximum gross income of Extremely
Low, Very Low or Low-Income households, as those income ranges are defined
by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) or
any successor agency, as verified by the Housing & Community Investment
Department (HCIDLA) Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD). A minimum
of 50 percent of the total combined Dwelling Units or Guest Rooms is occupied
by the Target Population.

Definitions, Supportive Housing.

Supportive Housing. Housing with no limit on length of stay for persons with low
incomes who-have-one-ormore disabilitiesand may include, among other
populations, adults, emancipated minors, families with children, elderly persons,
young adults aging out of the foster care system, individuals exiting from
institutional settings, veterans, and homeless people, and those who have
one or more disabilities. The housing is linked to onsite or offsite Supportive
Services, and any Floor Area used for Supportive Services shall be considered
accessory to the residential use.

Residential Land Use and Development Standards, Policy I.A.1

The maximum densities, building heights and bulks for residential development in
the Venice Coastal Zone shall be defined by the Land Use Plan Maps and Height
Exhibits (Exhibits 9 through 16), and the corresponding land use categories and
the development standards as described in this LUP. Refer to Policies 11.C.10 for
development standards for walk streets and to Policies 1I.A.3 and 4 for parking
requirements. Development within Subarea A is not subject to the
provisions of Policy I.A.1 and shall comply with the standards outlined in
Policy I.B.6.




Replacementof Affordable Housing, Policy 1.A.18

Permanent Supportive Housing Projects that meet the definition of Qualified
Permanent Supportive Housing Project and comply with the following
requirements:

b. Affordable Housing Covenant. Projects shall record a covenant
acceptable to HCIDLA-LAHD that reserves and maintains the total
combined number of Dwelling Units and Guest Rooms designated as
restricted affordable for the life of the development unless otherwise
limited as set forth in Government Code Section 65915.2, in which
case, the restriction shall apply for at least 55 years from the issuance
of the Certificate of Occupancy.

c. Housing Replacement. Projects shall meet any applicable dwelling unit
replacement requirements of California Government Code Section
65915(c)(3). or as thereafter amended, as verified by HCIDLA LAHD,
and all applicable covenant and monitoring fees in Section 19.14 of this
Code shall be paid by the applicant prior to the issuance of any building

permit.
Replacementof Affordable Housing, Policy .A.19

Parking Requirements for Qualified Permanent Supportive Housing Projects
and Supportive Housing. Reduced parking is permitted, as follows:

a. Supportive Housing as-defined-inHealth-and-Safety Code
50675-14(b}{2). Projects providing Supportive Housing and Qualified
Permanent Supportive Housing Projects may provide reduced parking
consistent with Government Code Section 65915 if the City determines
that the reduced parking will not have any adverse effects on coastal
resources. If the City determines that the requested incentive will
have an adverse effect on coastal resources, the City shall consider
all feasible alternative incentives and the effects of such incentives
on coastal resources.

Neighborhood Commercial Areas, Policy 1.B.5

Move the proposed language from Policy I.B.5 to Policy 1.B.6.

Community Commercial Areas, Policy 1.B.6

Neighborhood Community Commercial Area of Special Interest

ae. Subarea A (Exhibit 10b). The lots within Subarea A shall be developed with
a Qualified Permanent Supportive Housing Project that meets the requirements




of Policy 1.A.18 and the following development standards. Qualified Permanent

Supportive Housing Projects are not subject to the standards outlined in Policy

.B.7.

1. Density. No project shall exceed-the-density permitted-in-the R3
zone one unit per 800 square feet of lot area.

2. Use. Uses alowed-in-the C2 zonhe-or-as outlined in Policy 1:B-5 1.B.6.

3. Height.
i. All projects shall be limited to a maximum height of 35 feet.
III .gll'e (Iﬁ)aesaﬁmpaln;le stl_uetulelm_ayl exeﬁeselslitlle_|||a;£||||e_||n 1
measured-to-the top-of the Roof Access-Structure-

4. Canal Setback.

i. An average setback of 15 feet, but not less than ten feet shall be
maintained in the front yard adjacent to the property line which
faces the canal.

ii.-/An-open. permeable vard with-an areaof at least 15-times
o | el . ~— £ 450 ; hall |

than18-inches-high A minimum total 11,266 sguare feet of
permeable area shall be maintained throughout Subarea A in
conjunction with a multi-path drainage system.

5. Access.

i. Driveways and vehicular access to-Venice Coastal
DevelopmentProjects shall be provided from North Venice and
South Venice Boulevards, unless the Department of
Transportation determines that it is not Ffeasible. New-and
eExisting curb cuts shall be minimized;: removed when no longer
necessary, and new curb cuts shall be prohibited to protect
and maximize public onstreet parking opportunities.

ii. A minimum of 203 public parking spaces (including at least
seveh boat launch public parking spaces) shall be maintained
in Subarea A.




6. Roof Access Structures. Building heights and bulks shall be
controlled to preserve the nature and character of existing
residential neighborhoods. Residential structures may have an
enclosed stairway (roof access structure) to provide access to a roof
provided that:

i. Up to nine (9) total roof access structures may be permitted
for all development throughout Subarea A and shall be limited
to a height of no more than ten (10) feet above the maximum
height of the building;

ii. All roof access structures shall be set back at least 60
horizontal feet from the mean high tide line of Grand Canal and
the inland side of the Esplanade (City right-of-way), except no
more than four (4) roof access structures allowed within the
60-foot horizontal setback; and

iii. The roof access structures shall not exceed 100 square feet
in individual area as measured from the outside walls.

7. Lot Consolidations. Consolidation and subdivision of up to 40 lots
into two (2) lots for the construction of a mixed-use development
with 100% affordable supportive housing, retail, parking associated
with allowed development and public parking lots/qarages may be
permitted in Subarea A.

8. Qualified Permanent Supportive Housing Projects may provide reduced
parking consistent with Government Code Section 65915 for all new
affordable housing units. A minimum of 203 public parking spaces
(including at least seven boat launch parking spaces) shall be maintained
onsite for the life of the development.

Development Within Natural and Recreational Resource Areas/Protection of Views,
Policy 1.D.1

Canals and Ballona Lagoon Waterways.

Adjacent Use/Development: Except for mixed-use development with 100%
affordable supportive housing. retail, parking associated with allowed
development and public parking lots/qarages in Subarea A,F the only
permitted development adjacent to the canals and lagoon shall be habitat
restoration, single-family dwellings, public parks and walkways, subterranean or
surface public parking lots, maintenance activities, public access and
recreation (including, but not limited to, public boat launch ramps with
associated public parking), and emergency repairs. Surface public parking lots
shall be permitted only where sufficient access and roadway capacity exists to
accommodate such parking. New construction along the Canals, and Ballona
Lagoon shall comply with standards for setbacks, noise barriers, landscape plan,




pervious surfacing with drainage control measures to filter storm run-off and
direct it away from environmentally sensitive habitat areas, buffer areas in
permanent open space, land dedication for erosion control, and wetland
restoration including off-site drainage improvements. For more details refer to the
provisions contained in Policy Group |.A., Residential Land Use and
Development Standards, and Policies IV.C.1 and IV.C.2, Stormwater Runoff and
Circulation.

Parking, Policy II.A.3
Parking Requirements.

The parking requirements outlined in the following table shall apply to all new
development, any addition and/or change of use. The public beach parking lots
and the Venice Boulevard median parking lots shall not be used to satisfy the
parking requirements of this policy. Extensive remodeling of an existing use or
change of use which does not conform to the parking requirements listed in the
table shall be required to provide missing numbers of parking spaces or provide
an in-lieu fee payment into the Venice Coastal Parking Impact Trust Fund for the
existing deficiency. The Venice Coastal Parking Impact Trust Fund will be utilized
for improvement and development of public parking facilities that improve public
access to the Venice Coastal Zone. ...

Multiple dwelling and duplex on lots 40 feet or more in width, or 35 feet or
more in width if adjacent to an alley

2 spaces for each dwelling unit; plus a minimum of 1 (one) guest
parking space for each 4 (four) or fewer units (i.e. 2.25 spaces per
unit; always round-up to highest whole number of spaces).
Exceptions: For projects where all required parking spaces are fully
enclosed, any required guest spaces may be paid for at the same
in lieu fee rate defined for BIZ parking. 100% affordable
development in Subarea A is subject to the parking
requirements of Policy I.LA.13, I.LA.14, and |.A.19.

Parking, Policy 11.A.4
Parking Requirements in the Beach Impact Zone.

Any new and/or any addition to commercial, industrial, and multiple-family
residential development projects within the Beach Impact Zone shall provide
additional (in addition to parking required by Policy 11.A.3) parking spaces for
public use or pay in-lieu fees into the Venice Coastal Parking Impact Trust Fund,
100% affordable development in Subarea A is subject to the parking
requirements of Policy 1.A.13, .LA.14, and |.A.19.

Parking, Policy II.A.9



Protection of Public Parking.

The following policies shall be implemented and enforced in order to protect and
enhance public parking opportunities provided on public rights-of-way and in off-
street parking areas:

a. Beach Parking Lots. The beach parking lots located at Washington Boulevard,
Venice Boulevard and Rose Avenue shall be protected for long-term (4-8 hours)
public beach parking. No parking spaces in the beach parking lots shall be used
to satisfy the parking requirements of Policies 11.A.3 and 11.A.4 except in
Subarea A, where residential/commercial parking may be allowed only as
part of a 100% affordable residential/mixed use development provided that
a minimum of 203 public parking spaces (including at least seven boat
launch parking spaces) shall be maintained for public use on site. The
temporary short-term lease or reservation of parking spaces in the beach parking
lots may be permitted if the proposed temporary use of the parking supply does
not conflict with the need for public parking by beach goers. Any proposal to
allow overnight residential parking in the beach parking lots shall include
provisions to enforce a prohibition against the storage of vehicles in the lots
during the daylight hours by non-beach goers.

Coastal Waterways, Policy I11.D.2
Boating Use of Canals and Lagoon.

Recreational boating use of the Venice Canals shall be limited to non-commercial
shallow-bottom, non-motorized boats such as canoes and rafts, in order to permit
recreation while protecting the environmentally sensitive habitat area and
maintain a quiet ambience within the neighborhoods of the plan area. No boating
shall be permitted in Ballona Lagoon and the portion of Grand Canal south of
Washington Boulevard.

A public boat launch facility was built as part of the Venice Canals Rehabilitation
Project at the Grand Canal and North Venice Boulevard. The City shall protect
the public’s ability to access the canals by boat by maintaining public access to
the Grand Canal public boat launch and by providing at least seven public
vehicle parking spaces located adjacent or in as close proximity to the boat
launch ramp as feasible. The boat launch parking spaces shall include
signage informing the public of available boat launch access, shall remain
open to the public, and shall not be gated. The facility shall provide adequate
on-site public parking consistent with the sizes and types of boats to be launched
and frequency of launching pursuant to the County Department of Small Craft
Harbors standards.

Land Use Plan (Map): North Venice, Venice Canals, Subarea A, Exhibit 10b




Re-designate the area located between Dell Avenue, North Venice

Boulevard, South Venice Boulevard, and the Grand Canal as ‘Community
Commercial’.

Shift the “Canal St.” caption north from the Grand Canal terminus to the
street bounded by Mildred Avenue and North Venice Boulevard.

Designate the Grand Canal terminus located between North Venice
Boulevard and South Venice Boulevard as ‘Open Space’.

Add “Subarea A” to exhibit title and add a caption stating: “*All building
heights shall be measured from the elevation of the fronting right-of-way
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.”

Subarea: North Venice, Venice Canals, Subarea A, Exhibit 14b

Shift “Canal St.” caption north from canal segment located between North
and South Venice Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and Dell Avenue to street
bounded by Mildred Avenue and North Venice Boulevard.

Delete the “I: Subject to maximum requlation contained in LAMC” caption
and replace with the caption: ‘I: 35°”

Extend the boundaries of “l: Subarea A” west to encompass the seven lots
located between Strongs Drive and Pacific Avenue.

Coastal Access Map, Exhibit 17a

Designate the area located between Dell Avenue, North and South Venice
Boulevard, and the Grand Canal as “Existing Public Parking” in red.







Venice LUP Amendment Request No. LCP-5-VEN-22-0038-1
Time Extension Request for Local Action

0588). Given the amount of public, City, and Commission time and resources that were
expended to bring the subject LUP amendment and related CDPs to hearing—and
further, given that the City of Los Angeles has not communicated an intent to reject the
Commission’s suggested modifications and that the Commission’s action furthers its
Environmental Justice Policy—there is good cause to extend the deadline. To provide
the local government with more time for formal action, Commission staff recommends
the Commission extend the six-month time limit for the City to consider acceptance of
the suggested modifications for one year (i.e. to June 11, 2026).

MOTION:

| move that the Commission extend the six-month time limit for one year in order for the
City of Los Angeles to consider acceptance of the suggested modifications to Venice
LUP Amendment Request No. LCP-5-VEN-22-0038-1 adopted by the Commission on
December 11, 2024.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends a YES vote. An affirmative vote of the majority of the
Commissioners present is needed to pass the motion.



