
Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Jacky Lavin
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 10:37 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  I am a decades long-time Venice resident and homeowner and I

am strongly opposed to the Venice Median Project. I urge you to
deny any further approval of this project and stop any short-cuts
to the CEQA process. There are so many reasons why this project
should not proceed. Please take into account what impact a
development of this size and scope will have on the neighborhood
and the environment. This project must be stopped. Jacky Lavin
Venice, CA 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Brennan Lindner
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 10:42 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please listen to. the constituents of Venice who have repeatedly

asked for the developer to work with the community on the project
to have it INTEGRATE (if possible) into the community. At every
step of the process, the Councilperson and the developer have side
stepped the democratic process and ignore our concerns. Venice
already has (3)+ projects in process: SPY Housing, PATH
Ramada Inn, Golden Triangle project. This does not need to be
stuffed down our throats. Abstain or vote against this project and
have it go back to the drawing board. To circumvent CEQA, the
Coastal Commission, the Venice Neighborhood Council and I
believe just about every neighborhood group in Venice, is
undemocratic. Do the right thing and let the new council person
lead a conversation with the community to create a collective
partnership (what a concept). 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name:
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 01:54 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  From: Rita Obermeyer 469 Carroll Ave. Venice, Ca. 90291 I am a

resident of Venice and have been a resident for 42 years. I was on
the meeting today for the City Counsel and was in the cue to speak
but there wasn’t enough time. Very disappointed. I heard a
woman from Pacific Palisades speak, saying that she was for the
Median project. I would’ve like to say that there is more land
available in the Palisades than in Venice, why don’t they build
there? The is much more space for services and a beautiful life in
the mountains, but I am sure she doesn’t want them near her and
everyone wants to push it onto Venice. Venice is oversaturated
already. Another speaker was talking about the fact that they
wake up the homeless and tell them to move and how horrible it is
for them. Sean mentioned that they are not sleeping. They are
partying, and roaming the neighborhood to steal, or harm
someone. Gunshots, knifings, screaming and helicopters are the
norm in the middle of the night. I have been and am being
disturbed almost 2-3 nights a week by a homeless person trying to
get over my fence, or get in my gate, pushing the buttons on the
keyless entry pad, to try to figure out the code. Many have jumped
the fence and on several occasions I have found no less than 4
coat hangers in the bushes or by my bedroom door as they were
trying to open the lock to get into my house and broken two of my
back yard locks. They are terrorizing us. It is not only me, my
neighbors have awakened to people trying to get in their homes as
well or sleeping on their porch. I have helped many homeless and
been friends with them, but this is ridiculous that we should be put
in this situation for so very long. I have many thoughts re: the
Median, one of them is: Is this really for the Homeless and would
they really be able to afford it? And also, this is absolutely, no
doubt in my mind that this is the wrong place for this project. It
seems like the powers that be are trying to make Venice a
containment zone, just like Skid Row, but in Venice it’s a party
free for all, with no rules, at least that are enforced because many
of the homeless are dying because of over doses in a drug rampant
scenario that is affecting not only the people on the street, but the
people that have worked hard for MANY years to live here. There
needs to be some serious re-thinking and integrity regarding
money being spent by people who are also lining their pockets. I
say “ENOUGH’. It has so stop somewhere. Best regards, Rita
Obermeyer 



Obermeyer 



From:		Rita	Obermeyer	
469	Carroll	Ave.	
Venice,	Ca.	90291	
	
I	am	a	resident	of	Venice	and	have	been	a	resident	for	42	years.		I	was	on	the	
meeting	today	for	the	City	Counsel	and	was	in	the	cue	to	speak	but	there	wasn’t	
enough	time.		Very	disappointed.		I	heard	a	woman	from	Pacific	Palisades	speak,	
saying	that	she	was	for	the	Median	project.		I	would’ve	like	to	say	that	there	is	more	
land	available	in	the	Palisades	than	in	Venice,	why	don’t	they	build	there?	The	is	
much	more	space	for	services	and	a	beautiful	life	in	the	mountains,	but	I	am	sure	she	
doesn’t	want	them	near	her	and	everyone	wants	to	push	it	onto	Venice.		Venice		is	
oversaturated	already.	
Another	speaker	was	talking	about	the	fact	that	they	wake	up	the	homeless	and	tell	
them	to	move	and	how	horrible	it	is	for	them.		Sean	mentioned	that	they	are	not	
sleeping.		They	are	partying,	and	roaming	the	neighborhood	to	steal,	or	harm	
someone.		Gunshots,	knifings,	screaming	and	helicopters	are	the	norm	in	the	middle	
of	the	night.	I	have	been	and	am	being	disturbed	almost	2-3	nights	a	week	by	a	
homeless	person	trying	to	get	over	my	fence,	or	get	in	my	gate,	pushing	the	buttons	
on	the	keyless	entry	pad,	to	try	to	figure	out	the	code.		Many	have	jumped	the	fence	
and	on	several	occasions	I	have	found	no	less	than	4	coat	hangers	in	the	bushes	or	
by	my	bedroom	door	as	they	were	trying	to	open	the	lock	to	get	into	my	house	and	
broken	two	of	my	back	yard	locks.		They	are	terrorizing	us.		It	is	not	only	me,	my	
neighbors	have	awakened	to	people	trying	to	get	in	their	homes	as	well	or	sleeping	
on	their	porch.			
I	have	helped	many	homeless	and	been	friends	with	them,	but	this	is	ridiculous	that	
we	should	be	put	in	this	situation	for	so	very	long.	
I	have	many	thoughts	re:	the	Median,	one	of	them	is:		Is	this	really	for	the	Homeless	
and	would	they	really	be	able	to	afford	it?		And	also,	this	is	absolutely,	no	doubt	in	
my	mind	that	this	is	the	wrong	place	for	this	project.		It	seems	like	the	powers	that	
be	are	trying	to	make	Venice	a	containment	zone,	just	like	Skid	Row,	but	in	Venice	
it’s	a	party	free	for	all,	with	no	rules,	at	least	that	are	enforced	because	many	of	the	
homeless	are	dying	because	of	over	doses	in		a	drug	rampant	scenario	that	is	
affecting	not	only	the	people	on	the	street,	but	the	people	that	have	worked	hard	for	
MANY	years	to	live	here.			
There	needs	to	be	some	serious	re-thinking	and	integrity	regarding	money	being	
spent	by	people	who	are	also	lining	their	pockets.	
	
I	say	“ENOUGH’.		It	has	so	stop	somewhere.	
	
Bes	regards,	
	
Rita	Obermeyer	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
		I	have	paid	for	years	to	have	my	house	and	have	done	menial	jobs	to	survive.				



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: SYNERGY MEDIA
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 01:55 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  AS A 20 YEAR VENICE BUSINESS OWNER AN RESIDENT

- WE DO NOT WANT THE WASTEFUL - LAND GRAB -
MULTI - MILLION DOLLAR VENICE MEDIAN PROJECT!
ITS TIME TO LISTEN TO YOUR CONSTITUENTS WHO
ACTUALLY VOTED YOU IN! THIS WILL SINGLE
HANDEDLY RUIN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD! MIKE BONIN
DOES NOT REPRESENT US AND AN OVERWHELMING
MAJORITY VOTED HIM OUT! THESE ARE THE REASONS
THE CITIZENS OF VENICE DO - NOT WANT THIS
PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD! Big business non-profit
developers Venice Community Housing Corp. and Hollywood
Community Housing Corp., seeking to earn multi-million dollar
development fees, have been selected by our political
representatives to push a project through in a completely
unfeasible area. An environmentally sensitive and FEMA
designated Flood Zone, with sea level rise in a Tsunami escape
route, and built over the nationally historic designated Venice
Canals. Problematic Project Issues: 140 units for 420+ residents in
two campuses—one on each side of Grand Canal. Twice the size
of typical housing projects, but no priority for Venice homeless
and no sober living requirement. Project is predominantly two
large, partially automated parking towers for which plans have not
been publicly disclosed. Community space and “social enterprise”
space for the training and employment of homeless and formerly
homeless persons. “Texas-Donut Style” architecture in which all
residential units share a wall with a parking tower. Project will
require commercial zoning … but will be exempt from provisions
in the Venice Specific Plan applicable to commercial and
mixed-use developments. Location is not sustainable Largest
remaining parcel of open space in Venice. 2.65 acres, one block
off of Venice Beach on Grand Canal, encompassing Short Line
Bridge in the Venice Canals Historic District. FEMA Special
Flood Hazard Area, with projected flooding 8 feet above sea
level. Tsunami inundation zone. High water table. Developers
have hired lawyers to seek an exemption from environmental
review Mass & Scale is not appropriate 70-ft tower with
observation deck at the corner of Venice Blvd. & Pacific. 45-foot
parking tower. Minimal 5-foot setbacks on ground floor, with no
setbacks at all for upper levels. Massive building footprint, which
goes to the edge of the lot on all sides, requires: Demolition of



goes to the edge of the lot on all sides, requires: Demolition of
four existing units of affordable housing; Destruction of the east
apron and west apron of the historic Short Line Bridge; Waiver of
developers’ legal obligation to expand surrounding streets and
sidewalks. Parking & Beach Access will be gone - we are 2nd
most visited location besides Disneyland in Los Angeles. Why
would you destroy the neighborhood and hurt all nearby small
businesses by stopping visitors from coming! Plans available to
the public show roughly half the parking spaces required under
the Venice Specific Plan for a project this size. Secret plans not
yet released to the public show the City is planning to use robotic
/ mechanical lift parking on the roof and against walls shared with
residential units. 40% of existing beach parking will be moved
east of Grand Canal, 500 feet further from the beach and parking
supply in the area will be frozen for at least 50 years. Streets and
sidewalks will be frozen at their current substandard sizes, despite
City plans to make the area a “Pedestrian Enhanced District” with
extra-wide sidewalks and a “Bicycle Enhanced District” with
separate bike lanes. Cost is ENORMOUS AND UNETHICAL
TO SPEND WHEN TINY HOUSES CAN BE BUILT FOR
$30,000 PER DOOR AND HELP MORE PEOPLE. More than $1
million per unit with estimated project cost of at least $177
million including land and replacement of existing beach parking. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Jamie T. Hall
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 05:03 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Dear Honorable Councilmembers and City Attorney: In previous

correspondence submitted to this Council File, our office
analyzed material omissions and misstatements of the procedural
history of the approval of the original zone change ordinance and
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan Ordinance. We also analyzed
the City's notice of intent to consider a City Attorney's report that
would include three zoning change ordinance action without
proper initiation of the process under City Charter Section 558
and related zoning code provisions. We posed the question
whether the City Attorney's new report and ordinances would be
withheld by City officials until a period of time so short prior to
the Planning and Land Use Management Committee meeting on
June 14, 2022 at 2 pm, that our office and the interested public
could not possibly analyze it and respond. As of close of business
June 13, 2022, just hours before the PLUM Meeting, no City
Attorney report has been made available for public review. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Dr. S. Scott Mayers
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 05:30 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  MR. Brown: I want to voice my objection to this entire project. It

is a travesty. Property owners already suffer from traffic craziness
in this area. This will be a disaster. It is in the flood zone. Please
stop this craziness. The property should be something public for
the use of the entire city. VEnice is a Beach location. Make it a
park or something that everyone can enjoy. Not selfishly giving it
to one organization for a very few people; Thank you. Dr. S.
SCOTT MAYERS, 745 MILWOOD AVENUE, VENICE,
CA90219 310-413-1390
SSCOTTMAYERSPHD@GMAIL.COM 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Dr. S. Scott Mayers
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 05:31 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  MR. Brown: I want to voice my objection to this entire project. It

is a travesty. Property owners already suffer from traffic craziness
in this area. This will be a disaster. It is in the flood zone. Please
stop this craziness. The property should be something public for
the use of the entire city. VEnice is a Beach location. Make it a
park or something that everyone can enjoy. Not selfishly giving it
to one organization for a very few people; Thank you. Dr. S.
SCOTT MAYERS, 745 MILWOOD AVENUE, VENICE,
CA90219 310-413-1390
SSCOTTMAYERSPHD@GMAIL.COM 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name:
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 06:27 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please see attached document to be submitted for comment, CF #

21-08290-S1 



�

Honorable Councilmembers and Staff:

The “Venice Dell Project” (previously the “Reese Davidson Community) is being heard by 
PLUM for a third time tomorrow for approval of land use plan amendment corrections and 
then by Council on Wednesday to approve the Disposition and Development Agreement 
for the project. This massive 40-lot development, a pet project of Mike Bonin, is being 
pushed through the City for approval without the environmental review that was promised 
or proper vetting by City Planning. This is a 2.8-acre development in the dual coastal zone, 
one block from the beach on the Venice Canals, in a flood zone, in a tsunami zone/escape 
route, and in a nationally registered historic community; and is subject to sea level rise well 
within its first 55 years.

Facts you need to know:

• Last week the project’s Disposition and Development Agreement was prematurely 
pushed through the Homelessness and Poverty Committee. This is a commitment 
to an irrevocable 99-year lease. The DDA must not be approved without the re-
quired entitlements for Coastal Approval. Neither the City CDP nor the state CDP 
has been approved. 

• The project is already gaining attention on a national level, on cost alone. The latest 
pro forma has per unit costs at $620,497. Adding a conservative 70 million for the 
land value and $20 million for the parking garage to replace the visitor serving park-
ing, puts the total cost for the most likely most expensive affordable housing in the 
City, the State, and the country at $1.249 million per average 460 square foot 
unit. Both Controller Galperin and Judge Carter have said that is unacceptable.

• The project claims to be “affordable housing.” In fact, it is a massive mixed-use de-
velopment and parking tower with only 7 units reserved for “extremely low income,” 
4 of which are required to replace the existing affordable units being unnecessarily 
destroyed. 


• The remainder of the units will be split into low income and those making up to 
$90,000. This is not what the community supported when agreeing to tax ourselves 
for HHH funding (or any taxpayer funding) to help the “unhoused". 

• There was never a need for a zone change to commercial, the open space should 
have been rezoned for residential only to address the intended affordable housing 
need.



• The project, presenting as a huge prison with watchtower, is grossly incompatible 
with the surrounding area.

• The community never asked for a mixed-use facility with a 70-foot look-out tower 
over the beach or an “arts center” or waterside cafe. These funds could have and 
should have been designated to build many more much needed affordable units.

• This was never an underutilized property but rather precious open space with a 
heavily used visitor-serving, convenient beach parking lot. This project would result 
in a permanent loss of Open Space.

• The public beach parking garage plans will likely be materially modified and are not 
yet ready for your approval. They currently show a convoluted mechanical/lift, tan-
dem and valet parking system at the beach. Angelenos using this this lot for beach 
access and will be impacted by increased traffic and long waits for cumbersome, 
inaccessible parking.

• The constantly in flux parking plan was flagged in May of 2021 by Ken Husting, the 
Principal Transportation Engineer with LADOT, who had concerns about the tandem 
and lift spaces - “What I can see happening during the summer months are people 
waiting several minutes for attendants to retrieve cars from lifts or tandem spaces 
on different floors”. Yet, these concerns were never shared with you or City Plan-
ning. 

• It is highly likely that there will be a General Fund impact from the public parking 
garage operations, which amounts to a taxpayer subsidy, as parking rates cannot 
be raised significantly due to environmental justice concerns about equal access for 
all.

• Both of the top Mayoral Candidates have been out to visit the Venice Median to bet-
ter understand the situation. Karen Bass and Rick Caruso have met the long-time 
residents that will lose their homes of up to 30 years. Both expressed a concern for 
the wasteful spending.

This project begs to be denied. It would be a dereliction of duty to allow it to keep moving 
forward. It is not possible to make it environmentally sound. Spot zoning is required for al-
most every development standard. It is excessively expensive, and it would stand out as 
the poster child for the wrong type of project to solve our affordable housing and home-
lessness crises. 

Sincerely,

Coalition for Safe Coastal Development



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Safe Coastal Development
Date Submitted: 06/13/2022 09:07 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Dear Councilmembers and Staff - At last week's Homelessness &

Poverty Committee meeting, it appears the City staff asks you to
enter into a DDA with the developer of the Reese Davidson
(Venice Median, Pacific Dell) project based upon entitled Plans
dated May 12, 2021. However, mounting evidence shows
LADOT and the developer prepared revised plans and concept
memos to build a project significantly different from the entitled
plans. Why would the CAO change the proposed DDA
documents from parking space numbers consistent with the
undisclosed new plans to the entitled but now obsolete May 12,
2021 plans, unless there was an intent to withhold these plans
from the public, other City Council members, and perhaps the
California Coastal Commission. There are serious questions
surrounding today's proposed action to execute a DDA for a
project the City does not intend to build. Please see critical new
analysis regarding this issue. See also attached. 



Channel Law Group, LLP 
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*ALSO Admitted in Texas 
 
 
June 9, 2022 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Hon. Kevin de Leon, Chair 
Los Angeles City Council 
Homelessness and Poverty Committee 
c/o City Clerk 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(Clerk.HomelessnessandPovertyCommittee@lacity.org; luigi.verano@lacity.org) 
 

Re: Item No. 5 of the Homelessness and Poverty Committee Meeting for June 9, 
2022, Council File 22-0496 – Proposal to Enter into Disposition and Development 
Agreement without Final Plans, Entitlements or Proof of Proper CEQA Exemption 
(Reese Davidson Project, VTT-82288; ENV-2018-6667-SE; CPC-2018-7344-GPAJ-
VZCJ-HD-SP-SPP-CDP-MEL-SPR-PHP; Related Council File Nos. 21-0829 and 
21-0829-S1) 

 
Dear Chair De Leon and Homeless and Poverty Committee Members: 
 

This firm represents the Coalition for Safe Coastal Development (“Coalition”) and its 
supporting organizations and individuals.  

 
In our letter on June 7, 2022 to this Committee, we called to the City Council’s attention 

that there is growing evidence that the version of the Project Plans dated May 12, 2021 approved 
by the City Council on December 1, 2021 is not a version of the Project the City through its 
Department of Transportation and the developer intend to build.  In that letter we provided 
details that the April 27, 2022 Housing Department report, Term Sheet and draft DDA and a 
May 20, 2022 CAO Report was based upon a version of the LADOT parking garage shown in 
plans designed after the May 12, 2021 entitlement plans dated February 7, 2022 and a Parking 
Garage concept memo dated March 15, 2022.  Additionally, the Housing Department had 
attached to its first Term Sheet a copy of preliminary plans from January 7, 2020 instead of 
either the May 12, 2021 approved plans or the February 7, 2022 plans that appear to be the real 
Project, currently undisclosed to other City Council members and the public. 
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On June 3, 2022, the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) placed into the Council File a 
new and different report and asked the City Council to “receive and file” (meaning “ignore”) the 
prior April 27, 2022 Housing Report and the May 20, 2022 CAO Report both of which exposed 
the intent to not build the May 12, 2021 approved Project Plans.  Why was this done?  Why is 
City staff wasting taxpayer funds processing the execution of a Development Agreement that 
appears to NOT be the plans the City actually intends to build? 

 
The answer we think is that Councilmember Mike Bonin and other City officials in the 

Mayor’s office do not have enough time to process in accordance with the City Charter a new 
change in the Project entitlements before some version of the Project is sent over to the 
California Coastal Commission for review and consideration of a dual jurisdiction Coastal 
Development Permit.  So the actual planned project will be left to be corrected in later 
entitlement proceedings before the City Council. 

 
This is a dangerous gamble and a failure to follow required City Project review processes 

before entitling the correct version of the Project.  The approved Project Plans from May 12, 
2021 have undergone significant changes to design concept and none of these changes have been 
sent to the Building and Safety Department for review and imposition of proper mitigation 
measures.  Without such mitigation measures, City staff are placing construction workers at this 
troubled high water table, sea level rise risk, methane and liquification zone at risk without 
proper review. 

 
Nevertheless, the CAO’s report attempts to “clean up” the “errors” in the previous 

Housing Department and CAO report by changing the number of parking spaces from the 244 
shown on the as-yet-undisclosed February 7, 2022 plans to the 252 number indicated on the 
approved May 12, 2021 plans and documentation.  Additionally, the CAO attached to the revised 
Term Sheet the May 12, 2021 plans in lieu of the incorrect January 7, 2020 plans. 

 
As a result of new public records requests, we have located a changed construction plan 

for the Project.  Attached as Exhibit 1 is a construction phasing memo dated only on the file 
name as prepared January 2020.  In this memo, the developer reports to LADOT that a phased 
development of the Project is proposed instead of a single phase previously contemplated by the 
planning documents.  Based upon the Term Sheet attached to the June 3, 2022 CAO report, this 
phased construction plan appears to remain in place because the Term Sheet calls for the 
LADOT parking garage to commence construction in October 2022 and then, a year later, the 
Project (presumably the mixed-use portion) to commence construction in October 2023. 

 
City officials and the developer appear to be purposely withholding these intended 

project changes to be incorporated into the Project later, perhaps without any public review 
process.  Certainly, the sequence of events and changes processed in the CAO Report you are 
asked to approve are designed to lock the City Council into signing a Disposition of valuable 
City Land and Development Agreement with the developer without showing the other Council 
members or the public the actual project documents.  This remains highly irregular. 

 
It is a waste of taxpayer funds, subject to potential taxpayer injunction under Code of 

Civil Procedure Section 526a, to process a Disposition and Development Agreement that does 
not reflect the Project the City and developer intend to build.  Furthermore, it is potentially 
reckless to human life to pretend the DDA is for the May 12, 2021 approved plans, when 
unexamined redesigned plans and new phased construction methods may be later substituted into 
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the land use entitlements and DDA without having been reviewed in the normal course of a 
proper land use entitlement process. 

 
For these reasons, the City Council will not proceed in accordance with law if it 

authorizes the Housing Department to now negotiate and enter into a DDA based upon the May 
12, 2022 plans when City Council is now on notice it appears its Department of Transportation 
and developer have no intention of actually building those previously entitled, and as of today, 
unchanged development plans. 

 
Because the City’s proposed actions today seek to improper commit it to a Project not 

properly reviewed, on June 7, 2022, we also submitted over 900 pages of previous comment 
letters on the lack of proper review of this Project.  Those letters are found in the Council File 
under “June 7, 2022 Communication from the Public.” 
 

The Coalition objects to the Project. Moreover, Coalition hereby adopts all project 
objections, comments, and all evidence/studies submitted in support of project objections, and 
specifically requests that the City print out or attach to the Council file each and every 
hyperlinked document cited in all comment letters in the administrative record for this Project. 
Additionally, because the proposed execution of the DDA is activity related to the Project 
entitled by the City Council, we incorporate by reference the entire contents of City Council 
Files Nos. 21-0829 and 21-0829-S1.  Additionally, please confirm that the City Clerk has placed 
an accurate and complete copy of all of our correspondence, including this letter, in each of the 
following City Council Files: No. 22-0496, No. 21-0829 and No. 21-0829-S1. 
 
 I may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you have 
any questions, comments or concerns.  

      Sincerely, 

                                                                              
                                                                Jamie T. Hall 

Encl. 
Exh. 1 – January 2020 Phased Construction Plan 
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Exhibit 1 



 

 

Hollywood Community Housing Corporation and Venice Community Housing’s 
Reese Davidson Community 

 

Project Description 

HCHC and VCH are proposing the development of The Reese Davidson Community 
Development (Project) a 140-unit affordable housing development located in Venice, consisting 
of 136 affordable and permanent supportive housing units, and 4 units for on-site property 
management staff, as well as a public parking garage for the general public to be operated by the 
City’s Department of Transportation (LADOT).  

The Project Site is located in the median island between North and South Venice Boulevards 
from Dell Avenue on the east to Pacific Avenue on the west.  The Project Site is approximately 
112,000 square feet and is separated into a West Portion and East Portion by the end of the 
Grand Canal (which becomes Canal Street north of North Venice Boulevard).  An existing 
bridge over the Canal connects the East and West Portions.  Except for a small residential 
building on North Venice Boulevard containing five units, the Project Site is presently used as a 
public, surface parking lot owned and operated by LADOT.   

The new uses will be located within two three-story buildings with an approximate height of 35 
feet.  The residential component of the Project will consist of 68 units reserved for low-income 
formerly homeless households (permanent supportive housing); 34 affordable units for low-
income artists, including live/work studios on the ground floor; 34 affordable units for lower-
income households; and 4 units for on-site property management staff.  The units are comprised 
of studios, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom units.  Taking into consideration the five existing units on 
the Project Site, the Project provides 135 net new units.  

The Project will also include 3,155 square feet designated for community arts/community 
meeting spaces and 3,065 square feet for retail/restaurant uses, as well as 500 square feet of 
outdoor seating associated with the restaurant use. A 59-foot architectural campanile will be 
located at the corner of North Venice Boulevard and Pacific Avenue.  Parking for all residential 
and commercial uses on the Project Site will be provided on the West Site and will include up to 
108 vehicular parking spaces.  In addition, up to 293 vehicular parking spaces will be provided in 
a public parking structure on the East Site to replace and augment existing surface parking 
spaces and will be operated by LADOT.  To accommodate the new uses, the existing surface 
parking lot and multi-family residential building will be removed.  

VCH will serve as the lead service provider. The project staffing will include four full-time case 
managers that will provide case management and comprehensive services programming to all 
tenants. The development will provide various amenities, including community rooms, on-site 
offices, community arts / community meeting spaces, and community-serving retail. Lobby uses 
will be provided on the ground floor, with laundry rooms provided on the second and third floors 
in both the West Building and East Building.  Common areas will be provided in the 
architectural campanile located on the northwestern portion of the West Building, which includes 
the 4th and 5th floors of the West Building, and on the second floor of the East Building. 



  

 

Anticipated Construction Schedule 

The team proposes that construction of the Project be divided into three phases: 

- Phase IA (West of Canal): Construction of mixed-use housing development including 60 
housing units, approximately 3,065 sf of commercial space, and a parking garage providing 
108 residential and commercial parking spaces. Development would be four-stories above 
grade (with 5-story campanile) with five stories of parking, including the roof. 

- Phase IB (East of Canal): Construction of four-story public parking garage with five stories 
of parking (roof included), providing up to 293 parking spaces. Garage would be operated by 
the Department of Transportation. 

- Phase 2: (East of Canal): Construction of three-story housing development, including 80 
housing units and approximately 3,155 sf of public art space. Future tenants of Phase 2 
would park in residential parking located in Phase IA. 

Construction would commence with demolition of the existing surface parking areas and multi-
family residential building. After demolition and site preparation, construction on Phases IA and 
IB would commence concurrently, beginning with grading and excavation for building 
foundations. Building foundations for Phases IA and IB would then be laid, followed by building 
construction, paving/concrete installation for both phases, and landscape installation for Phase 
IA.  After Phase IB is completed, construction would commence on Phase 2, beginning with 
laying building foundations and followed by building construction, paving/concrete installation 
and landscape installation.  

Project construction is anticipated to begin in 2022 and be completed in 2024.  It is anticipated 
that Phase IA construction would be completed within 20 months and Phase IB would be 
completed within 15 months. After Phase IB is completed, construction on Phase 2 would 
commence and be completed within 18 months.  



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Ron
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 07:12 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Please DENY the Venice median planned building to go forward.

It requires environmental review. Thank you 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Jamie T. Hall
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 07:20 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Dear Council President Martinez, Chair Harris-Dawson, Members

of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee, and City
Clerk: This firm represents the Coalition for Safe Coastal
Development (“Coalition”) and its supporting organizations and
individuals. As detailed in the attached letter, the proposed Project
and thus the associated General Plan Amendment (GPA) and
Zone Change are not in substantial conformance with the
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan. In addition,
the proposed ordinance and resolution are not in conformity with
public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning
practice and should therefore not be approved. 
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June 14, 2022 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Hon. Nury Martinez, President   Hon. Marqueece Harris-Dawson, Chair 
Los Angeles City Council Planning and Land Use Committee 
c/o City Clerk      200 North Spring Street 
200 North Spring Street    Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Los Angeles, CA 90012    (luigi.verano@lacity.org) 
(holly.wolcott@lacity.org)    (clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org) 
 
 
Re:  Agenda Item 1 – Special Meeting of  the Planning and Land Use Committee – 
Council File 21-0829-S1: (1) Corrected Resolution and Findings for a General Plan 
Amendment to the Venice Community Plan and the Certified Venice Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan (LUP) and (2) Report for the City Attorney and draft Ordinance 
Amending the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan to create a new Subarea A and establish 
new land use and development regulations by amending Section 10 of the Specific Plan, 
amending the Existing Zoning Map from OS-1XL and RD1.5 to (T)(Q)C2-1L-O, and 
amending the Existing Zoning Map to remove the proposed Alberta Avenue right-of-way 
between North Venice Boulevard and South Venice Boulevard, and replacing it with 
(T)(Q)C2-1LO; 2102-2120 S. Pacific Avenue, 116-128 E. Venice Blvd, 204-208 E. Venice 
Blvd, 214 E. Venice Blvd, 302 Venice Blvd, 301-319 E. Venice Blvd, 2106 S. Canal St, 200 
E. Venice Blvd, 2106 S. Canal St, 210-212 E. Venice Blvd, 125 E. Venice Blvd. (VTT-82288; 
ENV-2018-6667-SE; CPC-2018-7344-GPAJ-VZCJ-HD-SP-SPP-CDP-MEL-SPR-PHP-1A; 
Related Council File Nos. 21-0829 and 22-0496) 
 
Dear Council President Martinez, Chair Harris-Dawson, Members of the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee, and City Clerk: 
 
INTRODUCTION. 

 
This firm represents the Coalition for Safe Coastal Development (“Coalition”) and its 

supporting organizations and individuals.  The Coalition strongly urges the City Council to 
continue today’s item. Documents the City failed to release to the public (only recently 
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obtained by the Coalition) and a geotechnical review report obtained at the request of the 
Coalition, establishes that the Project’s nearly 5 year-old Soils Report and the City’s almost 
4 year-old Soils Report Approval Letter are seriously out-of-date. The 2017 Soils Report, to 
the best of our knowledge, has never been revisited to address significant health and safety 
standards that were not used to evaluate the feasibility of either the “Exhibit A” May 12, 
2021 project plans (approved by City Council on December 1, 2021), or more recent partial 
plans (October 2021 & February 2022) related to the City’s $19 million public parking 
garage proposed in the center of the east site.  The City’s proposed parking garage is at risk of 
abandonment in about 20 years to 40 years if Sea Level Rise occurs as predicted by the latest 
available models. 

 
Our consultant team identified failures of the 2017 Geocon West, Inc. Soils Report to 

fully evaluate all health and safety building code risks or to propose all required mitigation to 
protect lives from building collapse due to liquefaction.  Moreover, the most up-to-date Sea 
Level Rise studies, models, FEMA flood maps, and predicted emergent groundwater for the 
years 2040 and beyond (a mere 18 years from now), demonstrate that a 2020 study by Geo Soils, 
Inc., relied upon by the City during its December 1, 2021 approvals, is also out-of-date and must 
be reconsidered in the context of trying to make all the required findings for the new entitlement 
actions proposed for PLUM Committee consideration. 
 

Perhaps most significant and basic is this failure: The 2017 Soils Report includes a 
disclaimer by the City and developer’s consultant that the report “should not be relied upon” 
after three years, yet on December 1, 2021, more than 4 years after the date of that report, City 
Council relied on that report to approve the Project, and now after rescinding some of the Project 
entitlements, the City Council is asked to again rely upon the 2017 Soil Report without further 
examination.  Thus, absent reconsideration of the significant issues identified in the June 13, 
2022 Geodynamics Review Report at Attachment A hereto, the City lacks substantial 
evidence that the Project, significantly different from the project description in the 2017 
Soils Report, is feasible physically on the ground and economically out of taxpayer pockets. 

 
For a project where there is substantial evidence of potential infeasibility, it would not be 

in the interest of the City’s general welfare or good zoning practice to approve the Project 
entitlements at this time, or perhaps ever, given the magnitude of concern surrounding the 
piecemeal way this Project had unfolded, including its current unfinished design. 
 

As detailed in this letter, the proposed Project and thus the associated General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) and Zone Change are not in substantial conformance with the purposes, 
intent and provisions of the General Plan.  In addition, the proposed ordinance and resolution are 
not in conformity with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice 
and should therefore not be approved.   
 
REQUESTED ACTION  

 
The PLUM Committee is being asked to take the following actions:1 
 

 
1 https://ens.lacity.org/clk/committeeagend/clkcommitteeagend26162525_06142022.htm 
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2021/21-0829-S1_misc_06-10-22.pdf 
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1) Corrected Resolution and Findings for a General Plan Amendment to the Venice 
Community Plan and the certified Venice Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
(LUP) to: 

 
a. Correct the Resolution map exhibits, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code 

Section 11.5.6, removing Exhibits 11b Height and 15 Buffer/Setback and 
including the correct set of exhibits to: 

i. the Venice LUP, specifically Exhibits 2a - Venice Coastal Zone, 2b - 
Venice Coastal Zone, 5b - Subarea North Venice and Venice Canals, 
10b LUP (Map) - North Venice and Venice Canals, 14b - Height 
Subarea North Venice and Venice Canals, and 17a - Coastal Access 
Map;  

b. Redesignate Open Space and Low Medium II Residential land to 
Neighborhood Commercial use, as part of the approval of a Permanent 
Supportive Housing Project that will construct 140 residential units. 

 
2) Approve report(s) from the City Attorney and draft Ordinance(s)  

a. amending the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan to:  
i. create a new Subarea A, and  

ii. establish new land use and development regulations by amending 
Section 10 of the Specific Plan,  

b. amending the Existing Zoning Map from OS-1XL and RD1.5 to (T)(Q)C2-
1L-O, and  

c. amending the Existing Zoning Map to remove the proposed Alberta Avenue 
right-of-way between North Venice Boulevard and South Venice Boulevard, 
and replacing it with (T)(Q)C2-1LO. 

 
PROCEDURAL HISTORY OF THE PROPOSED LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS. 
 

The requested action on the PLUM Committee’s meeting agenda is inconsistent with the 
history of the land use entitlements established in the record of this case. 

 
On February 2, 2022, the City Council rescinded the City Council’s former actions on 

December 1, 2021 to adopt resolutions in the Council File for General Plan Amendment of the 
Venice Community Plan and related Coastal Venice Land Use Plan.  On February 2, 2022, the 
City Council did not rescind the former actions the City Council took on December 1, 2021 to 
(1) approve an ordinance to implement a zone change from OS-1XL and RD1.5 to (T)(Q)C2-1L-
O, or (2) approve an ordinance to amend the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan (“VCZSP”). The 
Project currently has no General Plan Amendment land use entitlements.   

 
Additionally, the PLUM Committee meeting agenda incorrectly states that a City 

Attorney’s Report and attached ordinance should be adopted to amend “the Existing Zoning Map 
from OS-1XL and RD1.5 to (T)(Q)C2-1L-O”.  This proposed action is factually incorrect 
because the “Existing Zoning Map” was already amended on December 1, 2021 from OS-1XL 
and RD1.5 to (T)(Q)C2-1L-O.  Ordinance No. 187294 in the Council File proves this fact.  

 
The PLUM Committee meeting agenda also incorrect states that a City Attorney’s Report 

and attached ordinance should be adopted to amend “the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan to 
create a new Subarea A and establish new land use and development regulations by amending 
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Section 10 of the Specific Plan”. That is not correct. This was also done on December 1, 2021 as 
a proposed VCZSP ordinance was attached to the City Planning Commission’s July 13, 2021 
Letter of Determination in the Council File and the City’s Official Action lists it as part of the 
December 1, 2021 action of the City Council. 

 
The PLUM Committee meeting agenda also incorrectly states that a City Attorney’s 

Report and attached ordinance should be adopted to amend “the Existing Zoning Map to remove 
the proposed Alberta Avenue right-of-way between North Venice Boulevard and South Venice 
Boulevard”.  This proposed ordinance action has not been proposed or adopted by any previous 
action of the City to the best of our knowledge.  This is a proposed new action. 

 
A close comparison of the amendment of the VCZSP on December 1, 2021, and a 

proposed ordinance attached to a City Attorney report dated February 1, 2022 reveals they are 
different.  Thus, the actual proposed action should be to rescind the ordinance adopted on 
December 1, 2021, and to initiate an ordinance amendment process under City Charter Section 
558.  To date, this has not been done. 

 
As of the evening before the PLUM Committee meeting, there is no City Attorney Report 

or attached ordinance showing the proposed zone change or the removal of the Alberta Avenue 
right of way.  The first action would also require a recission of the December 1, 2021 zone 
change ordinance that is published as Ordinance No. 187294, and initiation of a revised zone 
change that addresses the City’s perceived deficiencies of Ordinance No. 187294.  The second 
action would require a proper initiation of a new amendment of the zoning map regarding the 
Alberta Avenue right of way. 

 
The February 1, 2022 City Attorney Report and attached ordinance related only to the 

proposed further amendment of the VCZSP seems to assume that such a further ordinance 
amendment could be initiated by simply filing a City Attorney report and draft ordinance. 
That is incorrect.  Under Charter Section 558, the City Attorney is not authorized to initiate such 
amending ordinances or an initial ordinance.  Thus, the entire second half of the agenda 
description for Item No. 1 for the PLUM Committee meeting seems to propose an action by the 
City Attorney not authorized by the City Charter.  In any event, to the best of our knowledge, 
there is no City Attorney Report and attached ordinance for two of the three items proposed on 
the agenda description. Failure to timely post this report and draft Ordinance has deprived the 
Committee and members of the public with adequate opportunity to review the report and draft 
ordinance. The proposed action should therefore not be taken at this time.  

 

REQUIRED FINDINGS CANNOT BE MADE 

As noted in the agenda item description, the resolution which Council is being asked to 
adopt, includes a General Plan Amendment as well as a Zoning Change from OS-1XL-O to 
(T)(Q)C2-1L-O.  Pursuant to Los Angeles Charter Sections 556 and 558, Council must find that: 

• “the action is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan.” 
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• “and, in the case of proposed zoning regulations, whether adoption of the 
proposed ordinance, order or resolution will be in conformity with public 
necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.” 

However, the required findings cannot be made as detailed herein, and in prior Channel 
Law letters contained in Council Files 21-0829-S1, 21-0829 and 22-0496.  All prior Channel 
Law letters regarding this project are incorporated herein by reference, including but not limited 
to letters dated: June 7, 2022; May 25, 2022; May 24, 2022; November 30, 2021; May 25, 2021; 
February 16, 2021; January 12, 2020; and October 21, 2020. 

Not In Conformity With General Welfare  

As detailed in the report by GeoDynamics, Inc. dated June 13, 2022, included in 
Attachment A and signed by two State registered geotechnical engineers and a State certified 
engineering geologist, the Project site is located in several hazard zones, as designated by 
federal, state and local hazard zone maps: flooding (FEMA, 2021), liquefaction (CGS, 1999), 
tsunami (CGS, 2021), and methane (GWI, 2017). According to GeoDynamics, “(g)eology, 
hydrology, and geotechnical-related hazard zones impacting the site are coastal flooding, sea 
level rise, tsunami, methane, shallow groundwater, strong seismic earthquake shaking, 
liquefaction potential and related hazards (example: lateral spreading, seismic settlement and 
surface manifestation in the form of sand boils, fissures and loss of bearing).”2  Location of the 
Project, which is designed to serve at-risk formerly homeless individuals, on a site subject to 
numerous hazards is, in and of itself, not in conformity with general welfare.  

Furthermore, these hazard issues have not been adequately addressed by the City through 
the Soils Reports for the Project,3 the Project design, or other measures.  The analysis of these 
hazards and how they should be addressed through Project design and mitigation has been 
inadequate, due in part to both the lack of environmental analysis conducted for the Project, and 
the City’s rush to approve the entitlements for the Project without adequate review.   

The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) has not reviewed the 
current version of the Project plans to ensure that these hazards have been mitigated or addressed 
in the Project design, or required updated reports to enable such a review.  The Soils Reports 
reviewed by LADBS [Geocon West, Inc. (GWI) 10/11/2017 and 7/31/2018] predate the current 
Project plans and FEMA’s update of the flood hazard map for the Project area, which now shows 
that portions of the Project site and surrounding access streets are in flood Zone AE.  The 
approved geotechnical reports are based on plans that do not include subterranean parking, as it 

 
2 GeoDynamics, Inc. Report dated June 13, 2022 at page 2.  See Attachment A. 

3 Technical review of the Project site began August 28 and 29, 2017 with drilled borings and obtaining soil samples 
at five locations on the Project Site. On October 11, 2017, a soils report prepared by GWI was submitted to the City 
for review. On July 17, 2018, the Grading Division of the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) 
issued a Soils Report Review letter for the Project. On July 31, 2018, GWI filed with the City its Response to the 
Soils Report Review letter and made minor changes to the report. On August 12, 2018, LADBS issued a City Soils 
Report Approval Letter for the Project. To the best of our knowledge, August 2018 was the last time an engineer of 
the City reviewed the project conceptual designs based upon critical health and safety standards. 
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was not included in the project description in the GWI report, although the current May 12, 2021 
plans include a subterranean parking component. This apparent discrepancy remains unresolved. 

The LADBS Soils Report Approval Letter for the Project is dated August 12, 2018 and is 
based on outdated reports.  Since the approval of the 2017 and 2018 GWI reports, the City of Los 
Angeles adopted the 2019 edition of the California Building Code (CBC). The 2019 edition of 
the CBC updated and revised the seismic design parameters relative to corresponding 2016 
edition values used by GWI (GWI 2017, page 6). Both the Soils Approval Letter and a report by 
GeoSoils, Inc (GSI, 2020) that examines the effects of sea level rise and coastal flooding on the 
project site, also predate the current Project Plans dated May 12, 2021.   

It does not appear that the GWI Soils Report (11/2017 and 7/31/18) has been updated, 
despite the fact that it is now 4.5 years old and predates the current Project plans.  It also does not  
appear that the GeoSoils, Inc. report (2020) has been reviewed/approved in accordance with the 
City's Flood Hazard Management Ordinance and LADBS Bulletin P/BC 2020-064 (2020), and 
Public Records Act requests have yielded no demonstration of compliance with the requirements 
of Los Angeles Building Code Division 71 – Methane Seepage Regulations.4  In the professional 
opinion of GeoDynamics, as detailed in Attachment A, the geotechnical report needs to be 
updated, to address the enumerated issues in the GeoDynamics letter and additional mitigation 
measures recommended as appropriate for conformance with applicable codes and guidelines. 
The conclusions in the Soils Reports are no longer valid given the passage of time,5 changes in 
the Project, and new information regarding site hazards.  There is thus a lack of substantial 
evidence that the Project is in conformity with the general welfare given its location in multiple 
hazards zones.  

The GeoDynamics report included in Attachment A, does however provide substantial 
evidence that the Project is not in conformity with the general welfare, and is subject to hazards 
which have not been adequately analyzed or addressed.  The GeoDynamic letter report includes 
the following findings (as quoted or paraphrased below): 

• As currently proposed subterranean parking will likely require 
construction dewatering and excavation/shoring recommendations, and 
possibly permanent dewatering. If a subterranean level is proposed and six feet 
of overexcavation below the foundations is required as recommended by the 
GWI, then about 15 feet of excavation and remedial grading will be required. 

 
4 https://up.codes/viewer/los_angeles/ca-building-code-2016/chapter/new_71/methane-seepage-regulations#new_71 
 
https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/information-bulletins/building-code/site-testing-standards-
for-methane-ib-p-bc2014-101.pdf?sfvrsn=e898eb53_20 
 
https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/forms/plan-check-2017/supplemental-correction-sheet-for-methane-
seepage-regulation-pc-str-corrlst55-2020.pdf?sfvrsn=60f4eb53_27 
 
https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/forms/plan-check-2017/supplemental-correction-sheet-for-methane-
mitigation-systems-(for-2017-codes).pdf?sfvrsn=a414fe53_6 
 
5 The GWI report specifically states that it cannot be relied on after a period of three years.  GeoDynamics letter at 
page 4.  
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This will likely require extensive dewatering and shoring, which can be costly 
and require logistical considerations as well.  

• Based on available data from drilled borings, very loose and soft materials are 
expected to be encountered at the GWI’s recommended depth of over-excavation 
of a minimum of 6 feet below grade, down to at least 14 feet below existing 
grade. This will require excavation below the anticipated groundwater table 
(between 7 to 12 feet below grade). Therefore, additional recommendations for 
dewatering and shoring design based on the proposed project plans and proposed 
subterranean parking garage are required.  

• GWI’s assertion that the static settlement should be rapid and take place shortly 
after the application of loads has not been verified with testing and analyses.  

• Potentially liquefiable soils underlie the site. Whether subterranean parking or 
surface parking level is proposed, the proposed mitigation measures are not 
likely to be adequate to reduce liquefaction related hazards at the site to an 
acceptable level as required by applicable codes. Specifically, the proposed 
mitigation measures do not address or mitigate the potential for surface 
manifestation and lateral spreading hazards. These hazards could impose 
significant instability and damage to the project and need to be evaluated 
and mitigated in conformance with codes and guidelines.  

• The site is in a city-designated Methane zone and there is potential for methane 
on the site. A methane study should have been performed in the planning stage, 
since the results of this study will likely require changes in project design that 
affect planning approval. If methane mitigation is required, this may affect the 
proposed depth of excavation and configuration of the foundation system as well 
as at graded facilities/space.  

• Currently the proposed project parking and residential structures appear to be at 
5 to 7 feet above MSL (mean sea level) based on the Venice CA USGS (1981) 
topographic map. Tsunami wave height predictions for Port of Long Beach are 
presented in the Port Complex model (Moffat & Nichol, 2007; Figure 4-1) 
suggest tsunami wave heights of up to 2.8 meters (~9.3 feet) for a large 
earthquake on the Catalina fault. If the tsunami were coincident with a 5- to 
7.5-feet high tide (an unlikely event) the tsunami elevation could reach more 
than 15 feet in elevation and would flood the project site.  

• When applying the Sea Level Rise (SLR) scenarios evaluated by the Venice 
SLR Study, SLR is modeled as affecting the groundwater table causing it to 
become “emergent” (i.e., at the ground surface) under all scenarios (i.e., at a 
SLR of 1.6 feet, potentially by 2040, groundwater will be close to the ground 
surface). Given that the actual groundwater table has been observed to be deeper 
than the OCOF Hazard model depicts, it may be that emergent groundwater will 
be delayed until a higher sea level rise occurs (higher than 1.6 feet). As the 
model shows, by 2040 to 2060, if sea level rise occurs as the scientific models 
adopted by the California Coastal Commission predict, the effects will likely 
cause groundwater to rise to the within 3 feet of the ground surface, if not to the 
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ground surface. If at some point in the future groundwater is affected by 
SLR such that it becomes emergent, the site will be inundated, whether the 
tidal gates for Grand Canal prevent tidal inundation or not.  

• The project site is in a FEMA identified flood zone (AE) and has been 
identified as subject to potential future flooding because of sea level rise. There 
has been no demonstration that mitigation measures have been 
incorporated into project design and approvals to conform to Coastal Act 
Policies (Sections 30235, 30253 and 30610(g)), i.e., to minimize risks to life 
and property in areas of high geologic, flood or fire hazards.  

• In general, the area is low-lying and flood prone, with little natural topographic 
gradient to provide adequate drainage. In addition, both the inflow and outflow 
of any surface waters are limited by the capacity of the canals, and operation of 
the tide gates. This means that in times of heavy rainfall, flooding and high 
tides, drainage of the site may be slow and may need to be actively managed 
with respect to timing of flood water ejection from the site (by pumping or 
gravity) and coordinated with the operation of the tide gates.  

• The May 12, 2021 Project plans indicate that there is a subterranean garage as 
part of the project design, which is approximately 8-10 feet below grade (wall 
height unspecified). Given the location, shallow groundwater and potential 
existing and future flood characteristics of the site, there is the potential for 
flooding. It appears that based on source of flooding (potentially affected 
and by tide gates controlled by the City of Los Angeles), that once flooded, 
there may be limited options for discharge of flood waters in the 
subterranean parking.  

• Minimizing risks in design should include avoidance, i.e. finish floor elevations 
sufficiently high enough to avoid flooding now as well as in the future due to 
predicted changes in site conditions, and to avoid construction vulnerable to 
flooding (i.e. the proposed underground parking 10 to 15 feet below mapped 
flood elevations, where flood waters can enter via subterranean ingress and 
egress).  

• To date potential impacts of Sea Level Rise (SLR) on the project have not 
been adequately addressed in the Project design. Impacts from SLR include 
flooding of the lower floors of the project below FEMA Base Flood Elevation of 
8.0 feet NAVD88, future potential flooding due to SLR, and impacts of the rise 
in groundwater table and documented corrosive soils on subsurface structures 
(including utilities), foundation, drainage facilities and pavements for the life of 
the project. Based on the approved project plans, it appears that the project 
as designed does not conform to California Coastal Commission adopted 
Coastal Act Policies (Sections 30235, 30253 and 30610(g)), i.e., to minimize 
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood or fire hazards as 
well as CBC2019 Supplement July 2021, Appendix G - Flood Resistant 
Construction.  
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It is clear, given the information currently available, that the proposed Project and thus 
the required ordinances for zone change and specific plan amendment will result in, as yet, 
unaddressed methane, geotechnical, tsunami and flood hazards.  The Project is not in conformity 
with the general welfare.  The required finding can therefore not be made.   

Not In Conformity With Good Zoning Practice 
 

The proposed Project, associated entitlements, and the City’s processing thereof is not in 
conformity with good zoning practice.   First, the City’s zoning amendment is a case of 
impermissible spot zoning and second, the zoning amendment is being carried out without first 
conducting the type of environmental review required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) for these types of discretionary approvals, particularly since substantial portions of 
the project are not required to develop supportive housing. 

As detailed in prior Channel Law letters incorporated herein by reference and the current 
lawsuit against the City6 on this issue, the City’s zoning amendment for the Project is a case of 
impermissible spot zoning.  Spot zoning is an unlawful, arbitrary, abuse of zoning discretion by 
which a smaller area is singled out of a larger area or district and specifically zoned for a use 
classification totally different from and inconsistent with the classification of surrounding land, 
and not in accordance with the General Plan. It is settled law that an amendment to a zoning 
ordinance that singles out a small parcel of land for a use different from that of the surrounding 
properties and for the benefit of the owner of the small parcel and to the detriment of other 
owners is spot zoning. As clearly evident in the maps attached to the proposed Resolution, and 
the text of the GPA, that the requested GPA and Zone change would apply unique and Project-
specific standards to a small, defined area, Area A on the maps. They are designed to allow for 
this one specific project. In this case, the City’s preferential treatment to the Developer includes, 
but is not limited to, all of the general plan amendments, certified LUP amendments, rezoning, 
and creation of maps drawing a separate zone around just the parcels for this Project, and 
granting for special treatment to develop much more than is required to provide supportive and 
affordable housing, to the extreme detriment of critical beach access rights of the public, the 
ability to properly maintain the Venice Canal system, and neighborhood character.  

Typically, both General Plan Amendments and zone amendments are subject to CEQA 
review as part of good zoning practice, thus allowing for understanding of the environmental 
consequences of any zone change.  In this case CEQA review has not occurred because the City 
is making use of a Statutory Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 21080.27(b)(1) for Permanent Supportive Housing 
projects to exempt the Project and all of the associated entitlements from proper CEQA review.  

 
6 See Coalition For Safe Coastal Development v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. 22STCP00162, filed March 1, 
2022, included in Attachment A of the Channel Law letter dated 5/25/2022. 
 
The lawsuit addresses the following issues:  the fact the Project does not qualify for an exemption under CEQA; the 
City’s violation of the Subdivision Map Act in its approval of the Project’s Tentative Tract Map, including the 
City’s failure to comply with Subdivision Map Act environmental review requirements; the City’s improper spot 
zoning to benefit the Project; how the City has violated the Coastal Act and the Certified Land Use Plan when 
approving the Coastal Development Permit for the Project; violation of the Mello Act and other affordable housing 
requirements; and the City’s violation of fair hearing constitutional due process requirements in its processing of the 
proposed Project.  
 



 10 

As detailed in the Coalition’s lawsuit against the City,7 the Project as proposed is not eligible for 
this Statutory Exemption. The proposed Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) for the 
Project does not require a Permanent Support Housing use for the Project site.8 Additionally, the 
Project contains a number of elements that are unnecessary to meeting the urgent needs of 
supportive housing and its target population as defined in State law.  These uses include: 

• 2,255 square feet of retail uses,  
• 810 square feet of restaurant uses with 500 square feet of outdoor Service 

Floor area,  
• 3,155 square feet of community arts center/art studio uses (philanthropic 

uses).  
• Parking in excess of the 61 residential spaces, including: 42 commercial 

spaces, 196 public spaces (replacement), 23 Beach Impact Zone (BIZ) 
spaces and 38 non-required spaces; and 136 bicycle parking spaces (19 
short-term and 117 long-term).  

There are similarly associated components of the General Plan Amendment and zone 
change that are not required for supportive housing, such as the change to Neighborhood 
Commercial and associated uses, rather than to a Residential land use designation, and the 
inclusion of a Project-specific allowance for a campanile structure that exceeds the maximum 
allowable height of 35 feet in a Neighborhood Commercial area, and provides for a maximum 
height for the campanile of 67 feet, a special benefit only allowed in “Area A”  - a clear example 
of spot zoning.  

 
The City’s use of spot zoning and failure to conduct appropriate environmental review 

for the GPA and zone change are not consistent with good zoning practice.  This required finding 
can therefore not be made.  
 
Not In Conformity With Convenience  
 

The proposed Project will result in a number of convenience impacts to the general public 
and to those charged with cleaning the canal system under existing Coastal Development 
Permits.  Convenience impacts result from changes to the boat access for the Venice Canal 
system resulting from the Project, changes in pedestrian access which necessitate a longer and 
less safe walk for beach goers making use of the replaced public parking resulting from the 
Project, and convenience impacts resulting from the design of the proposed parking structure to 
replace on-site ground-level public parking on the Project site.  

 
Boat Access 
 

The boat launch ramp on the Project site currently provides the exclusive access to the 
canal system for recreational boaters and for the company hired to clean the canals of trash and 
algae.  The current boat launch ramp access is very simple.  As shown in Figures 1 and 2, it 

 
7 See Coalition For Safe Coastal Development v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. 22STCP00162, filed March 1, 
2022, included in Attachment A of the Channel Law letter dated 5/25/2022. 
 
8 A copy of the DDA is available in Council File 22-0496 and is attached to the April 27 2022 HCD Report 
available at: https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2022/22-0496_rpt_HCI_04-27-22.pdf 
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includes parking for up to seven vehicles that is located immediately adjacent to the ramp 
providing access to the launch.  Additionally, there is room to back a trailer up for off-loading, 
accessing the launch ramp does not require making any sharp turns with a boat, and parking is 
located in very close proximity to the launch ramp.  There is no current need to park on the street 
and use the narrow sidewalks along the Canal, to access the boat launch ramp. 

 

 
FIGURE 1 – Existing Access to the Boat Launch Ramp 
Source:  Google Earth 
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FIGURE 2 – EXISTING BOAT LAUCH RAMP 

In contrast, as shown in Figure 3, with the proposed Project, access to the boat launch 
will be difficult, and may be impossible for some watercraft.  As shown in Figure 3, the Project 
provides inside the east public parking garage two spaces for vehicles bringing boats to the 
Canal. These spaces appear to be standard parking spaces and are only 18 feet in length.  In order 
for persons using these spaces, the boats must be small so they can be carried through two 
building doors and through landscaped areas to reach the boat launch.  

 
These parking spaces do not serve boats transported on trailers.  Not shown in Figure 3, a 

single “long” space for a vehicle and boat trailer is shown on the Exhibit A approved project 
plans for the west parking garage.  Because this single space is located just inside the parking 
gate for the west garage, there is already concern that the location of the space is impossible to 
negotiate.  Linked with this single space is a temporary loading zone space in the south lane of 
North Venice Boulevard, for long boats while loading and unloading.  This will block a lane of 
traffic while unloading, loading and hanging out in the zone.  

 
Individuals, organizations or companies off-loading a boat in the parking structure will 

then be required to maneuver the boat through two sets of double doors that appear to be 5-6 feet 
in width, down an incline ramp, and make a sharp left turn onto the approximately 6-foot-wide 
sidewalk along the Canal, followed quickly by a sharp right turn onto the boat launch.  For a long 
boat, the Project developers anticipate a large boat could be off-loaded from the public right-of-
way, then maneuvered 85 feet down the incline from the North Venice Boulevard to the narrow 
approximately six-foot-wide sidewalk along the Grand Canal, followed by a sharp right to access 
the launch ramp.  This assumes that parking on Venice Boulevard North is feasible, which is 
unlikely given expected turn movements into the western parking structure and roadway traffic 
volumes.  The proposed boat launch access changes resulting from the Project thus represents a 
major inconvenience which is likely to impact boat access to the Canal system.   
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To the degree that the ability to clean the Canal and remove collected debris is affected, 
these changes may also impact the public welfare such as would make cleaning the canal  
 

 
 

FIGURE 3 – Boat Launch Ramp Access with the Propose Project 
Source:  CAO Report 6/3/2022 

 
Pedestrian Access 
 

As shown in Figure 4, citizens currently making use of the beach surface parking lots on 
the west and eastern portions of the Project site have easy access westbound across the site and 
via the existing historic bridge, westbound along the existing sidewalks and through the parking 
lots to crosswalks on Pacific Avenue, and then ultimately the beach.   
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FIGURE 4 – Existing Public Access 
Source:  Google Earth 

 
 

As shown in Figure 5, the proposed Project eliminates public parking on the western 
portion of the Project site thus moving 40% of beach parking 500 feet further from the beach, 
forces beachgoers to use the new eastern parking structure and to access crosswalks at Pacific 
Avenue by walking along the substandard (6-feet wide with obstructions) sidewalks on North 
and South Venice Boulevards, and to cross Project parking driveways. Changes resulting from 
the Project thus represents a beach access inconvenience and, to the degree that they decrease 
pedestrian safety, a public welfare impact. 
 
 

 
FIGURE 5 – Project Pedestrian Access for Beach Parking Users 
Source:  5/12/21 Plan Set from CAO Report dated June 3, 2022 
 
Public Parking Operations 

Although the May 12, 2021 plan set is the approved version of the Project, a Public 
Records Act request revealed the existence of a February 7, 2021 set of plans for the Project’s 
public parking structure.  That plan set is attached to the June 7, 2022 Channel Law letter to the 
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Homeless and Poverty Committee and the letter and plan set are incorporated herein by 
reference.   

Problems with the operation of the public parking structure are detailed in the FBV Video 
available at: https://vimeo.com/717607593 and incorporated herein by reference.  As clearly 
illustrated in the video, the overwhelming majority of Level 1 parking is tandem and mechanical 
lift stacked parking, mostly reserved for electric vehicles (52 out of 66 space); 54 of the 66 
spaces on Level 1 are mechanical-lift, tandem or both.  Tandem parking involves blocking 
someone in.   This renders Level 1 essentially unusable for the typical beachgoer with their 
beach equipment and supplies.  Level 2 is supposedly self-park, but it includes 18 tandem spaces, 
30 of the 32 perimeter spaces are electric vehicle (23) or compact (7), and virtually all of the 
perimeter parking spaces – including the “accessible space” are blocked in by parallel parking 
spaces along the traffic lane.  Level 3 is rooftop parking.  It consists entirely of noisy 15-foot 
mechanical-lift stacking systems that will extend the building above applicable height limits.  
The northern access to the structure has one in lane and a second in/out lane.  The southern 
access has one out lane and one in/out lane.  It thus appears that the structure uses North Venice 
Boulevard as the one entrance and South Venice Boulevard as the one exit, except when there is 
lane reversal. This will likely cause confusion as users are likely to circle the block when there 
are long lines to enter the parking structure on the north side.   

The existing surface parking design is clearly visible in Figure 4.  It is clear from the 
Google Earth view of the existing surface parking lots that they do not include tandem parking 
and that the operation of the lots and the ability of users to exit and enter is simple and clear.  

The changes in on-site public parking resulting for the Project thus represents a major 
inconvenience as compared to existing parking on the site.  It is clear from the parking structure 
plans that achieving the necessary number or public parking spaces will require mechanical-lifts, 
tandem parking and blocking parking spaces with parallel parking spaces along the traffic lane.  
None of this makes for a convenient, user-friendly parking experience for beach-goers.   

The proposed Project and the consequent zone change will result in convenience impacts 
from changes to the boat access for the Venice Canal system, changes in pedestrian access which 
necessitate a longer and less safe walk for beach goers making use of the new on-site parking 
structure, and convenience impacts resulting from the design of the proposed parking structure.  
The required finding can therefore not be made.  
 
Not In Conformity With Public Necessity  

The proposed Project is unduly expensive and constitutes a waste of public funds that 
could be better used to produce more and less expensive affordable and supportive housing.  
Given the magnitude of the housing problem, funds must be used in a cost-effective manner to 
maximize needed housing production.   

Unlike many smaller and more sensitively placed affordable housing projects that 
Council members have supported in other districts, the Reese Davidson Project, according to its 
own pro forma in Council File No. 22-0496, now has an estimated cost per unit of $620,497, 
exclusive of land value and the cost of the new replacement public parking structure. However, 
the actual cost to taxpays includes the opportunity cost of the City land that will be leased to the 
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Project developer.  In addition to the nearly $100 million development cost is the value of 
taxpayer-owned land which would be leased at a dollar a year to the Project applicant for up to 
99 years.  Based upon true market value of lot sales nearby, the actual fair market value of the 
land is conservatively $60 million. This $60 million estimate by the Coalition is based upon 
recent sales of lots nearby for much more. For instance, in December 2021, a lot on Linnie Canal 
nearby sold for $1,750,000 which pencils out to about $70 million. (40 lots X $1,750,000 = $70 
million.) Even more recently, three lots sold for $6.4 million for an average lot cost of $2.13 
million. That would yield an approximate fair market value of the 40 Project lots of $85.2 
million. Thus, the $60 million assumption is very conservative. This $60 million dollars 
represents the equivalent of $441,176 dollars per each of the 136 “affordable units,” raising the 
cost per unit to $1,061,673.  It should be noted that the units to be produced are very small units, 
as shown in the screenshot of Plan Sheet G0.01 provided as Figure 6. 

 

FIGURE 6 – Number and Size of Project Units 
Source:  Plan Sheet G0.01, 5/12/21 

However, this is still not the full public cost of the Project. As detailed on page 3 the May 
20, 2022 CAO Report for the Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA), approval of the 
Project and its associated GPA and Zone Change commits the City to a Project which 
necessitates the City replacing the existing public parking on the site. This is accomplished via 
the construction of a parking structure necessitating incurring debt service which CAO estimates 
at $19,490,000, which includes interest of approximately $7,844,000. This equates to the City 
spending $143,309 for each of the 136 affordable units, just in replacement parking costs 
alone. This raises the per “affordable” unit cost to $1,204,982.  

 The GPA and Zone Change thus obligates the City to replacing a revenue generating 
parking lot, with a parking structure the City does not have the funds to pay for, which 
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necessitates borrowing by the City in the form of bonded indebtedness, for a parking structure 
which is likely to be less attractive to users than the existing surface parking lot and thus have 
lower usage rates and thus lower revenue generation, and which is likely to result in increased 
long-term public access parking cost. The Project requires replacing an existing revenue 
generating surface parking lot with debt for a new parking structure.  

The proposed Project and associated entitlement are not in conformity with public 
necessity, which dictates the need for much more cost-effective government approaches to 
meeting the Permanent Supportive Housing, affordable housing, and housing for the unhoused 
needs of the City.  The required finding cannot be made.  

Not in Substantial Conformance with the Purposes, Intent and Provisions of the General 
Plan 
 

The proposed Project is not in conformance with a number of General Plan provisions as 
specified in goals, policies and objectives in several General Plan Elements.   

 
Safety Element 
 

The City’s current Safety Element was adopted in 1996.  The City has replaced it on the 
City’s website with the draft Safety Element the City is in the process of adopting.9  As detailed 
on page 108 of the 2021 Safety Element, there have been limited changes made to the goals, 
objectives and policies in the 1996 Safety Element.  The proposed Project and thus the GPA and 
Zone Change are not consistent with the following Safety Element goals, objectives and policies, 
given the information provided in this letter and Attachment A, given the existing site hazards 
and failure to fully analyze and mitigate associated impacts: 

 
• GOAL 1: Hazard Mitigations - A city where potential injury, loss of life, 

property damage and disruption of the social and economic life of the City due to 
hazards is minimized.  

§ Policy 1.1.2 Disruption Reduction. Reduce potential disruption 
due to disaster, with an emphasis on critical facilities, 
governmental functions, infrastructure and information resources.  

§ Policy 1.1.4 Health/Environmental Protection. Protect the public 
and workers from the release of hazardous materials and protect 
City water supplies and resources from contamination resulting 
from release or intrusion resulting from a disaster event, including 
protection of the environment and public from potential health and 
safety hazards associated with program implementation.  

 
9 https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/bf51ae04-1c7b-4931-9a29-
d46209998b89/2021_SafetyElementBookFINAL.pdf 
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§ Policy 1.1.5 Risk Reduction. Reduce potential risk hazards due to 
disaster with a focus on protecting the most vulnerable people, 
places and systems.  

§ Policy 1.1.8 Land Use. Consider hazard information and available 
mitigations when making decisions about future land use. Maintain 
existing low density and open space designations in Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Ensure mitigations are incorporated 
for new development in hazard areas such as VHFHSZs, landslide 
areas, flood zones and in other areas with limited adaptive 
capacity.10  

• Policy 2.1.2 Health and Environmental Protection. Develop and implement 
procedures to protect the environment, sensitive species and public from potential 
health and safety hazards associated with disaster events, hazard mitigation and 
disaster recovery efforts.  

Venice Community Plan 

The proposed Project is not consistent with the following goals, objectives and policies of 
the Venice Community Plan, based on information contained herein and prior Channel Law 
letters regarding the Project: 

• Goal 5: A community with sufficient open space in balance with new 
development to serve the recreational, environmental, health and safety needs of 
the community and to protect environmental and aesthetic resources.  

o Objective 5-1 To preserve existing open space resources and where 
possible develop new open space.  

§ Policy 5-1.1 Encourage the retention of passive and visual open 
space which provides a balance to the urban development of the 
community.  

§ Policy5-1.4 Protect and maintain unique open space areas, 
including the Venice Canals, Grand Canal, Ballona Lagoon and 
beaches.  

• Goal 13: A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking 
and off- street parking facilities throughout the plan area.  

o Objective 13-1: To provide an adequate supply of parking at appropriate 
locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community needs.  

§ Policy 13-1.2 New parking lots and garages shall be developed in 
accordance with design standards.  

 
10 Policy added to the 2021 version of the Safety Element.  
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Sewerage Facilities Element  

As noted in the March 1, 2022 Letter of Determination of the LACPC: 

While the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total flows for 
the proposed project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be 
needed as part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer 
connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity, then the 
developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer 
system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and 
connection permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow 
will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient 
capacity for the project.  

It is therefore currently unknown whether there is sufficient existing current local sewer 
line capacity to serve the proposed Project and the linear distance of any needed sewer line 
capacity increases to address Project demand.  

Venice Coastal Zone and Land Use Plan 

The proposed Project is not consistent with the following goals, objectives and policies of 
the Venice Coastal Zone and Land Use Plan as detailed herein and in prior Channel Law letters: 

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

• Policy I. B. 5. Neighborhood Commercial Land Use. The Neighborhood 
Commercial designation is intended to accommodate local neighborhood 
commercial facilities and services which provide daily convenience goods and 
services to persons living in nearby residential areas. Small scale neighborhood 
stores and community services shall be preserved and encouraged. Neighborhood 
retail goods and services include, but are not limited to the following: art 
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galleries; barber shops or beauty parlors; dry cleaners; laundry services; shoe 
repair; tailors; florists; hardware stores; drug stores; food/grocery stores; 
newsstands; medical facilities; and job service centers. Drive-thru facilities and 
billboards shall be prohibited on properties designated as neighborhood 
commercial. Community services include day-care, community-meeting rooms, 
recreational, religious or cultural facilities and similar uses. The clustering of uses 
minimizes multiple vehicle trips and encourages walking to and from adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. Areas designated for Neighborhood Commercial Land 
Use are shown in Exhibits 9 through 12.  

Physically, Neighborhood Commercial areas are generally characterized by one- 
and two-story low-rise structures. Pedestrian activities shall be encouraged by the 
emphasis on local serving uses, design of buildings, and the incorporation of 
streetscape amenities.  

• Policy II. A. 2. Expansion of Public Beach Parking Supply. The construction 
of new public parking facilities should be implemented, as well as maximizing the 
use of existing ones by restriping existing parking lots or converting them to 
multi-level structures where consistent with other Coastal Act policies. The 
parking lots located west of the Ocean Front Walk shall remain surface parking 
lots. In no case shall such structures obstruct ocean views or be inconsistent with 
other Coastal Act or LUP Policies.  

• Policy III. 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. 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. 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.  

• Policy I. F. 3. Venice Canals. The historic integrity of the Venice Canals shall be 
preserved. The canals are deemed to be significant as an early example of 
community recreational planning in a coastal marshlands area. Included in the 
historic district are the six canals, their associated sidewalks and a number of 
pedestrian and vehicular bridges. The Venice Canals are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places as an historic district (August 30, 1982). Additionally, 
the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission declared the Venice Canal 
System a Los Angeles City Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM No. 270, August 
2, 1983).  

The proposed Project and thus the GPA and Zone Change are not is substantial 
conformance with the General Plan. The proposed Project and thus the GPA and Zone Change 
are not in conformity with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning 
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practice and should therefore not be approved.  The Planning and Land Use Committee should, 
therefore, deny the requested General Plan Amendment and Zoning Change.   

I may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or at jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you have 
any questions, comments or concerns.  

 
 

      Sincerely, 

                                                                              
                                                                             Jamie T. Hall 

Encl. -Attachment A 
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Attachment A 



 

80 Long Court, Suite #2A, Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 
Tel. (805) 496-1222, Fax (805) 496-1225 

 

June 13, 2022 

Mr. Jamie T. Hall, Esq. 
Channel Law Group, LLP 
8383 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 750 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

SUBJECT: Geotechnical and Coastal Engineering Review of Submitted Documents 
Regarding The Proposed Reese Davidson Community, Venice Area of The City 
of Los Angeles, California, Council File Nos. 22-0496, 21-0829, 21-0829-51. 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

INTRODUCTION 

At your request and authorization, we reviewed geotechnical and coastal documents as well as 
plans (see attached list of references) related to the proposed Reese Davidson Community in 
the Venice area of the City of Los Angeles. This letter report focuses on the coastal and 
geotechnical engineering conditions at the project site, and how those conditions could affect 
the proposed development and surrounding areas. The focus of our review was to 
evaluate/check conformance of the submitted reports and documents with applicable codes, 
geotechnical guidelines, and standards of practice, as related to the proposed development at 
the site. 

Project Location 

The project site is in the Venice Community of Los Angeles on the coastal plain adjacent to the 
Venice canals. The project site is bordered by North Venice Boulevard (Blvd.) on the northwest, 
South Venice Blvd. on the southeast, Dell Avenue (Ave.) on the northeast, and South Pacific 
Ave. on the southwest. The Grand Canal waterway extends northwest-to-southeast across the 
property northeast of Pacific Ave. See the Geocon West, Inc. (2017) Figures 1 and 2 maps for 
reference. The street addresses associated with the project site area: 2102-2120 South Pacific 
Avenue, 116-128 East North Venice Boulevard, 125 East South Venice Boulevard, 200 East 
North Venice Boulevard, 2-4-216 & 302 East North Venice Boulevard, 2116 South Canal Street, 
301-319 East South Venice Boulevard. 
Project Background 

It is understood that the proposed project consists of two 3- to 4-story mixed use 
buildings/housing units and parking structures at the locations stated above. A large portion of 
the development will consist of two parking garages. The west garage is proposed to provide 
parking for all residential and commercial uses through the site at approximately 103-108 
spaces. The east garage is proposed to provide replacement of 196 parking spaces, 27 Beach 
Impact spaces, 2 canal access spaces and a varying number of additional spaces. For instance, 
the east public parking garage holds approximately 233-252 parking spaces surrounded by the 
mixed-use/housing structures. The most recent plans (February 2022) show parking spaces will 
be floor level single spaces and mechanical vehicular lifts on two of the three floor levels. 
The site is located in several hazard zones, as designated by federal, state and local hazard 
zone maps: flooding (FEMA, 2021), liquefaction (CGS, 1999), tsunami (CGS, 2021), and 
methane (GWI, 2017). These hazard zones are also indicated on a parcel-by-parcel basis on 
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the City of Los Angeles Planning Department Zone Information and Map Access System 
(ZIMAS) online (http://zimas.lacity.org/). 
Site Geology and Setting 

The underlying soils at the project site (Roffers and Bedrossian, 2010) consist of the following 
mapped geologic units: alluvial valley deposits (map symbol Qa) at the surface underlain by 
young alluvial fan deposits (Qya). There is likely some scattered artificial fill (af) with a possible 
concentration at the northeast end of the project site. Qa is generally unconsolidated sand, silt, 
clay, and gravel with sandy sediment being more predominant. Qya is typically unconsolidated 
to slightly consolidated clay silt, sand, and gravel. The depth and characteristics of these 
formations can be interpreted in the  GWI (2017) Borings 1-5. Groundwater was observed by 
GWI at is between 7.0 to 12 feet below grade at the time of drilling (GWI 2017).  
 
Geology, hydrology, and geotechnical-related hazard zones impacting the site are coastal 
flooding, sea level rise, tsunami, methane, shallow groundwater, strong seismic earthquake 
shaking, liquefaction potential and related hazards (example: lateral spreading, seismic 
settlement and surface manifestation in the form of sand boils, fissures and loss of bearing). 
History of Geotechnical/Coastal Engineering Review 

Technical review of the Project site began August 28 and 29, 2017 with drilled borings and 
obtaining soil samples at five locations on the Project Site. On October 11, 2017, a soils report 
prepared by GWI was submitted to the City for review. On July 17, 2018, the Grading Division of 
the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) issued a Soils Report Review 
letter for the Project. On July 31, 2018, GWI filed with the City its Response to the Soils Report 
Review letter and made minor changes to the report. On August 12, 2018, LADBS issued a City 
Soils Report Approval Letter for the Project. 
 
After project application with architectural plans dated December 2018, a coastal engineering 
report was prepared by GeoSoils, Inc. (GSI, 2020) examining the effects of sea level rise and 
coastal flooding on the project site. Revised plans dated May 12, 2021 were attached to the City 
Planning Recommendation Report prepared for review of the Project by the City Planning 
Commission. The May 12, 2021, plans are the planning entitlement plans, as confirmed by a 
Report of the Chief Administrative Officer dated June 3, 2022, according to the client group.  
 
We are informed by the client group that additional discretionary planning approvals are 
foreseeable. The client reports that after the City Council granted project approvals on 
December 1, 2021 for the Project using May 12, 2021 design plans, alternative architectural 
plans were prepared for the LADOT public parking garage on the east site that, among other 
things, remove the subterranean parking level. 
 
The client was unable to confirm that the GWI Soils Report (2017) has been updated given that 
it is now 3.5 years old, or that the GeoSoils, Inc. report (2020) has been reviewed/approved in 
accordance with the City's Flood Hazard Management Ordinance and LADBS Bulletin P/BC 
2020-064 (2020). We also were unable to confirm any further City reviews since the August 12, 
2018 Soils Report Approval Letter the client provided us. 
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FINDINGS 

Geotechnical Engineering  

We have reviewed the following geotechnical documents, which were previously reviewed and 
approved by the City of Los Angeles: 

 GWI (2017) “Proposed Mixed-Use Development, 2102-2120 S Pacific Ave, 116-128 E 
North Venice Blvd, 204-216 E North Venice Boulevard, 302 E North Venice Blvd, 125 E 
South Venice Blvd, 301-319 E South Venice Boulevard, and ,  2106-2116 S Canal 
Street, Venice, California, Tract: Short Line Beach Subdivision No. 1, Block: 9, Lots: 1-6, 
36-42, (ARB: 1-3), LT 42 (ARB 1-3), Block: 12, Lots: 1-2, Block: 14, Lots: 1, 7-12, Project 
No.: A9657-06-01, dated October 11, 2017. 

 City of Los Angeles (LADBS Grading Division), Soils Report Review Letter, dated July 
17, 2018. 

 GWI (2018) “2102-2120 South Pacific Avenue, 116-128 East North Venice Boulevard, 
125 East South Venice Boulevard, 200 East North Venice Boulevard, 204-216 & 302 
East North Venice Boulevard, 2116 South Canal Street, 301-319 East South Venice 
Boulevard, Lots: FR1, 2-6, FR7, LT42 (ARB 1-3), 36 (ARB 1-2), 37, 38 (ARB 1-3), 39-41 
// FR1-FR6, 7-12, // ARB D//FR1,7-13, Tract: Short Line Beach Subdivision No. 1 (M P2-
59), Block: 9// 12// --// 14, Project No.: A9657-06-01, dated July 31, 2018. 

 City of Los Angeles LADBS Grading Division, Soils Report Approval Letter, dated 
August 10, 2018. 

 
Based on our review, it seems that the approved geotechnical reports are based on plans that 
do not include subterranean parking, as it was not included in the project description of the GWI 
report, although plans approved by the City include subterranean parking. We have the 
following items related to geotechnical issues that were not completely addressed by the above 
reports. Regardless of the configuration of the current approved plans, with or without the 
subterranean garage, our comments on the technical reports still apply, particularly with respect 
to liquefaction. It is our professional opinion that the geotechnical report needs to be updated, 
and these items need to be further evaluated and addressed. Accordingly, additional mitigation 
measures should be recommended as appropriate for conformance with applicable codes and 
guidelines. 
1. The project plans appear to have changed significantly with respect to the proposed 

foundation level (now includes subterranean parking) and the geotechnical report is out of 
date according to the “Limitations and Uniformity Conditions” specified by GWI (2017) as 
follows (emphasis added):  

“1. The recommendations of this report pertain only to the site investigated and 
are based upon the assumption that the soil conditions do not deviate from those 
disclosed in the investigation. If any variations or undesirable conditions are 
encountered during construction, or if the proposed construction will differ from 
that anticipated herein, Geocon West, Inc. should be notified so that supplemental 
recommendations can be given. The evaluation or identification of the potential 
presence of hazardous or corrosive materials was not part of the scope of 
services provided by Geocon West, Inc.”  
“2. The findings of this report are valid as of the date of this report. However, 
changes in the conditions of a property can occur with the passage of time, 
whether they are due to natural processes or the works of man on this or adjacent 
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properties. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur, 
whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, 
the findings of this report may be invalidated wholly or partially by changes 
outside our control. Therefore, this report is subject to review and should not be 
relied upon after a period of three years.” 

2. The approved project plans are dated May 12, 2021, show that a subterranean level is 
proposed. We understand that the May 12, 2021, plans are attached as Exhibit A to the land 
case approval in Council Nos. 21-0829 and 21-0829-S1. Hence, the project geotechnical 
consultant, GWI needs to address excavation and, dewatering and shoring to support the 
proposed excavation for the proposed subterranean level as well as the over-excavation 
below foundations level. Orthogonal cross sections through the buildings need to be 
provided. The sections should depict existing and proposed grade, existing and proposed 
improvements within close proximity to excavation areas, excavation limits, geotechnical 
borings, interpreted geologic/soil layers, and groundwater depth. 

3. GWI recommends in the geotechnical report dated October 11, 2017, page 2 that "Once the 
design phase and foundation loading configuration proceeds to more finalized plan, the 
recommendations within this report should be reviewed and revised, if necessary. Any 
changes in design, location, or elevation of any structure, as outlined in this report should be 
reviewed by this office  Geocon should be contacted to determine the necessity for review 
and possible revision of this report.”  The submitted geotechnical investigation report (GWI, 
2017) and response (GWI, 2018) are over one year old. Since the approval of these reports, 
the City of Los Angeles adopted the 2019 edition of the California Building Code (CBC). The 
2019 edition of the CBC updated and revised the seismic design parameters relative to 
corresponding 2016 edition values used by GWI (GWI 2017, page 6). As such, GWI needs 
to provide an updated report to address 1) changes in geotechnical conditions at the site; 2) 
changes in the proposed development plans relative to plans used in the preparation of the 
2017 and 2018 geotechnical reports including approved plans that show a proposed 
subterranean parking garage; and 3) changes in applicable codes and geotechnical 
guidelines particularly in seismic parameters. 

4. Based on liquefaction analyses performed by GWI, potentially liquefiable soils (including soft 
clayey soils) are at (subterranean parking) or very close to (at level parking) the finish grade. 
GWI evaluated the potential for post-liquefaction settlement. As per the State of California 
Special Publication 117A (SP-117A), all hazards associated with liquefaction potential 
including lateral spreading (towards an open face, and on sloping ground) and surface 
manifestation in the form of sand boils, fissures, and loss of bearing, must also be 
considered. Please note that Borings 1 and 4 (used for liquefaction analyses) indicate a high 
potential for liquefaction of earth materials (including the potential liquefaction of soft clay) 
immediately below the currently recommended depth of over-excavation. As per Ishihara 
charts (Ishihara 1985), there seems to be a high potential for surface manifestation in the 
form of sand boils, fissures and loss of bearing to develop due to liquefaction potential of 
some of the underlying layers. There could also be a potential for lateral sliding towards 
adjacent open channels such as the Grand Canal and needs to be evaluated, and additional 
recommendation measures provided as appropriate.   

5. Log of B-1 shows loose to very loose sandy soils from about 6-14 feet below existing grade. 
Log of B-4 shows “very soft clay with sand” from about 4.5 to 15 feet below the existing 
grade. Yet, GWI recommends on page 10 that “Deeper excavation should be conducted as 
needed to remove any encountered fill or soft soils as necessary at the direction of the 
Geotechnical Engineer”. But based on available data from drilled borings as discussed 
above, very loose and soft materials are expected to be encountered at the GWI’s 
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recommended depth of over-excavation of a minimum of 6 feet below grade, down to at 
least 14 feet below existing grade. This will require excavation below the anticipated 
groundwater table (between 7 to 12 feet below grade). Therefore, additional 
recommendations for dewatering and shoring design should be provided based on the 
proposed project plans and proposed subterranean parking garage.  

6. GWI recommends mat foundations to be designed for a maximum bearing pressure of 4250 
pounds per square foot (psf) and estimated static settlement at ¾ inch, and differential 
settlement at 0.4 inch. Considering the anticipated large and deep stress field associated 
with mat foundations, the estimated static settlement appears to be low and should be 
supported with calculations. GWI’s assertion that the static settlement should be rapid and 
take place shortly after the application of loads needs to be verified with testing (example: 
time rate of consolidation of the “very soft” clayey soils encountered in Boring 4) and 
analyses. 

7. GWI states that it reviewed DOGGR records for location of recorded abandoned oil wells on 
the site, noted the presence of some nearby wells within 300 feet of the site and indicated 
that wells are sometimes mislocated or the records may be incomplete. Where present, old, 
abandoned oil wells must be exposed and tested to determine if they have been abandoned 
properly or if there are methane leaks present. Based on our experience in Venice Beach 
(e.g., performing a well location study for the Venice Forced Main for the City of Los 
Angeles), these studies are typically completed before project design is finalized. The 
project design team should review available aerial photographs (including investigating if 
oblique aerial photos of the site are available on the Marina del Rey Historical Society 
website https://www.marinadelreyhistoricalsociety.org/oil-boom-1929-1930/) and consider 
whether a geophysical survey of the site is warranted to identify the presence of any 
potentially unmarked wells which may have a significant impact on design or construction.  

8. GWI noted the site is in a city-designated Methane zone, that there is potential for methane 
on the site, and recommended that if a methane study is required, qualified methane 
consultant should perform it. The methane study should be performed in the planning stage, 
since the results of this study likely require changes in project design that affect planning 
approval. If methane mitigation is required, this may affect the proposed depth and 
configuration of the foundation system as well as at graded facilities/space. 

 
Coastal Vulnerability – Flooding Assessment  
 
General discussion  
The project site is in the Venice Beach Local Coastal zone and will be subject to Local Coastal 
Plan/Local Implementation Plan when the City of Los Angeles completes the plan updates and 
certification. Plan preparation is in progress as of the date of this review, according to the 
Venice Beach Local Coastal zone website. GSI prepared a report addressing the potential site 
hazards due to sea level rise and existing coastal flooding hazards (GSI, 2020). Other 
applicable references and guidelines for the region, as well as references utilized by GSI  
(2020), were reviewed. Commentary below is organized and provided in order from statewide 
policies, to local, site-specific reports and plans, with review comments on the GSI report. A list 
of the references reviewed or referred to is included in the References section. 
 
The term “flooding” is used to describe a temporary, time limited presence of surface water on 
the site, whereas “tidal inundation” is used to indicate a permanent , long-term presence of 
water. When discussing elevations with respect to flooding and inundation, the reference datum 
is extremely important for accurate comparison relevant elevations of the proposed 
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development to published maps and studies. NOAA Base Flood maps use North American 
Vertical Datum 1988 (NAVD88).  
 
The site is located approximately 750 feet from the beach (oceanside edge of beach front 
parking lot) bounded by North and South Venice Boulevards, between Pacific Avenue and Dell 
Street. The east parcel is separated from the west parcel by the Venice Grand Canal. 
Review of State, Regional and Local Coastal Hazard References. 

California Coastal Act 

There is no current certified Local Coastal Plan (LCP) for Venice Beach, as of June 2022. We 
are unaware of any specified project life for the Venice Beach area, although GSI (2020) refers 
to a project life span of 75 years. During our technical meetings with the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) staff (as part of review work for other coastal communities), the CCC staff 
has stated clearly that their standards do NOT include a specified project life, rather they re-
emphasized projects should be designed to conform to Coastal Act Policies (Sections 30235, 
30253 and 30610(g)), i.e., 1) to minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood or fire hazards and 2) designed to be constructed without contributing to erosion or 
instability, or require protective devices that would alter landforms.  
The significance of these policies to this project at 200 N. Venice Boulevard is that minimizing 
risks in design should include avoidance, i.e. finish floor elevations sufficiently high enough to 
avoid flooding now as well as in the future due to predicted changes in site conditions, and to 
avoid construction vulnerable to flooding (i.e. the proposed underground parking 10 to 15 feet 
below mapped flood elevations, where flood waters can enter via subterranean ingress and 
egress). 
Tsunami Hazard Maps 

Statewide mapping (CGS 2022), regional (Moffat & Nichol, 2007) and the Venice Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability Assessment study (Moffat & Nichol, 2018, referred to as the Venice SLR 
Study, 2018) indicate that the site is a tsunami hazard zone. A tsunami is a long wavelength 
ocean wave generated by sudden displacement of the seafloor normally by earthquake faulting, 
volcanism, or a large submarine landslide. Initially the tsunami creates a drop in water level at 
the shoreline, followed by a rapid rise with attendant run up on the shore, surges into shallow 
coastal inlets and harbors, and substantial rising of the water in deeper water ports and harbor 
areas. Tsunami damage is by far the more serious of the two wave types with damages caused 
in water surging in and out, and debris colliding with fixed structures. 
Moffatt & Nichol (2007) developed a tsunami model for the Long Beach (POLB)/Los Angeles 
(POLA) Port Complex that considers local sources to generate a tsunami wave from a 
magnitude seven earthquake on the Santa Catalina fault and is generally applicable to the 
project site. They indicate that this is a reasonable maximum for future events. Their model 
incorporates ground surface configurations, bathymetry, and the interaction of the diffraction, 
reflection, and refraction of the tsunami wave within the POLB/POLA complex to predict tsunami 
water levels. 
The California Geological Survey Tsunami Hazard Area Maps (CGS, July 2021 update for Los 
Angeles County) indicate the project site is within a tsunami hazard zone. The tsunami wave 
height would depend upon the source location but could be tens of feet depending upon the 
tsunami source event and tidal levels (based on Moffat & Nichol, 2007). GWI (2017) indicates 
there is a potential for tsunamis to impact the site. Currently the proposed project parking and 
residential structures appear to be at 5 to 7 feet above MSL (mean sea level) based on the 
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Venice CA USGS (1981) topographic map . Tsunami wave height predictions for POLB are 
presented in the Port Complex model (Moffat & Nichol, 2007; Figure 4-1) suggest tsunami wave 
heights of up to 2.8 meters (~9.3 feet) for a large earthquake on the Catalina fault. If the tsunami 
were coincident with a 5- to 7.5-feet high tide (an unlikely event) the tsunami elevation could 
reach more than 15 feet in elevation and would flood the project site. 
 
Venice Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (Moffat & Nichol 2018) 
 
The Venice SLR Study (2018) was completed after the California Coastal Commission  (CCC) 
adopted its draft “Sea Level Rise Policy - Original Guidance August 2015”, but shortly before the 
Science-based updates were adopted in November 2018. Both the Venice SLR Study and the 
CCC SLR Policy (2018) rely on the same scientific reports published by the Ocean Protection 
Council (and referenced in both documents). The Venice SLR Study evaluated four different sea 
level rise (SLR) scenarios for Venice Beach, as shown on Table 4.1 (page 11) of the study, 
which are a subset of the SLR scenarios presented in the CCC SLR Guidance. These SLR 
scenarios were modeled for sea level rise impacts on the California coastline and coastal 
communities by a partnership between the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) and other 
academic and research groups collectively called “Our Coast Our Future.” The model results 
were first presented in 2012 for portions of the California Coastline as the CoSMoS model 
(https://ourcoastourfuture.org/about/), referred to hereafter as the OCOF Hazard Map. The 
model was expanded to cover southern California in 2018 (CoSMoS v 3.0) and central 
California in 2020. The Venice SLR Study utilized the OCOF Hazard Map model in evaluating 
the impacts of sea level rise on the community. (NB: The OCOF Hazard Map model is just one 
of three coastal flooding models available online but the most widely used. This review only 
looked at the OCOF Hazard Map, as this model was the one that was utilized in the Venice SLR 
Study (2018) and by GesoSoils, Inc. (2018), the project coastal engineering consultant). 
 
Based on a review of the Venice SLR Study and comparison with the current OCOF Hazard 
Map model, it appears that in addition to potential flooding by rain events, coastal flooding of the 
project is due to inundation from the canals, but not from the beach or ocean side. The canals 
are fed by the main Ballona Lagoon canal along Pacific Avenue, connected to the Marina del 
Rey channel under Via Marina between Pacific Avenue and Via Donte (see Figure 3.5, Venice 
SLR Study). There are two tide gates that are owned and operated by the City of Los Angeles, 
to prevent flooding during astronomical high tides, and mute the effects of tides to allow for 
better drainage. It appears none of the SLR flooding models account for the presence of these 
tide gates. The FEMA (2018)  flood maps do not account for these structures either as at the 
time of the study (2018) these two structures (the Marina del Rey Tide Gate and Washington 
Tide Gate) were not certified by FEMA as flood control infrastructure. This means that the 
presence of the tide gates (and potential flood protection) was not incorporated into the FEMA 
flood model. 
 
Under the SLR scenarios evaluated in the Venice SLR Study (2018), we reviewed the site 
vulnerability based on the OCOF Hazard map, with respect to the effects of sea level rise on 
shoreline position, wave action, flooding, and impact of sea level rise on depth to groundwater. 
Our summary is as follows: 

1. Shoreline Position: The position of the shoreline does not change under the four SLR 
scenarios, which is typical of an already developed coastline. The assumption in the 
assessment is that mitigation measures will be implemented to protect existing 
development in this area (e.g., beach nourishment, coastline protection, protective 
structures) 
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2. Wave Action: None of the SLR scenarios result in wave action on or near the project site 
because the shoreline position is fixed. Even if the shoreline position were to advance, it 
is unlikely wave action would affect the site.  

3. Coastal Flooding due to SLR: The four SLR scenarios evaluated in the Venice SLR 
Study were modeled utilizing the OCOF Hazard map, and the effect of surface flooding 
on the site is described as: 

a. 2040 to 2080, 1.6 feet, SLR – no flooding, not flood prone.  
b. 2060 to 2100+, 3.3 feet SLR - eastern edge of property flood prone (occasional). 
c. 2080 to 2100+, 4.9 feet SLR -  entire site flood prone. 
d. 2090 to 2100+, 6.6 feet SLR - entire site flooded, up to 8.2 feet deep. 

The above summarizes flooding at the surface of the site. Once flood waters reach the 
site, any subterranean structures will very likely be flooded. Flood duration can also be 
modeled utilizing the OCOF Hazard Map and becomes an issue when the 6.6 feet SLR 
scenario is modeled, whether for the annual, 20-year or 100-year flood. In all storm 
scenarios, once SLR reaches 6.6 feet or higher, the site floods and the flooding is of a 
duration longer than 18+ hours.  

4. Effect of SLR on depth to groundwater: Currently, as observed in the GWI (2017) report, 
groundwater is between 7 to 12 feet below grade. When comparing the site-specific 
observations of the OCOF Hazard map groundwater model (utilizing the more 
permeable option to represent the sandy nature of the soils under the site), groundwater 
in this area at present has been modeled as very shallow on the western lot (0-1m, or 0 
to 3.3 feet) to shallow on the eastern lot (1-2m, or 3.3 feet to 6.6 feet). By comparison, 
the GWI (2017) borings show current groundwater appears to be slightly deeper at 7 to 
12 feet. When applying the SLR scenarios evaluated by the Venice SLR Study, SLR is 
modeled as affecting the groundwater table causing it to become “emergent” (i.e., at the 
ground surface) under all scenarios (i.e., at a SLR of 1.6 feet, potentially by 2040, 
groundwater will be close to the ground surface). Given that the actual groundwater 
table has been observed to be deeper than the OCOF Hazard model depicts, it may be 
that emergent groundwater will be delayed until a higher sea level rise occurs (higher 
than 1.6 feet). As the model shows, by 2040 to 2060, if sea level rise occurs as the 
scientific models adopted by the CCC predict, the effects will likely cause groundwater to 
rise to the within 3 feet of the ground surface, if not to the ground surface. If at some 
point in the future groundwater is affected by SLR such that it becomes emergent, the 
site will be inundated, whether the tidal gates prevent tidal inundation or not. According 
to this model, current groundwater levels near Sherman Canal are emergent without sea 
level rise (OCOF Hazard Map model 2022, groundwater conditions module, options: 
permeable soil, no sea level rise) and anecdotal evidence on at least one construction 
site on Sherman Canal appears to confirm this present condition.  

 
FEMA Flood Zone maps (release date April 21, 2021), Base Flood Elevation (BFE) 
   
In April 2021, FEMA updated the Flood Maps for the County of Los Angeles. These maps depict 
regional flooding based on topography and specific storm return periods. The site is mapped 
partially within Zone AE BFE of eight (8) feet NAVD88). (See Figure 1 appended). This means 
that at present, the site has a 1% chance of flooding to this level annually. Typical project design 
standards are that the lowest horizontal structural member should be two (2) feet above the 
BFE. A summary of areas with a 1% annual chance of flooding are as follows: 
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 Eastern lot (between Dell Avenue and Grand Canal) – the lot boundaries are outside 
Zone AE (e.g., not subject to flooding), but the surrounding surface streets are flooded to 
elevation 8 feet NAVD88. 

 Western lot (between Pacific Avenue and Grand Canal) – the center of the lot (high point 
above elevation 8 feet NAVD88) is outside flood zone AE, but the edge of lot and all 
surrounding access streets are mapped in flood Zone AE. 

 As noted by M&N (2018) the FEMA flood maps in 2018 did not take into account any 
protection from the City of Los Angeles operation of the Marina del Rey Tide Gate and 
Washington Tide Gate, as they were not certified by FEMA as flood control 
infrastructure. Whether the 2021 updated FEMA map accounts for these tide gates 
should be determined, but it appears it does not. 

 In general, the area is low-lying and flood prone, with little natural topographic gradient 
to provide adequate drainage. In addition, both the inflow and outflow of any surface 
waters are limited by the capacity of the canals, and operation of the tide gates. This 
means that in times of heavy rainfall, flooding and high tides, drainage of the site may be 
slow and may need to be actively managed with respect to timing of flood water ejection 
from the site (by pumping or gravity) and coordinated with the operation of the tide 
gates.  

 
GeoSoils, Inc. (GSI) Sea Level Rise commentary for the project (December 28, 2020) 
GeoSoils, Inc. (GSI, 2020) provided a report that evaluated the vulnerability of the project site to 
sea level rise, and commented on tsunami hazard, coastal flooding and FEMA flood maps. The 
Planning Department summarized the report in their report to  City Planning Commission dated 
May 27, 2021(page F-49):  
 

“A Sea Level Rise Report was prepared by GeoSoils, Inc., dated December 28, 
2020. The report analyzes current flood hazards, potential for future flooding due 
to sea level rise, and the risk of tsunami. Based on a study of the best available 
science and the latest SLR projections, the report estimates the maximum (0.5%) 
SLR over the next 75 years would be 5.6 to 6.15 feet. While the site is not 
currently vulnerable to flooding, sea level rise would increase the vulnerability of 
the site to flooding. The report estimates that SLR would need to be more than 6 
feet before the buildings may be subject to flooding. The Coastal Storm Modeling 
System (CoSMoS) was utilized to analyze the project’s vulnerability to flood 
hazards, considering a scenario of a minimum 6.6-foot sea level rise and a 100-
year storm scenario. Based on this scenario, the proposed development could 
potentially be affected by flooding because of SLR, however, the potential for 
such flooding in severe storm events is likely to increase towards the end of the 
project life (based on a typical development life of 75 years). No subterranean 
levels are proposed, and the project is conditioned to require the lowest finished 
floor (FF) elevation (not garage floor) should be 2 feet, or more, above the street 
flow line until reaching elevation 11 feet NAVD88, and for street flow lines above 
+11 feet NAVD88 the FF elevation should be a minimum of 1 foot above the flow 
line or that the first floor and foundations be waterproofed. Furthermore, the 
Project is limited to the site, would not impact emergency access along North and 
South Venice Boulevard, and is subject to the regulations of the Flood Hazard 
Zone Specific Plan.” 

 
GSI (2020) discussed site vulnerability due to flooding, and specifically addressed the effect of 
sea level rise on the site. In general, the report provides a sufficient discussion of the effects of 



 

80 Long Court, Suite #2A, Thousand Oaks, CA 91360                                   Page 10 of 15 

sea level rise on the site with respect to flooding and sources of flooding. The report concludes 
that the site is not vulnerable to flooding from wave action, or shoreline advance, but may be 
subject to inundation by tsunami. The site is vulnerable to flooding from the Ballona Lagoon via 
the canals and relies on City of Los Angeles effective operation of two tide gates (as described 
in the Venice SLR Study, 2018). However, GSI’s conclusions are based on outdated project 
plans, and outdated FEMA flood maps (2016 as opposed to the updated 2021 maps). The 
report needs to be updated utilizing current FEMA flood maps, current project plans, and 
provide recommendations in accordance with the current California Building Code (CBC 2019, 
including July 2021 supplemental Appendix G – Flood Proof Construction). Additionally, GSI 
concludes that sea level rise will not impact groundwater levels on the site significantly, 
however, as previously discussed, this conclusion is not supported by the OCOF Hazard Map 
model during the life of the project.  
In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Flood Hazard Ordinance, it appears the GSI (2020) 
report should have been forwarded to Bureau of Engineering for review (LADBS Information 
Bulletin P/BC 2020-064). 
Based on our review of the above referenced documents and the GSI (2020) report, we have 
the following items related to sea level rise and coastal flooding that were not completely 
addressed by the above report. It is our professional opinion that the GSI report needs to be 
updated, and these items need to be further evaluated and addressed. Accordingly, additional 
mitigation measures should be recommended as appropriate for conformance with applicable 
codes and guidelines. Our comments are: 

1. The GeoSoils Inc report on Sea Level Rise concludes that the site is not vulnerable to 
flooding. GSI (2020)  references outdated FEMA Flood maps and the report findings and 
conclusion should be updated to reflect the newest maps released April 21, 2021. The 
project site is in a FEMA (2021) identified flood zone (AE) and has been identified as 
subject to potential future flooding because of sea level rise (depending on project life 
and risk aversion level). All finished floor elevation (FFE) recommendations should be 
updated and revised as appropriate as it appears the lowest design FFE (8.25 feet 
NAVD88) as stated by GSI (2020) is only 0.25 feet above the base flood elevation of 8 
feet NAVD88 of the site and surrounding streets. 

2. GSI utilizes a project life of 75 years and concludes that the referenced FFE are 
adequate to protect against flooding, based on evaluating several different scenarios for 
flooding. A reference should be provided for the selected project life standard of 75 
years; however, the client group has informed us that the developer seeks a 99-year 
lease. The project design flood scenario and the basis for the project life should be 
clearly identified in the conclusions of the updated report so there is no ambiguity about 
the design basis for recommended FFE. Additionally, the project life span and evaluation 
should incorporate a construction period into the life of the project to evaluate flooding 
exposure due to projected SLR.  

3. While GSI (2020) concludes that SLR will not impact the groundwater table at the site, 
based on attenuation, the OCOF (also known as CoSMoS) Hazard model for 
groundwater indicates the site may be impacted at a SLR threshold within the project 
lifespan. If subterranean construction is proposed, the project team should consider 
whether permanent dewatering will be necessary, and groundwater monitoring would be 
prudent as part of site maintenance.  

4. Exhibit B Garage plans (dated May 12, 2021, currently approved)  indicate that there is a 
subterranean garage as part of the project design, which is approximately 8-10 feet 
below grade (wall height unspecified). Given the location, shallow groundwater and 
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potential existing and future flood characteristics of the site, the project design team 
should consider alternatives to below ground construction. It appears that based on 
source of flooding (potentially affected and by tide gates controlled by the City of Los 
Angeles), that once flooded, there may be limited options for discharge of flood waters in 
the subterranean parking.  

5. The project design team (civil, structural, and geotechnical engineers and project 
architect) should review the updated GSI report (once completed) and incorporate 
potential impacts of SLR on the project design and recommendations. Impacts from SLR 
include flooding of the lower floors of the project below FEMA Base Flood Elevation of 
8.0 feet NAVD88, future potential flooding due to SLR, and impacts of the rise in 
groundwater table and documented corrosive soils on subsurface structures (including 
utilities), foundation, drainage facilities and pavements for the life of the project. Based 
on the approved project plans, it appears that the project as designed does not conform 
to CCC adopted Coastal Act Policies (Sections 30235, 30253 and 30610(g)), i.e., to 
minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood or fire hazards as well 
as CBC2019 Supplement July 2021, Appendix G -  Flood Resistant Construction. 

6. The site may be affected by tsunami depending on the return period and model utilized. 
CalOES models a 1000-year return period, while the USGS model utilizes a 200–240-
year return period, with different site exposure potential. The applicable risk scenario 
required by City Planning standards should be clearly identified, and site exposure and 
recommendations (including evacuation notices) should be clearly communicated and 
included in the project plans and conditions. 

7. It is not clear whether the report by GSI (2020) or any report on flood susceptibility (by 
the project civil engineer) has been reviewed by the Bureau of Engineering as required 
by the Flood Hazard Ordinance and LADBS Bulletin 20-064. The anticipated flood 
elevation(s) and basis for their determination should clearly be indicate in the Planning 
phase so that acceptable finish floor elevations can be established that avoid flooding, 
and other flood proofing or flood avoidance mitigation measures can be incorporated into 
the design for both present and future flood elevations during the life of the project.  

 
CONCLUSIONS 

Based on our review of the referenced documents as discussed in the forgoing observations, 
we have the following conclusion summary:  

 Based on our review, it seems that the technical reports for this project (both 
geotechnical and coastal engineering) are based on plans that do not include 
subterranean parking, as it was not included in the project description of the GWI or GSI 
report, although plans approved by the City include subterranean parking. Our review 
comments were not completely addressed by the above reports. Regardless of whether 
the approved plans contain a subterranean garage or not, our comments on the 
technical reports still apply. 

 Potentially liquefiable soils underlie the site. Whether subterranean parking or surface 
parking level is proposed, the proposed mitigation measures are not likely to be 
adequate to reduce liquefaction related hazards at the site to an acceptable level as 
required by applicable codes. Specifically, the proposed mitigation measures do not 
address or mitigate the potential for surface manifestation and lateral spreading hazards. 
These hazards could impose significant instability and damage to the project and need 
to be evaluated and mitigated in conformance with codes and guidelines. 
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 Additional recommendations will be required to address subterranean parking (if 
proposed) including construction dewatering and excavation/shoring recommendations, 
and possibly permanent dewatering. If a  subterranean level is proposed and six feet of 
overexcavation below the foundations is required as recommended by the GWI, then 
about 15 feet of excavation will be required. This will likely require extensive dewatering 
and shoring, which can be costly and require logistical considerations as well. 

 The estimated static settlement by GWI (2017) appears to be low considering the 
recommended bearing pressure for the design of the mat foundation. Calculations of 
static settlement under the recommended bearing pressure under prevailing 
geotechnical conditions were not provided and need to be performed. 

 A methane study should be performed in the planning stage to verify the feasibility of the 
project. The results of this study may require changes in project design that affect 
planning entitlement approval. 

 The project design team (civil, structural, and geotechnical engineers and project 
architect) should review the updated geotechnical and sea level rise reports and 
incorporate the updated information and recommendations into the project plans, as 
appropriate. 

 The project site is in a FEMA identified flood zone (AE) and has been identified as 
subject to potential future flooding because of sea level rise. Mitigation measures should 
be incorporated into project design and approvals to conform to Coastal Act Policies 
(Sections 30235, 30253 and 30610(g)), i.e., to minimize risks to life and property in 
areas of high geologic, flood or fire hazards. 

 The Venice Community and the project site are within a tsunami hazard area as defined 
by the state and could be subject to wave heights of several tens of feet. This is 
discussed in the GSI (2020) report but not disclosed or mitigated in the GWI (2017) 
report.  
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CLOSURE 
 
This report has been prepared for the sole use and benefit of our client. The analysis, results, 
and conclusions were prepared in general compliance with normal industry practice in the City 
and County of Los Angeles County. The intent of the report is to advise our client of 
geotechnical and coastal engineering conditions at the subject site, and the possible effects of 
these conditions on the proposed development and surrounding properties. It should be 
understood that the geotechnical engineering and engineering geologic consulting provided 
represents professional opinions and the contents of this report are not perfect. Any errors or 
omissions noted by any party reviewing this report should be reported to Wilson Geosciences 
Inc. and Geo-Dynamics, Inc. in a timely fashion. Only the client can authorize subsequent use of 
this report. No warranty is either expressed or implied. 
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Figure 1. Los Angeles County, Department of Public Works, Flood Zone Determination; 200 N. Venice Boulevard, April 21, 2021.
FEMA Flood Zone AE, minimum base flood elevation (BFE) 8 ft NAVD88. Project site outline by red dashed line.

Ref: https://apps.gis.lacounty.gov/dpw/m/?viewer=floodzone
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worked in multi-disciplinary services including onshore and offshore geotechnical exploration, design and 
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She has peer reviewed geotechnical and environmental investigations and reports for land development 
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developing coastal engineering report standards and guidelines in support of the Local Coastal Program, 
including the incorporation of sea level rise into coastal engineering studies submitted to Malibu.  

At present, she leads the geotechnical review and final building plan check review services for Woolsey 
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provides the Planning Department with pre-submittal project planning input for geotechnical and coastal 
engineering. She works closely with all City of Malibu departments, staff and consultants to move 
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structures and man-made embankment failures for cities, insurers and private parties, including the Big 
Rock Mesa, Flying Triangle, and Love Creek landslides, the Linda Levee failure and Potrero Canyon park 
slope stabilization project. From 2000 to 2005, she was part of the geotechnical consulting team for the 
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City of Malibu Landslide Assessment Districts, responsible for installation and maintenance of, collection 
and interpretation of data from, and reporting and public presentation on slope monitoring and dewatering 
facilities intended to stabilize landslides with existing residential development. In 2018, she performed 
inspections and provided failure analysis for debris flows related to the fires and subsequent storms in 
southern California, including the Thomas, the Creek, the Skirball and the La Tuna fire, providing 
inspection and forensic reporting on over 50 properties affected by post-fire debris flows.  She has also 
provided technical support for public agencies filing FEMA Disaster Assistance claims, including the 
Calle del Barco landslide (1998) and the Oroville Dam spillway damage (2018).  
 
She has provided technical evaluation and design studies for a variety of onshore and coastal geotechnical 
infrastructure projects, and geotechnical oversight of construction for federal, state and local 
governments, universities, school districts, utilities and private parties. She has focused on public works 
infrastructure since 1999, from project review, planning and design studies through permitting and 
construction. She managed the site geotechnical characterization and reporting phase for the joint the Port 
of Los Angeles USACE Channel Deepening project, as well as the on-call geotechnical contract for the 
City and Port of Los Angeles.  She developed and executed the geotechnical and environmental site 
characterization approach, investigation and reporting for Elderberry Reservoir (LADPW), Mockingbird 
Lake (City of Riverside) and Laguna Lake (City of San Luis Obispo), including recommendations for 
disposal of dredge spoils. 
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Damage” as part of the online Lorman Technical training program 
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 Geotechnical Engineering Peer Reviewer, City of Hidden Hills, CA (1999-2004, 2018-present).  
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 Ladera Elementary School slope failure, Conejo Valley USD (2017). 
 Westlake High School erosion and slope evaluation, Conejo Valley USD (2016). 
 Potrero Canyon Park Slope Evaluation and Landslide #8 Repair, Pacific Palisades, CA (2014). 
 Rambla Pacifico Emergency Access road Restoration, City of Malibu, CA.  
 Calle Del Barco and La Costa Landslides, Malibu, CA. 
 Love Creek Landslide, Ben Lomond, CA. 
 Oddstad Boulevard debris flow, Pacifica, CA. 
 Abalone Cove Landslide Technical Panel, Rancho Palo Verdes, CA. 
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 Big Rock Mesa Landslide, Los Angeles, CA.  
 Flying Triangle Landslide, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA. 

Residential, Commercial and Industrial Facilities related to Insurance Claims, Southern California 
and Nationwide. Project Engineer, Manager and QA/QC Reviewer for geotechnical investigation of 
insurance claims for commercial, industrial and residential structures including expansive soil and rock, 
debris flow related to fire, storm drain and plumbing failures, backfill failure, settlement for multiple 
insurers. Field investigation, documentation, causation analysis and reporting, as well as remedial repair and 
mitigation of damage. Peer review of forensic damage reports.  

Gas Explosions, Northern California, and Nevada.  Project Engineer for field investigation and 
determination of cause of residential gas explosions, evaluation of gas migration, and effect of construction 
activities. 

Montecito MudFlows, Residential and Public Infrastructure Damage Investigation, 2018. Project and 
Field Engineer for investigation and damage assessment of 40+ houses immediately after mudflows during 
evacuation conditions. Aerial photo analysis, field investigation, documentation of structure condition and 
damage, evaluation of mitigating and ed/or exacerbating conditions, causation evaluation and summary 
reports. 

Evaluation of Commercial Structure Construction and Drainage, Oxnard, Santa Clarita and Goleta, 
CA. Evaluation of commercial structure concrete slab and flooring failure due to moisture intrusion and 
drainage.  Principal Investigator for insurance companies and prospective property buyers. 

North Central Animal Shelter, City of Los Angeles, CA.  Project Engineer and Manager for geotechnical 
site characterization and settlement survey analysis to support significant renovation plans for an existing 
facility. The shelter was constructed on pile foundations over an old landfill, and experiencing ongoing 
settlement. Survey data provided to City of LA GEO to develop foundation repair recommendations. 

Bombardier Storm Drain Backfill Investigation, Norwalk, CA. Project Engineer and Manager for 
detailed geotechnical investigation of storm drain backfill failure along residential streets (task order for 
County of Los Angeles). 

Hawaiian Avenue Injection Well24B subsidence, Wilmington, CA. Project Engineer and Manager for 
detailed geotechnical investigation subsidence adjacent to injection well (task order for County of Los 
Angeles). 

Calle Del Barco Landslide Litigation, City of Malibu, CA.  Project Engineer responsible for execution of 
field phase of geotechnical field study of Calle Del Barco landslide, and responsible for technical summary 
and evaluation of land development and landslide history. Responsible for engineering analysis (slope 
stability) performed to support City of Malibu application over $500,000 FEMA funding for landslide repair 
(successful).   

MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE (DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION) 
Venice Dual Force Main Alignment, Los Angeles, CA (2015). Project Manager and Geotechnical Engineer for a 
geotechnical and geophysical investigation of a two-mile long 54-inch outside-diameter sewer force main using 
micro tunneling and open trenching techniques. Field investigation utilized CPT exploration to gather subsurface 
stratigraphic information along the alignment to confirm subsurface conditions, as well as geophysical study to 
locate and confirm abandonment of DOGGR identified oil wells.  

Road Rehabilitation and Construction projects, City of Oxnard. Project Engineer and Material Testing 
Laboratory. Projects include AC and PCC pavement reconstruction, pavement evaluation, construction testing and 
observation for various projects throughout the City including Esplanade Bus Stops, Victoria Avenue Median Strip, 
Oxnard Alleyway reconstruction, and Orchard Neighborhood Slurry Seal (Phase 1 and Phase 2).  
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Goleta Fire Station #10, City of Goleta, CA. Geotechnical Engineer of Record for geotechnical design study for a 
new fire station. Challenges include evaluation and mitigation recommendations for a 35-foot-high slope abutting 
railroad tracks in eroding marine terrace deposits. The slope repair is the most expensive and significant feature of 
the development, and current seismic codes result in high ground accelerations. The slope mitigation is an essential 
part of overall site design evaluation and recommendations due to limited space. 

Agoura Road Widening Project, Construction Phase, City of Agoura Hills, CA. Project Manager and 
Geotechnical Engineer for construction phase of Agoura Road Widening Project, construction oversight and soils 
and material testing for 2.5-mile road widening project, including 5 retaining walls, cut, fill, utility relocation.  
Challenges include pavement section redesign utilizing geogrid to accommodate shallow utilities that could not be 
deepened, resulting in the project staying on schedule and saving the City over $200,000. 

Central Park Development, Phase 4, Design and Construction, City of Santa Clarita, CA.  Geotechnical 
Engineer of Record for design and construction Phase 4 of Central Park, the largest park in the City of Santa Clarita.  
Phase 4 included a new soccer field, expanded parking, and storm water retention facilities.  Leighton provided 
geotechnical services during the design and construction of Central Park, including extensive geotechnical 
investigation to generate the geotechnical parameters for park design.  

Oxnard Fire Station #8, City of Oxnard. Geotechnical Engineer of Record for geotechnical design study for a new 
fire station. Challenges include evaluation and mitigation of liquefaction due to dry sand settlement and high 
groundwater. Ground improvement was not an option due to limited budget and overexcavation was not an option 
due to shallow ground water and potential pumping. Recommendations were provided for a geogrid reinforced soil 
section under a rigid mat foundation.  

County of Ventura, Bus Canyon Drain Culvert Geotechnical Study, Simi Valley, CA. Geotechnical Engineer 
and Project Manager for limited study to provide design parameters for replacements of box culvert along Arroyo 
Simi damaged due to settlement and poor concrete. 

Burbank Water and Power Reservoir #2, Burbank, CA. Project Manager and Geotechnical Engineer for site 
characterization of subsurface conditions, evaluation of slope stability and seismic risk for slopes above and below 
an underground water reservoir.  

TIWRP Blower Replacement Project Geotechnical Study, City of Los Angeles, CA. Geotechnical Engineer of 
Record for investigation to support new blower foundations for plant upgrades utilizing limited access CPT rig 
inside the blower building. The project was enhanced by utilizing previous investigations performed for the Channel 
Deepening project because of Ms. Doyel’s knowledge and prior project experience within the Port of Los Angeles.  

Termino Avenue Drain, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Alamitos Bay, Long Beach, CA. 
Project Manager and Engineer for geotechnical investigation for new storm drain outlet into Alamitos Bay, Long 
Beach. Special considerations include coffer dam and seepage analysis for outlet structure. Logistics included 
finding a cost-effective drilling platform in very shallow water (five feet or less) that could perform in situ 
geotechnical testing and sampling. 

Geotechnical Design, Construction Management and Observation/Corral Canyon Road Repair, Malibu, CA. 
Project Manager and Engineer for repair of failed road section providing only access to over 200 homes in Los 
Angeles County. 

Stormwater Treatment Plant, City of Malibu, CA.  Project Manager and Engineer, geotechnical investigation for 
new pilot UV treatment system, which included pump stations, pipelines, treatment facility and outlet into Malibu 
Creek. 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: richard cox
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 08:27 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  I am a 25 plus year resident and home owner in Venice and I

strongly oppose this particular development. I find that the actions
being taken to circumvent the normal and essential environmental
impact studies and similar permits are highly suspect. Indeed the
impact to surrounding areas and all of Venice will be devastating.
Also, and I wish. this could be explained by anyone; how does
spending one and a quarter million dollars per each 460 sq. ft. unit
make sense to anybody? This project, the so called “Monster on
the Meridian” must not be pushed through without every and all
aspects being strictly studied and observed. As I understand it, the
sole proponent of this developement is Mike Bonin, who will in
fact be leaving office in a matter of just a few months. And
furthermore, at least 6 of the 8 candidates for his vacated position
are against this project. Certainly anyone can see that trying to
rush this though at the last moment is blatantly suspicious. thank
you, rick cox 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Judith A Esposito
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 09:35 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  The MONSTER is wrong on every possible front WRONG

LOCATION WRONG FIX for homeless people COST IS
INSANE !!! WILL HURT VENICE FOREVER !!!!!! DOES
ANYONE LISTEN TO RESIDENTS ???? NO NO NO NO NO
DO NOT ALLOW THIS HORRIFIC PROJECT !!! 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: STACY FONG
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 09:53 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  I oppose the Venice Dell Project. I oppose the CEQA exemption

that PLUM is requesting. I oppose the project's size, its location
and price to build. It is our community and I don't understand why
the citizen of this community are not allowed to be heard. I don't
understand how this projects is being allowed to sidestep the
numerous studies and meetings that are required for ALL other
projects. Where are the traffic studies? How is it that the city is
allowing a massive mixed use development in a FEMA
designated flood zone? 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Benjamin shahrabani
Date Submitted: 06/14/2022 09:26 PM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Why is council so desperate to pass Bonin’s folly? Is it just that

council votes together 98% of the time or something else like
guaranteeing corrupt Boner a golden parachute? Caruso says this
project is DOA when he is elected and FBI will be bring z Bonin
up on charges. No one besides Bonin and developer can come up
with any feeble reasoning why this should be built. Too
expensive, houses too few people, legal reasoning unsound, 4 ½
year old (2017) Soils Report relied on by Bonin states in the
report that it is not to be relied on after 3 years and yet Council
relied on the outdated report. Outside experts called out the
liquefaction risks due to sea level/ground water rise and the pesky
fact that the project may not survive even the first 55 years of its
99-year lease. Do the right thing and put this on hold. The
community deserves that! 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Nikki Sanoff
Date Submitted: 06/15/2022 08:16 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  I am adamantly opposed to the Venice Median project formerly

known as the Reese Davidson project. This location is not
appropriate for this gargantuan project. I do not support using my
tax dollars for this project. There are better solutions and locations
for housing! VENICE AND THE SURROUNDING AREAS
HAVE PROVIDED OUR SHARE OF HOMELESS HOUSING.
ENOUGH!!!!!!!!!!!!! TINY HOMES, NOT GIANT
BUILDINGS!!!!!!! USE VACANT GOVERNMENT LAND
AWAY FROM BEACHES, SCHOOLS AND RESIDENTIAL
NEIGHBORHOODS. I’M SICK OF THE FILTH, CRIME and
DRUG USE IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD!!!!!!! MAKE IT
STOP!!!!! 



Communication from Public
 
 
Name: Dr. Joel Isaacs
Date Submitted: 06/15/2022 08:59 AM
Council File No: 21-0829-S1 
Comments for Public Posting:  Hello, I have lived on the Venice Canals for forty years, and built

our home. I have seen a lot of changes to the area, but nothing of
this nature. This project is the worst of them all: Unsightly, as it
violates the height code; Outrageously expensive at over $1.2
million per 450sq ft apartment! Will be a blockage to summer
traffic. Violates many building requirements. Opposed by most
residents I am aware of. Please do not move it forward, past all
zoning requirements. Thanks you, Dr. Joel Isaacs 421 Sherman
Canal Venice, CA 310-383-8350 


