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Date: May 27, 2026 at 8:40 AM
To: Robin Rudisill wildrudi@mac.com

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: John Stein <js@johnstein.net>

To: LUPC@venicenc.org <lupc@venicenc.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2026 at 09:38:04 PM EDT

Subject: VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026; AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026
Commentary by John Stein, 20 Sunset Ave.

AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

To the VNC LUPC:

1) Incomplete Application: This major project will set the future direction of Ocean Front
Walk. It is premature for the LUPC to consider it because the application was submitted and
made available for public review only on April 24, 2026. There has not been sufficient time for
the public to become familiar with the project's details.

Nor has Planning accepted the application as complete. City Planner Ira Brown informed me
by email on May 19 that “the application is on hold.” This applicant previously withdrew
applications for this site with the Coastal Commission and City Planning before they were
completed. The LUPC should table discussion of this project until the application is complete.

2) Ownership and Accountability: The application lacks the required Ownership Disclosure.
Discussion should be tabled until it is provided. Applicant 601 OFW LLC was formerly named
Boardwalk Sunset LLC, as stated in a 2019 application to the Coastal Commission for an
extension of Permit 5-90-789. According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B241675 (see
attached Exhibit 1: Applicant’s Broken Credibility), Boardwalk Sunset LLC, aka Applicant
601 OFW LLC, and Joseph Praske (who signed the application as owner) are alter egos of
Stephen Gaggero.

Gaggero and Praske play a shell game among a collection of LLCs, trusts, and a corporation,
all ruled alter egos of Gaggero, and the multiple positions they hold within these entities,
avoiding responsibility by claiming that authority lies elsewhere or pleading ignorance. They
refused to provide trust and partnership documents as demanded by the court.

According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B207567, Stephen Gaggero has a history of
avoiding accountability by attempting to conceal his ownership. Gaggero gave “[t]he overall
impression of concealment rather than disclosure of the facts.” He “flat out lied.” “Mr.
Gaggero 5 unbelievable explanations of his ‘understanding’ or lack thereof in the face of this
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[Gaggero s testimony the court] can believe unreservedly.”

3) Cumulative Impact: The cumulative impact that would ensue from this project, as
proposed, would lead to excessive traffic congestion along Speedway Alley and a shortage of
parking, limiting public access. This project would set precedents for scale, use intensity, and
parking, incentivizing comparable buildout along at least 5 full or half-block sections of Ocean
Front Walk that are now only partially built with single-story buildings.

The applicant requests, as an incentive under the State Bonus Density Law, as implemented by
the Municipal Code, a height increase from the 30 ft allowed by code to 50 ft. Incentives must
be granted by right unless Planning finds, “based upon substantial evidence in the record
[that] the incentive would have a specific adverse impact upon ... the physical environment...”
The Code further states: “‘Significant, adverse impact’ means a significant, quantifiable,
direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and written ... conditions as they
existed on the date the application was deemed complete.”

If a traffic analysis identifies and quantifies significant cumulative impacts, it could constitute
an adverse impact on the physical environment and authorize the Planning Department to deny
incentives. Past traffic analyses for this property, prepared by the developer, failed to analyze
cumulative impacts along Speedway Alley, despite being asked to do so under DOT
guidelines. A traffic analysis that considers cumulative impacts along Speedway should be
required as part of a complete application.

Alternatively, Planning could scale back the project as a mitigation measure if it found
cumulative impact under CEQA. CEQA defines cumulative impact as “the change in the
environment resulting from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects”. The Coastal
Commission required, as a mitigating condition for a perceived but unanalyzed environmental
impact associated with a previously approved project at this site (5-90-789), a 40% reduction
in floor area and a 19% reduction in height. A subsequent environmental impact analysis for
this property (ENV-2015-103-MND) found significant but unquantified environmental impact.

The cumulative effect of new 50-ft buildings along Ocean Front Walk, replacing low, one-
story buildings among the tall, narrow buildings built without parking in the early 20th
century, would destroy the “scale and ...architectural flavor of Ocean Front Walk” ... “that
establishes the community character that attracts visitors to the area” (quotes from the
attached Exhibit 2: Coastal Commission Cumulative Impact Findings)

The applicant requests reduced setbacks as an incentive under the State Bonus Density Law.
The applicant requests reduced setbacks along Speedway Alley from 16’ to 14°-1.5” (measured
from the center of Speedway Alley) or from 6’ to 4°-1.5” (measured from the alley’s edge),
and along Sunset Ave from 7’ to 0°, with bike racks for 36 bikes in the public right-of-way on
Sunset Ave.

Instead, as mitigating measures for cumulative environmental impact, setbacks should be
increased along Speedway Alley to alleviate traffic congestion and along Sunset Ave to protect
public beach access. Speedway Alley is called to serve multiple vehicular and pedestrian uses,



like a street, but is just a single-lane, 20-fi-wide alley. The Sunset Ave setback is especiaily
needed given the large development coming to the bus lot at the end of Sunset Ave and the
proposed path through that development to the bus stop on Main Street.

"The linked pedestrian ways, Ocean Front Walk and the walk streets, have been identified in
the draft Local Coastal Program as a recreational resource and also as the design feature that
establishes the community character that attracts visitors to the area.” (See Exhibit 2, p.11)

4) Parking: Planning could scale back this project by disallowing substitutions of required

parking spaces with short-term outdoor bike stalls on Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Avenue,
both public property. Alternatively, Planning could disallow transportation incentives for the
shared cars, cargo bikes, and scooters provided.

The current project provides no additional parking beyond the 43 spaces already there, which
are covenanted for the exclusive use of 511, 517, and 523 Ocean Front Walk (although that
covenant has never been observed, and is likely unenforceable given the applicant’s
uncooperative reputation as reported in the above-cited Appeals Court rulings).

According to page 1 of the applicant’s submitted plans, the code requires an additional 67.5
parking spaces for the 30 dwelling units, 40 spaces for the “general retail space” (although the
applicant states elsewhere in the application that he intends an unspecified portion of this for
restaurant use, which requires more parking), and 14.1 Beach Impact Zone spaces, for a total
of 117 spaces for the new development. In addition to the 43 already covenanted spaces, the
grand total is 160 parking spaces.

In lieu of the 67.5 parking spaces required for the 30 dwelling units, the applicant proposes 28
long-term covered bike stalls and 3 short-term outdoor bike stalls on public property along
Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Ave. The State Bonus Density Law, as implemented by the LA
Municipal Code, appears to allow an incentive reduction to 15 parking spaces, rather than the
67.5 required for the 30 dwelling units, but not to zero. In lieu of the 40 parking spaces
required for general retail space, the applicant proposes 5 long-term covered bike stalls and 5
short-term bike stalls on Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Ave. The applicant proposes to replace
13 of the already covenanted parking spaces with 52 short-term bike stalls on Ocean Front
Walk and Sunset Ave.

In sum, instead of the required 117 parking spaces for the new development, which are
reduced to 65 by a Bonus Density Law incentive, the applicant proposes zero parking spaces
and 93 bike stalls, 60 of which would be short-term on public property along Ocean Front
Walk and Sunset Ave.

Outside bike stalls on public property are no substitute for required parking. Bikes locked
outside overnight are likely to be stolen, and the stalls would not be used for overnight bike
parking.

The plans ambiguously show short-term bike stalls on either side of Ocean Front Walk. The
applicant should specify which one he is proposing. Directly in front of the building, they
would block access to the commercial space. Across Ocean Front Walk, they would displace
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arusty dild perioriucts.

The applicant states on page one of the plans: “Per 4B2097, no parking is required other than
the 43 covenanted spaces.” However, Zimas identifies 601 OFW as ineligible under AB2097.

(For the 43 covenanted parking spaces, the applicant may or may not be allowed to replace
30% (13) of them with 52 short-term outdoor bike stalls on public property.)

5) Shared cars, cargo-bikes, and scooters: To compensate for the lack of parking spaces, the
applicant proposes cargo bikes and scooters for tenant use, some available gratis, and 3 ride-
share vehicles available for rent from Envoy (EnvoyThere.com).

The nearest supermarket, Whole Foods, is over 4,800 ft, or almost a mile, away via city streets.
Few people, even at a reasonably young age, would happily ride a cargo bike or scooter back
and forth on public streets for grocery shopping and for more distant local errands.

Envoy’s least expensive cars rent for $12/hr and are commonly stationed at high-end hotels
and resorts. Unlike point-to-point car rentals, Envoy’s would continue charging hourly fees
until the vehicle is returned. That makes them very expensive for half-day errands and
prohibitively expensive for full-day outings or for commuters who need a car all day.

Shared bikes and shared ride-share vehicles are a noble idea, but residents would still find
owning and parking cars on the street cheaper and more convenient, further straining the area's
limited street parking.

The overall lack of parking in this project would greatly exacerbate the area's existing parking

shortage, impede public access, and set an unworkable precedent for cumulative development
along Ocean Front Walk.

Respectfully submitted,

John Stein

Attached:
Exhibit 1 — Applicant’s Broken Credibility
Exhibit 2 — Coastal Commission Cumulative Impact Findings
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APPLICANT BOARDWALK SUNSET LLC, AKA STEPHEN GAGGERO,
CONCEAVLSV,‘ LIES, LACKS CREDIBILITY AND IS NOT TO BE BELIEVED

Appeals Court Ruling B241675:
Applicant Bo‘érdw;;vtjk-;Sunset-»LLC, is an alter ego for Steven Gaggero, the individual.
- Appeals Court Ruling B207567: |
“[t]he overall-'ir_ng'ces's'ioni was of concealment rather than ;_i_isclosure of the facts.”

“Mr. Gaggero’s u nbehevahle exglanatlon .of his understandmg’ or lack thereof in the
face of this correspondence absotutel;" }shattered whatrhttle_credibilitv he had left”,
Similarly, Gaggero "flat out lled in his responses to a whole senes of questlons" on

another subject.

“when it ventures outside the subjects which are corroborated by contemporaneous
there is little [of Ga‘ 'ero s testimony] it can beheve unreservedl .7

writings,
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NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN THE OFFICIAL REPORTS

California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), ‘prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for
publication or ordered published, except as specified by rule 8.1115(b). This opinion has not baen certified for publication
or ordered published for purpases of ruie 8.1118.

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COURT OF APPEAL — SECOND DIST.

FILED

- SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT

DIVISION EIGHT
o | Nov 07, 2014
STEPHEN M. GAGGEROQ ¢tal,, - B241675 JOSEPH A. LANE, Clerk
R o _SinaLui peputy clerk
Plaintiffs and Appellants,- (Los Angeles County - |

Super. Ct. No. BC286925)
v. -

KNAPP, PETERSEN & CLARKE et al.,

Defendants and Respondents.

APPEAL from an order of the Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles.
Robert L. Hess, Judge. Affirmed. '

Westlake Law Group and David Blake Chatfield for Plaintiff and Appellant
Stephen M. Gaggero.

Law Ofﬁces‘:of Edward A. Hoffman and Edward A. Hotfman for Appellants
Pacific Coast Management, Inc.; 511 OFW LP; Gingerbread Court LP; Malibu Broad
Beach LP; Marina Glencoe LP; Blu House LLC; Boardwalk Sunset LLC; and Joseph

Praske, as Trustee of the Aquasante Foundation, the Arenzano Trust, and the Giganin

Trust. |

Miller, Randall A. Miller and Steven S. Wang for Defendants and Respondents.




<

‘ SUMMARY

In May 2010, we aftirmed a judgment, including an attorney fee award of more
than $1.2 million, against plaintiff Stephen M. Gaggero in a malpractice lawsuit he
brought against defendants Knapp, Petersen & Clarke and several of its principals.

Plaintiff did not pay the judgment.

In April 2012, defendants moved to add additional judgment debtors to the
judgment. These additional judgment debtors included (a) ,sj-_:;'.}eg;;tigiiésf(four limited
partnerships and two limited liability companies) that were roxméd‘»by .plaintiff in 1998,

with assets then valued at $35 or $40 million; (b) an entity that managed those assets; and

(c) the frustee, Joseph Praske; of three trusts to which plaintiff had transferred his

O»mershlp of all the limited partnershlps and limited liability companies in 1998. The

trial court fo:_:__ ; 1 of thes te. piamnﬂ‘ s alter egos ‘and added as additional judgment

debtors the entities and Mr. Pzas;\e in his capacity as trustee of the three trusts that held
all the entities to which plaintiff had transferred his entire estate.

The additional judgment debtors and plaintiff appeal from the court’s order,
raising many arguments. They contend thev cannot be alter egos as a matter of law,
because outs:de reverse veil-piercing” is a doctrine that applies to them and is forbidden
in California. They contend the evidence of alter ego status is insufficient, claiming there
is no “unity of interest and ownership™” between them and plaintiff. They contend that,
even if they were alter egos, defendants did not prove they controtled the litigation.

They contend the trusts are irrevocable (the trust documents are not in evidence),
and irrevocable trusts may never be held liable for the debts of their settlors. They
contend the trial court’s findings that trustee Praske refused to produce the trust
documents was not supported by the evidence (and that plaintiff’s failure to produce them
is not attributable to Mr. Praske).

They contend defendants are estopped to claim they are alter egos because
defendants allegedly admitted in the underlying litigation that the additional judgment

debtors and plaintiff were financially separate.
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SUMMARY

Stephen M. Gaggero brought a lawsuit in December 2002 against Knapp,
Petersen & Clarke and three of its lawyers, Steven Ray Garcia, Stephen M. Harﬁs’,
and Andre Jardini (collectively, the Knapp firm). The Knapp firm represented
Gaggero from August 2000 until its withdrawal in January 2002, in connection with
numerous lawsuits in which Gaggero was a plaintiff or defendant. Gaggerd asserted
claims against the Knapp firm for breach of contract, breach of fiduciary duty and
professional negligence, among others, in connection with five matters handled by
the firm. After Gaggero presented his evidence at a bench trial consuming élmost
three weeks in the summer of 2007, the trial court granted defense motions for
judgment under Code of Civil Procedure‘séction 631.8. Judgment was entered in .
February 2008, and the tnai court later granted the Knapp firm attomey fees of over
$1.2 million.

Gaggero appeals, asserting numerous errors by the trial court in (1) ruling that
Gaggero faﬂed to prove damages (2) excluding evidence in connectxon with several
defense motions in limine; and (3) sustaining objections to proffered evidence on the
ground Gaggero had not produced it in discovery. He further asserts error in granting
the Knapp firm’s motions for judgment, contending he sustained his burden of
proving breaches of _ﬁduciary;duty, breach of contract and professional negligence,
and he clairns the fee award was imptoper. We find no merit in any of Gaggero’s

contentions and affirm the judgment in its entirety.
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
We begin our recital of the facts in this case with a few observations from the
trial court’s statement of decision, all of them fully supported by the record, and none
of them alluded to in Gaggero’s recitation of the evidence.l We then describe the

The Knapp firm ﬁled a motion to dismiss Gaggero’s appeal on the ground that
his failure to support claims in his opening brief with the necessary argument and
citation to the record, including failure to set forth all the material evidence,

constituted an abandonment of the claims, rendering the appeal subject to dismissal.

1
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various lawsuits the firm handled for Gaggero, the events and conduct forming the

basis for Gaggero’ s claims in this lawsuit, and the trial court’s rulings.

j;urt"s credlbxlnjy determmaﬂons. L
with respect to all

1. Thetria
-The Inal com‘t made adverse credibﬂlty:dezermma
three of the wrmésses m- Gaggero s case-in-chief: Gaggero bimself; David Chatfield,
a lawyer who avpeared for Gaggero in various actions after the Knapp firm’s
Wlthdrawal and Gagoero s expert on 1eora1 ethics and malpracnce issues, Atforney
David Parker. Asto Gaggem who testumd during all cr&art of 11 days, the. vourt

T
i
stated: - ‘ j
o With respecpto Gaggero s éem.,anor Gagcrem dlsplayed ‘*wc dxfferent ;

court’s OV%H mpressmn was 'that Gaggero : ‘was a h;ghly expenenced

: ;hngant who :mlcro—managed his ,attomevs and whose aitennon to. i

While we do not condone a litigant’s failure to present a complete picture of the
evidence on appeal, we deny the motior and decide the appeal, which asserts claims
in addition to substantial evidence claims, on s merits.

(¥}



absolutely shattered what little credibility be had left.” Similarly,
Gaggero “flat out lied in his responses to a whole series of questions™
- on another subject.

~¢ The court concluded that “when it ventures outside the subjects which
are corroborated by contemporaneous writings, there is little [of

aggero’s testimony] it can believe unreservedly.”

As to Chatfield, the court found him “extrémely evasive,” with a “remarkable

lack of knowledge” of matters he should have known; Chaifield gave “confused and
inconsistent testimony with respect to his handling of Mr. Gaggero’s matters,” and
his testimony concerning his interactions with the Knapp firm attorneys was “less

© than fully credible.” 4

As to expert Parker, the court found him “hostile and combative . . . to 2

degree which damaged his credibility.” In additién; the court found that Parker’s
conduct in trying to secure a witness for Gaggero during the trial showed an
abandonment of “the appearance of objectivity and neutrality for that of an advocate
on behalf of Mr. Gaggero” and “compromised the integrity of Mr. Parker’s testimony
in the Court’s eyes.” |

Bearing in mind the trial court’s credibility determinations — with which we
have no authority (or inclination) to disagree — we turn to the circumstances

generating this lawsuit.

2. The underlying lawsuits. ‘
Gaggero hired the Knapp firm to handle a number of matters, including
matters relating to the five lawsuits that eventually generated this one. These were:
% Gaggero v. Venice North Beach Coalition (VNBC). This was a malicious ‘_7{
- /' prosecution suit against a group of homeowners who had unsuccessfully opposed oneJ

of Gaggero’s real estate development projects. The suit was dismissed as a result of
an anti-SLAPP motion, and VNBC was awarded about $100,000 in attorney fees in
1995. The judgment was affirmed on appeal, was final and unpaid, and VNBC was
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s ETATE OF CALIFORNLA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY FETE WILBON, Bowemoe
. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION Piled: 1e/31/87
South Connl Arez Office 49th Day: 1219/ 97
20 Ocagngate, 10th Flsar 180th Day: 4735 /58
Lﬂq!ﬂﬂ.?ﬂm staff CP=1B
(o2} 390-80T1 staff Report: 3/17/98
a’ Hearing Date: April 7-10, 1998
Commission Action:
COAST N SCALED BACK THE APPLI 3 DP |
Original Size: 24,267sf + 2,580sf = 26,847sf: Scaled back size: 14,536 + 2,155 = 16,6591<f
8T PORT: TENSION BE
AFPLIDATION NO.: E-S0=TEF=E5
APPLICAMT: Starhen H. Gagieroc
AGENRT: Greg Maas, Avalan Corporaticn
PROJECT LOCATION: §0. Ocean Front Walk, Venice, City of Los Angeles; Los

Angeiss Cousty

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Public hearing on reguest for extension of amended
cermlt for the momptruction of & two-atory, 25 foet
. high, 14,535 sguare fook rl‘:r.i.illp"!l.l‘l: food center with &
3,155 smuare foot exterior food service plaza. The
amended project inclodes a 156 space, two-level
gubterranean packing JEFage.

[Applicant’'s original applisation proposed a 31 fooT
high, fiwe-level, 24,267 eguare foot catail/fast food
center with & 2,580 sguare foor food service plaza, and
151 parking epaces. The Commisslon approved project is
significantly smaller.]

Lot Area 18,880 Bg. ft.
Buiiding Coverage §.300 g, It.
Favenent Coverage §,000 ag. IE.
Landecaps Covarage 550 sg. I%.
Parking Spaces i1Bs

Zoning c-1

Flan Designaticn Coemearcial

Bt mby fin grade 25 feat

EFMMARY OF STRFF ATI
. Stalf reccomands that =he Commigsion find chet the extension request is
consistent with the Comstal Act and grant & new one-year term for the pezmit.
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1. ZINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commisnion finde and declaras &s £ollows:

A. Project Deecrigtion and History

The applicant hae reguested a cne-ysar extension of Coastal Developeant Permitc
5-90-T8% (Blanchard/Gaggera) to construct a two-satory, 25 [oot high, 14,536
aquarae feot retail/fast food cemter with & 2,155 sguare foot swtericr food
service plaza. A two-lpvel subcerranean parking garage provides 156 parking
spaces. Ccastal Development Permit 5=-50-789 was approved by the Commlssicn
with neversl special conditicns on November 10, 1%51. GSeversl of the "prior
to lssuance” conditions of the permit have not been satisfied by the applicant
[Soa Appendix A). Therefore, Coastal Development Pecmit 5~80-765 has not Desn
issued. The property is currently used as a4 parking o,

In 1990, the applicant's ociginal applicacion propossd a 31 foot high,
five=-lavel, 24,767 squace foor retail/fast fosd center with & 2,580 equare
foot food servico plaza, anc 151 peTiing spaces. she CLty Approved project
was brought before the Commission on appesl in 1991.

on Hovember 10, 1951, tha Commiasion APproved Coaatal Developoeit Farmit
£E-50-T8% (Blanchard/caggerc) for a significantly smaller projest consieting of
& two-story retsil/fass food center with two levels of wubtsrransan pacrking.
Tha first floor of the approved project was approved with §,300 square feet of
general retail area. The second floor of the project was approved with 5,500
sguare feet of enclosed gerersl retail or walk-up food service eree. A 2,500
square foot patio with seating for the walk-up food sarvices waB also approved
on the second flasar, A 450 sguare foot plt-down restsurant was permitted
wizhin the 5,900 sguare feet of anclcesd wecond floor area.

The proiect spproved By the Commisslon in 1991 was never buils, and in 1994
the applicant submitted amendment reguest $-pO0-T788-R1 :!llnchlrdﬁalgglrﬁ; far

e cevised project. {The asplicast, Staphen Blainchiard, has legally changed his
name te Stephen Gaggezo.]

Cn Octaober 14, 1994, the Coswissicn approved Coastal Development Fermit
Azendsent 5-90-785-Al1 (Blanchard/Caggero) for the revised project. The
revised project has less commercial ares and mere parking than the previously
approved project, Cosstal Development Permit Amendosnt 5=30-T83-Al eliminated
the previcusly approved 450 ssuare feot git-dewn restavrane from the project,
and added five sn-giee parking speces for a4 total of 166 parking epaces. QOne
of the purpeses of the amendment was to free up parking in the project so that
adasquate parking oould be meds avsllable for a proposed sit=down restaurant
with 1,399 square feet of service area on the applicant s adjacent lot at 534
Ucean Front Walk:. [See Coastal Developoent Permit Amendment 5-859-D3F-A
{Blanchacd /Gaggers) .

Coastal Development Fermit Amendment 5-90-789-Rl alsc revised the special
conditione of the undarlying parmit To allow Zfoc mors efficient managesent of
the affected propertiss if held under separate ownership. [See Appendix A for
the current’ spacial zonditicns approved by Coastal Development Permit
Amendment 5-30-TE%-Al (Blencherd/Gaggeco)].
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION s = .
BOGTH CTAST AEER Reconsideration granted: B4 -
Tir W ERCADWSY, STE 342 Appeal Filed. gf“@
peie Gaiioe SiEstantial fssue on anpeal 10/8/97
(ool BEA0W o SCECTA4TS 180th Gay from reconsideration: 2/10/42
147 SEOEET Stafi. PE=LE
staff Rzport: 1031 /9
Hearing Date: 11/10/91
Commission Action on Findings: 1/13/52
Final findings 1ssued 151562

AFFLICATION NO.:  A5-50-789 and 5-90-7H9R

APPLTCANT - Stephan M, Bianchare EGENT ¢ Sherman Stacey
FROJECT LOCATIOM: 607 Desan Front Walk, ¥enice, Los Angeles County
PROJECT DESCRIFTION: Ceonstruction of 37 Ft high, five-Tevel 24 287 sq. ft.
gross area (21,629 net araa) retsil/fast food center, with 2580 £q. ft. foopd
service plaza, including offices, retail, food stands and food plaza, and

including 38,582 sg. Ft. two Tevel subterrarean rarking Tot, with Y51 parking
spdces,

COMMISSION ACTION: APRROVAL WITH SONSTIIONE
OATE CF COMMISSTON ACTION:  Movember 10, 7390
COMMISSIONERS: ON. PREVATILING 5I0Z: Commissianers Cervanties, Giacomini,

Glickfeld, MacKlvaine, Malcolm, Mrlsnds, Maui+an-Tattsrsaon, Wathansaon, Meely,
Wright, Chairman Guyn.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATLION:

The staff recommends that the Commiszion adeopt the following revised Findings
th suypport of the Coomission's action on Movember 10, 1997, aporowing with
cenditiens the permit for the Commercial/food service develooment,

LUCAL APPIOWALS RECEIVED:
1. Los Angeles City COF QBE-3&
2.  Proposed mitigation messures pursusnt to Settlement Agreement
between ing Cily of Los Angeies zng Stephen M. Blanchard on COP
BA-036; A BE-1300(PRj(CUTI(CUB)LIV).



601 Dcean Front Walk
CA Coastal Commissian
Findings 1/15/92

A3 -30-789 and 5-90-T89R(8lanchard)
page 71

eperalion of the Toi, and the conditions imposed 1n this permit would require
an anendment Lo permit 5-89-059 with regard to the parking provided for these
Lthreg adjacent properties.

In May, 1991, the Commission considered applicatian 3-30-78%(Blanchard), with
a number of conditions propnsed by staff. The fondition subject to the most
controversy would have increased Lhe ratio of parking to floor area, and
slighily reduced the project intensdity, The apolicant opposed any changes in
Lhe parking ratics. Opponents siated that the conditions did not sufficiently
reduce the projecl's impacts, and alsg objected to the intensity of the
Commercial use ai this site. The Commission denfed the project based on
parking, impact on the traffic system and comulative impact. In addition to
Lhese Coastal Actl fssues, Commissfoners were concerned that no local permit
nad been issved pending settlement of litigation. At the time the mpplicant
had sued the City tn require the city to relpase all permits based on
Governinenl Code 55950 et. ieg..

In June¢ of 1997, the City settied 1itigation with the applicant and issysd the
Coastal Development permit, in addition to a number of local varfances and
conditional approvals which were also subject to the T1itigation. This
litigation was separate From Titigation with neighbarhosd opnsments whech was
not setlled.

In June, 1991, the applicart applied to the Commission for & reconsideration
6f iis denial of nis permit. The Commizsion graniec this reconsideration,
5-20-789R (Blanchard), in August af 19871, dccording to Secilon 137109.5(d) of
Lhe California code of Regulations, 1f the Commissian grants the
reconsideration, the permit 1% heard as a de nova matter, 1In September, 1987,
Lhe City's approval af the Coastal Mevelopment permil by the setiiament was
ippeaied to the Commission. The Commission found substantial isswe in
Jciober, 19%1. 1F the Commission finds substantial issue with a permit
granied under Section 30800(h), the permit 15 then considered by the
Commission as a de novo matter. In a dual permit ares, as described in
secilion 30601(1) of the Coasial Act, hath *he appeal and the undarlying permit
are considered 1n one action. The Commissien, in its present action, 1is
considering both the appealed permit COP B8-036, appeal number A5-90-789, and
ithe Coasla? Developmant permit denfed §n May 1991, 5-90-789, which 9t votsd to
reconsider (5-30-7B9R).

B Arss Descrigtion

Ucean Front Walk im Morth Venice it a heavily used public pedestrian way,
adjacent to a public beach, that has become an internationyl visitor
dltraction. Sunset Avenue 15 a walk ttrest that connects a neighbarhoad of
singie family homes, duplezes and smal} apertment bulldings to the beach.
Speedway Alley is a twenty-foot wide one=-way alley that provides the only
vehicular accass to the preject. The homes along Sunset Avenue ars sarved By
narrow Blleys that connect Speedway Alley to Pacific Avenue, (See vicinity
map, Exhibit 1 and 2).

The 1%nked pedestrian ways, Desan frent Walk and the walk stireets, have been
1denlified ¥n the draft Local Coastal Pragram sy & recreations] rescurce) ard
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2152 as the design feature that establishes the community character that
gliracts visitors to the area. Olger developmenl along Dcezn Front Walk
consists of tall narrow butldings and low tong buildings. The taller
siructures that now are located on Ocean Front Walk are residential, for the
mosl part slder sirgle-rogm-gccupancy hotels. These older hotels and one
story, small scale commercial buildings, constructed during the early years of
the century have established a scale and an architectural flaver of Ocean
Froni Walk.

The growing pepularity of Ocean Front Walk has resulted in many retafversions
to commercial use, and the establishment of tourist oriented booths selling
food, sunglasses, crafts, clothing and imported {tems.

7 Deve'lgﬂent--Entgn;]fIut"lgn of use:

This developmeni represenis the third muiti-level commercial structure that
the Commission has considered on Ncean Froml Walk. 1In three its previous
approvals, of multiple story commercial structures, the Commission restricted
relail commercial uses to the first floors of the approved structures and
allowed offices and residential uses en the second ard third floors of new
commercial structures. It did not permit food service in any of these
developiments, because Lhere was met sufficient parking to accommodate food
Larvice,

Section 30250(a) of the Coasta) Act requires that development be concenirated
in areas capable of accomrgdating it and that development be constsient with
Chapter 3 policies and not have individual or cumulative impacts oh coastal
resources, Section 30757 requires fhat special nelghborhoods that ars wisitor
attractions be preserved; anc Section 30252 requires thai developmeni provide
adequate parking so that the parking needs generated by development do not
reduce public acceds to the beach,

The Coastal Interpretive Gyidelines (Fxhihit 7] were developed to assure
consistency with the Coasta)l Act, specifically, the access and development
pelicies, fncluding Sections 30210, 30211, 30250, 30251 and 30252,

The Inierpretive Guidelines include parking standards for residential
cormzrcial and food service establishmenls, estaklish a hedght 1imit of thirty
feel for commercial uses alomg Ocean Front Walk, prohibit residential
consiruciion in commercially zoned beach-front areas, and, in order to assure
compalibility of srale, require a break in the structural facade of a buliding
eaiending more than 60 feet along a walk street, and the provision of street
level entrances and exits along walk streets,

Fermit hisfory for Ocean Frent Walk

This project is one of seventy-five commereial projects on Ocean Fromt Walk in
¥enice Lhal have been considered by the Commission. Some of these permits
wWere never acled opb, resuiting in marg tham one action on the same addresge,
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Mosi of the beach frent nerth of 20th 5t in Morth Venice 15 zoned commercial.
For many years, the area was developed with commercial uses including carnival
aliraclions and Ringo games. 1In the late 1940's the City closed down the
Bingo operations and public transit to the ared was reduced. Tourfst use
declined, and many buildings were demolished ar convertad to residentfa) use.
In recent years Venice Beach has regained popularity as a destination for day
use. Mary owners of alder store fronils and newer small apartment structures
re-converied Lo commercial use, 4 use permitted by right in a commercial
tone. Owners of propertiy fronling Ozean Front Walk, including owners of the
Tols vacated by the demnlitions, converied npen arszas ta open=air vending, a
use Lhal has altractied many visitors to the ares.

The majority of the projects the Commission considered were interim uses of
land, iavalving no major investmenl or commitment of resources. They included
() conversfons of the first floors of existing buildings From residential to
commercizl use, (?) construction of small tilt-up structures or (1) open-air
vending, the erection of temporary booths for sale of merchandise.

Only three major commercial struclures have peen permitied and only two have
been conslructed since 1973. These commercial structures were planned on
large lois, 1ike this one, that were the focus of 4 number aof competing uses,
including parking for visitars, and parking for the neighborhood. Permits for
new siructures 1ncluded: 5-B6-518 [Venice Park Assoc, }; 5-B5-710%(Safran):
A-42-81 (Maskins ard Slome), 5-B8-474 (Oheb), and, {on Windward Avenue)
3-82-670(5axe}. There are at least three additignal large undevelaped
frontages that coulil be develaped e the intensiiy propesed by this

applicant. Tn addition, there are niumerous one story structurss that could
demolish and recycle Lo the intensily proposed 1n this project.

The Commissien approved most of the dpplications with conditions that
concenlrated on parking issues. Tn fact. when parking could not be provided,
usually in cases laveiving sit-down dining, the Commission denied
applicalions: 5-87-130 {Galger Raldon), and 5-86-508 (£lzas). 1n al)
Approvals, the Commission imposed conditions to require that the spplicants
provide parking for users of the develapment. 1In the case of the construction
of new structures, thal extended nver mors than two lots of the original
subdiviston, the Commission has required the provision of parking to replace
Lhe parking that previously was provided on ths vacant Tots, based on the
generz] Impact on the parking system in the neighborhood of large new
cevelopment, and based on the previous use of these particular lots for
comercially ocperated parking. This requirement was based in part on *he
cumulative impact of new commercial uses in attracting visitors and emplioyees
Lo Lhe area.

1} Migitor Serving Uses. In approving the commercial conversions,
vending or new commercial development, the Commission has relfed heavitw on
settions 30221 and 30223 of the Coastal Act that establish a priority for
visilor serving uses over residential uses. The Lommission has found that
commercial enterorises provide acenmendatisrs to the public, and has therefore
trealed many retall and focd-service uses as visitor=sarving uses. The
Lommissian has anlicipated that there wiil be Tewer confFiicts between
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tuuqar:iu1 tenants and the Beach-going public than 41 has seen batween
residents of beach-fronting homes and the public because commercial temants
recuire less privacy and quiel than residentinl orcupants,

In Venice, the Commission has heard fncressing neighborhood opposition to
commercial cevelopment, hated on the total amount of restaurastl, fast food and
commercial conversions that have taken place. Im this instance ktoc, the Tocal
residenis contend that 1) the total amount of commercial developmeni located
in iliis nefghbornnod exceeds the tota) amount required of cther retifantial
neighborhoods in other coastal communities, #] the level of commercial
developmenl has reached saturation point, 23} the traffic, nolee and crowding
resuiling from Lhis development has begun to afieci the resicential area on
Lhe easi side of Speedway Alley, an area that {s zoned RD 1.5. {1imited
dupiex) for resideniial vse, and mot contemplsted for ceomercial Lues, 4}
overcrowding on Dcean Front Walk will destroy the gualities that has made
Orean Front Walk a visitor attractinn

The applicant conlends Lhai commerctal use 1+ g priority undar Sections 30721
and ICFFT. He #lso contends Thail he 4 entitled 1o the leve] of development
olher projecis. have received, argues thal his three ttory development 13
ideniical Lo other three story mired wse developmentis the Commizsion hasg
apoiroved and slales thai there s po problem with cumulative impacts of
comrertiag] developmenl because the nasber of projects that have actually been
Duill Is very amall. The opponenis contend that the project is mot Fdentiical
because 1 incluced second sitory retazi]l and fooc service, which no other
project contained resulting n more square Tootage dedicated to Intense uses
ihah have- previgus |y been permitted.

The Commisstion Find= that while the Coasta) Act Tavors wisitor serving uses,
Lhe [oasial Act does not give wniimited priority Lo visitor commercial uses.
No development is exempl from conformance with reguiremenis of cther sections
of Lhe Coastal Act. The Coseiision Furiher Tinde that uncaplrolled rommereisl
development can destroy the ambience that ha: made an area attractive to
vizilors.

The Commission most consider both tis record of aporoving commercial usey oo
site-by-site basis in this area, and what wil! amerce a5 the balance bhetweer
commercial and residential uses #n the Land Use Plan. The Commission notes
that the LUP proposes a mixed residential and commercial zrea for Ocean Front
Wik, It further notes that ithe beight of the old kotels is not necessarily
an apgropriate standard for intensively used present-day commercial
slructures. In constdering commercial wses thal are of much greater intenaity
of use than Lhe older hotels, at three times the height of the prevailing
commercial structures, the Commission muest examine Lhe impacts of development
el Tike fniensity on the remainder of the commercially zoned Tots.

*

=
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de ment on community chacacter and Beach areese.  [stues related to +he
proper mix and Tntens ity of use for ﬁﬂ'ﬁi'ﬁ#ﬁ&%niuumin development tn
the Venice community would be best addressed in the |ocal Coastal Program{LCP);
however, it fs not krown when the Venice LCP will be submitbted. 1Tn the
meaniime the applicant wishes to proceed with the project. The Commission
finds that with the special conditions reducing the intensity of development

ihal the project con be approved a5 conforming with Chapter 5 palicies.
2) Parking siandard:,
Seclion 30232 of the Coastal Act states:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access 1o the coast by (1) factTitating the provision cr extensyion
of transit service, (?) providing commercial facililies within ar
adjoining restdeniial cevelopmeni or in other areas that will minimize the
Use of coastal access roads, (3] providing nom avtemzbile circulation
within the develepmeni, (4) providing adequate parking faciTities or
providing substitute means of serving the develnpmert with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potentia) for public transit for high
intensity uses such as high-rise office bulldings, and by (§) assuring
ihat the recreatlonal needs of new residenis w111 nat overinad nearby
coastal recreation areas by correlating the amsunt of development with
tecal park acquisition and davelopment plans with the provision of on cite
recreational faciTitles to serve the new development,

Thit project, as eriginally proposed, ard aporoved by the City, did not
conform to the Commission's parking guidelines for three reasons. First, the
City's calculations of the parking reguirements were based on an ared
calcuiatfon that did not include a11 of the anclosed areas of the siructure,
znd Lthe Commission consistently bases parking calculations on a1l enclosed
ereas. Secondly, the parking caleyiations did not Include calculations for
thg food service plaza, even tnough the Commission consistently reguires
parking for food service areas. Fipally, the project as originally proposad
also included & reduction in spaces from the strigtest interpretation of the
guidelines, based on & provisien of the Venice Interpretive Guidelines that
allows walk-up food service ta provide Fewer tpacet than other taks-gut foof
SEFYICE UTES.

Mozl of 1he conditions imposed by the Commissier of comercial projects in
venice have addressed parking. 1In Venlce, re-¢pening old stores, the growth
of vending operation, and cencurrent gentrification, ha< resulied in chronie
parking problems for residents and beach visitars. The olcer houses and
stores were built in many instances withous parking. In addition, the street
disiribution network does not pravide street parking. The allews and Pacific
hvenue do mot provide legal parking, Ocean Frort Welk and the walk streets
are limited to pedestrians. The absence of vehicular acress and parking has
crealed the public open spaces thal attract visitors ang residests to Venice.
An increased number of cars aver the capacity of the system wou'd, the
Commission has found, inrcrease tegal and §71tegal pressurs to convert walk
slreels from public open space Lo parking lots
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the Timited parking and access system and because of the benefits these
applicanis receive from public parking lots, the Commission has required
spacey available to the gereral public in adéition %o parking normally
required, generally Timiting the price to the amount charged at the county
lots. The intention of the candition was that increased cars brought in by
Lhe developrent would not impeda beach access or {mpact the walk streets and
ihe existing on-street parking which now Serves the beach and the existing
development.

The Commissian has imposed this concition on three major commercial
developments §n Venice, including 5-BE-518 (Venice Bark Assoc.: (5-B5-701)
(5afran), A-62-B1 (Haskins and Slome) 1In two instances the buildings have
been built. This replacement parking has generally besn required to he
available en a dafly or monthly lease basis, and in most instances at & fee no
more Lhan is currently charged on the Ceunty‘s beach parking lots. Many lots
gre operating in vielation of this provision ef their conditions, which, as
the applicant has noted, 4n no way estahlishes a precedent for operation in
ihat manner. A site visit revealsd that the parking in these twe buildings 1%
being operated as commercial lots, with the aperators cherging all users of
the spaces E-10 dollars a day for use of the spaces.

The Commission, in one instance, 5-85-701(5afran), also parmitted the
developer Lo design a parking Yot in a configuration that required an
alivncant. The Commission then justified the confFiguration on the grounds
Lhat ihe spaces gained by the configuration would be available to the general
public 2% replacemeni parking; and also justified the replacement parking
cardition, in part, on the grounds that the comnission had permitted a
configuration that i1 weuld not had permitied §f the development had not
provided exira parking. The Commission then required that these spaces (in
the 2is1es and on parking machines) be used for replacement perking purposes.
In approving the Safran project with this condition, the Commissdon 8)1owsed
the applicant to provide the "replacement® parking in the aisles of the
serking loi Lo be operated by an attendant, provided that an appropriste local
varfance was granted. That applicant ultimately was not abie to obtasn a
parking variance which also included the use of tandem, aisle and car-1ift
spaces from the City of Los Angeles. 1n the present case, the apzlicant
received 8 variance from the City of Las Angeles by operation of lTaw for 18
afsle spaces, and a condition that required 14 BIZ spaces. In the case of
5-B6=-518 (Park Place), the parking spaces wers pet in the aisle, but were
allowed 1o be tandem.

Tne Commisetion finds that the development 34 located on stregts that provide
no sireel parking. Many of the smal’ cormerciz) developments that it has
aporoved use parking on Yoti such az this ocne ta provide parking.  The
cumslalive effects of development of Tots 1ike thic at this intensity has not
owen examined. The proposed development consists of small high 1atensity
thops 1hat will have many employess and that msy attract more visitors to the
area than & similar stare Yocated outside of the Cozzta) Tane.

Sasec on the foregoing, am additicnal reason to reguire 8{7 and replacement
Wpaces s that if there is 3 defert ir tha caleulations for parkirg, the
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Back ofF of Speedany aﬁa'fh{3+-.
rom Ocean Front Walk and & reduced set back of f Speedway.

ba

The Venice ICO and the Guidelines for Worth Venice limit heights to 30 feet
unless ihe applicant has received housing incentive variances from the local
government and has provided sdditional fluors in his structure devoted to a
use that would be otherwise unprofitable and difficult to provida. Three
other applicants who received height incentives provided extra parking, or
housing for low and moderate fncoms sendior citizens. The spplicelien of
height increases only on the basis of incentives creates variatfon in heights,
rether than creating a new maximum. This applicanil has not provided
additional Tevels devoted to public purposes and thersfore has no grounds for

his exception to the height limit af ane foot.

The oppenenls contend that the applicant is not adequately set back from the
Ocean Fronl Walk, Speedway and the Walk Strest. The Cosmission notes that the
face of the bullding on Ocean Front Walk i< not massive, but contains ground
level entrances. The struciure to the north is et back, but other structuras
are consirucled Lo the properiy lines. [ven though the spplicant contends
thal the building dees not present 4 lat, enclosed face towdrd Ocean Front
Walk the Commission finds that iis ASERIVSEFTEPECIE: soniaerea fn

: Th e sbout t nirds of
slure will not extend above 75 feet ahove Ocean Front Walk
(two stories). The rear of the structurs will bg below a point twenty Feet
abve Speedway Alley at the north-mast corner of the 'a%, As the aplicant
describes it, if a line were drawn at right angies fram the Yine from the
gound Lo this point 20 feet in the air, a11 portions of the rear of the
sirsciure will Tie pelow Lhis Tine. This does mean that® gortions of this
story will be as high as 23 feet above Speedway Alley at the sauthern
{south-east) end of the building. bacaute of tha AE11.  The =Rirs Tevel, {the
sacond level gbove Speedwsy Alley)] which was sia to sight feet ¥rom Speedway
Alley, will be removed, allowing more 1ight and air along Spesdway Alley.

The Commission noles however, that the development s on the property Tire on
Sunset Avenye, and the houtes behind 1t have been reguired by the Commiszssion
to maintain 2 15 Fool sel fach. The agplicant also proposes to place bushes
and trees in Lhe publie right of way. One of the public views to be protactsg
n Venice 13 the viaw of the grean that appears To a pegestrian wa lking dawn
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£ LEQA

iﬁﬂ% project does not have an FIR, but was processed on the basis of a
miligated regative ceclarztion that, as noted sbove, has oeen challenged
oecause §t did not analyze the cumulative impact of commercial huild-out en
Spesdway, & narrow one-way alley that could thearstically serve another
200,000 sguare Feet of commercial development.

Ihu_Eﬁmmtsﬁiunf;_rg%ulat1Un5 provide the Commission must examine the
environmenial impacts of development, and find that no feasible alternative
could be approved that would cause less envirormental damage. The Commission
finds Lhat approval of 2 resfdeniial project would, as the opponents contend,
cause much less traffic impact, but would have other impacts in terms of
bringing 2 use incompatible with the Ocean Front Walk crowds onto Dcean Front
Walk. The Commission motés 1hat it has received letilers and petitlons as part
of this project that outline the conflict between residential and commercial
use but also Lhe conflict betws=en residential use and the beach frant
recrealien ihal Lakes place on Ocean Fronl Walk. On site visits on April 12
and April 19, 71991, the staff ohserved few extra parking spaces, traffic jams
oh Spesdway, iitile parking, and large and very lively crowds on Ocean Front
Walk engaged in standing in quenes for fast food, walking and observing each
other. in some spaces Lhe crowds were so Jarge it wes difficult to walk., It
was difficult Lo conclude fhat there was too much fast food on Dcean Front
Walk, in fact » number of places, notahly the Meatlest Meeshall and thz Venice
Car Barn, ihal had rights ia food use had converted to T shirt distribution.

Dcedan Fronl Walk was full, Vively and an attractive visitor destinatien. It
would be difficult to Tive on Qcean Front Walk with the Yevel of crowds that
werg present. Traffic on Speedwav was slow and the beach traffic, fncluding
the cars Tooking for parking did abstrust, the flew of traffic inte the alleys
that served the existing residential areas.

No conclusion could be drawn about whether Deean Front Walk was too full,
whelher commercial development caused "evercrowding® on the welk or whather
commercia)l operstions merely were attracted by the number of potential
cuslomers.

51aff did cbserve that the mitigation programs imposed by the Commission were
nol operating as the Commission had required. MNonz of the parking required as
off site parking for commercial develapment was fdentified or available, and
a1l commercisl establishments with on-site parking were renting their spaces
as commercial beach parking all-davy spaces, with no validation for customers
(one exception, 3$5.00 validation for the Sidewalk Cafe). Staff observed heavy
cumuleitve impacts on parking. Beach goers, however, were parking in City
lots Four and five bBlacks from the beach and going to the the beach.

The Commission hes now considered znd approved a recosmendation to allow
‘imited development and require parking provided to zccommedate the
gevelopmeri and addilioral spaces to provide for cumulative impacts. [ The
Commission found thal for Lhis scale of development, which Is a Jargescale
project for Lhis communitiy, 1 must fook at the cumulative impacts of a1 this
passible development along Speedway alley. [t eramined material that
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indicated thai some exlsilag commarcial developmen: would be made HRBCONGmIC
By the deselopnant of tne Targer fote, and it ewsmined maps indicating that
many of the remaining lots wers either vacant, or developed with one-story
buiidings. Tne Cemp'ssion cenefdersd Lhe possiollity that the remaining jots
were 1ikely to develop o the scale of the original propesal. [t found that
there was nol yet adeauate informatian To evaluate the cumilative dmpacts of
ihe eriginally proposed dovelopment of either the large Tets or the recytling
¥f a1l the commercizl Tots on publ ic access, and on the traffic system, whieh
L

o

noled, was not designed for vehicular BCCRSS .

On ihe other hand, the Commission was reluctant to deny the cwner of a
commercially roned parcel the devlepment of & visitor serving, commercial
use. The Commission finds that a two=lewel, lower, building, with adequate
parking could be aoproved. The Commiesion Findr that ac cenditioned to
cansiruch & two Story developmenti, wilh no future improvements, there is a
feasible alternmative. In order Lo make 1t feasible, 1t has allowed some
addiltonz] food uses and axlended the hours of aperation.  Secondly, 1t
examined the conditions fmposed by the Lotz Argeles City traffic department in
eu of traffic studies and has imposed conditions to provide cumulative
pact parking, £ity reguired nelghberhooc right-time parking, and to 1imit
the use of Speedway for Lrick deTivery to weskdays and to operaie the parking
1ol without allowing queuins.

fated on the cumylative Impacts of future development, the City may imoose
stricter conditions on other projects. This applicarl has stated that it i
not feasible for nim to wait wuntil the planning process §5 gver. As it has fn
numzrous olher occasfens of this sart, the Comsission i allowing develapment
naw But requiring that mo foiyre additions oszur, which meant that if in tha
future larger structures are approved, the spglicant has traded both the risk
of siricler regulations and the potantizl appeciunity of & larger project for
development Row.

The Commission acknowledges that there ¢ no cumulative impacl analiysis of
mitid-ovt along Speedway Alley of the existing tommercially zoned vacant

lots.  Fowever, ihe Commission in the past has allewed 1imited commercial
devalopment withoul aweh an analysis, A= ngu fenditinaed to FEMOVE
siunificant squere {ootage from the prefect, to inciide numercus sther
carditions addressing cumulative imonct parsing, speration of parking,
restrietion of paplic rights, and limiting Teca] impscts by Timiting the hours
o7 eperation, the profect is consistent with othar commercial projects the

' fom has appraoved and will nes have clmitatise or fndtyicusl impartt an
parking or irafiic,

The development as now conditionss 15 =hp least envircnmentally damaging
feasible alternattve, and will not cause cumuletive impacts of resgurces under
the delinition of the Califarnia Envirgnmental Duatite Act.

F. Unpermitted Dgyelopmant

ATthelgh seme of the usss of land and deveicpment ohserved axisting on this
ot %8 mot In conformity with the Terme asd roaditicns of +he Comzizsion's
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Determination {To Be Completed By Lead Agency) 11/16/15
Cin The bagis of this inilial evaiuaiion:

LI i find that the propesed prolect COULD MOT have 2 signficant efiecl on [he emdonment, and a NEGATIVE
OECLARATION will be prapared

v I fined 1Rt aithough ine proposed project could have @ significant effect oa the environment, {here will nol bea
signieant affact in this ceee becaiiss fndsons on the profest have been made by or agread 1o by The projec
proponent A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will ba preparad.

| find the proposed preiset MAY have a significant affsct an the snvimamant, and an ENVIRORMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT le reguired.

IHind 1ha proposed project MAY heve a "colentially sipnificant impad™ or "petestially significant unless mifipated”
irpaet an ihe emvironmant, bl 2t lessione sifec] 1) has baen gdecugisly snalyzec in an sarfier documend
plirsuss? In aepieabies lagel stendards, and 2) bas been addressed by miligation measures based on earker
analysis ag-describec on aftached shests An ENVIRONMENTAL IPACT REPORT is required, bl # must
anahyze oniy ine effects thal raman 2 08 Sdoressed.

] | End that although the pronosed projes! sauld have g signifizant effest on the ervirenmend, because all potenbally
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From: John Stein js@johnstein.net
Subject: Re: VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026; AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK
Date: May 27, 2026 at 6:46 PM
To: Mark Mack mark.mack@venicenc.org, Robin Rudisill robin.rudisill.vnclupc@gmail.com

Hello Mark and Robin,

In my commentary below, I call for a traffic analysis to look at the cumulative impact along
OFW and Speedway. I now understand that traffic analyses are performed according to
LADOT's downloadable VMT calculator. Is there anyone on the LUPC who is familiar with

this tool and could use it to calculate Vehicle Miles Traveled from a combination of 4-6
hypothetical projects on those larger OFW parcels ripe for redevelopment?

As stated in my commentary, I'm looking to give Planning the ammunition to modify the
Bonus Density Law incentives. But to do so, it has to find "Significant, adverse impact’ means
a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and
written ... conditions..." 'm thinking that if the VMT calculator found a significant impact,
according to the calculator's definition, that could allow Planning to whittle down the
incentives, e.g., allowing the density incentive or maybe some of the parking incentive, but
denying the height or setback incentives.

Anyone on the committee familiar with this calculator?
John

The City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator is an Excel-based tool developed by the
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and the Department of City
Planning (DCP) to estimate project-specific daily household and work Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) for land use development projects.

On Wednesday, May 27, 2026 at 10:01:11 AM EDT, Mark Mack <mark.mack@venicenc.org> wrote:

Thank you for your letter and we will consider it in our internal discussion this upcoming project

On May 26, 2026, at 6:38 PM, John Stein <js@johnstein.net> wrote:

VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026
Commentary by John Stein, 20 Sunset Ave.

AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WAILK

To the VNC LUPC:

1) Incomplete Application: This major project will set the future direction of Ocean Front
Walk. It is premature for the LUPC to consider it because the application was submitted and
made available for public review only on April 24, 2026. There has not been sufficient time
for the public to become familiar with the project's details.




Nor has Planning accepted the application as complete. City Planner Ira Brown informed me
by email on May 19 that “the application is on hold.” This applicant previously withdrew
applications for this site with the Coastal Commission and City Planning before they were
completed. The LUPC should table discussion of this project until the application is
complete.

2) Ownership and Accountability: The application lacks the required Ownership
Disclosure. Discussion should be tabled until it is provided. Applicant 601 OFW LLC was
formerly named Boardwalk Sunset LLC, as stated in a 2019 application to the Coastal
Commission for an extension of Permit 5-90-789. According to California Court of Appeals
Ruling B241675 (see attached Exhibit 1: Applicant’s Broken Credibility), Boardwalk Sunset
LLC, aka Applicant 601 OFW LLC, and Joseph Praske (who signed the application as
owner) are alter egos of Stephen Gaggero.

Gaggero and Praske play a shell game among a collection of LLCs, trusts, and a corporation,
all ruled alter egos of Gaggero, and the multiple positions they hold within these entities,
avoiding responsibility by claiming that authority lies elsewhere or pleading ignorance. They
refused to provide trust and partnership documents as demanded by the court.

According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B207567, Stephen Gaggero has a history of
avoiding accountability by attempting to conceal his ownership. Gaggero gave “[tJhe overall
impression of concealment rather than disclosure of the facts.” He “flat out lied.” “Mpr.
Gaggero s unbelievable explanations of his ‘understanding’ or lack thereof in the face of this
correspondence absolutely shattered what little credibility he had left.” “[t]here is little of
[Gaggero's testimony the court] can believe unreservedly.”

3) Cumulative Impact: The cumulative impact that would ensue from this project, as
proposed, would lead to excessive traffic congestion along Speedway Alley and a shortage of
parking, limiting public access. This project would set precedents for scale, use intensity, and
parking, incentivizing comparable buildout along at least 5 full or half-block sections of
Ocean Front Walk that are now only partially built with single-story buildings.

The applicant requests, as an incentive under the State Bonus Density Law, as implemented
by the Municipal Code, a height increase from the 30 ft allowed by code to 50 ft. Incentives
must be granted by right unless Planning finds, “based upon substantial evidence in the
record [that] the incentive would have a specific adverse impact upon ... the physical
environment...” The Code further states: “‘Significant, adverse impact’ means a significant,
quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and written ...
conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete.”

If a traffic analysis identifies and quantifies significant cumulative impacts, it could
constitute an adverse impact on the physical environment and authorize the Planning
Department to deny incentives. Past traffic analyses for this property, prepared by the
developer, failed to analyze cumulative impacts along Speedway Alley, despite being asked
to do so under DOT guidelines. A traffic analysis that considers cumulative impacts along
Speedway should be required as part of a complete application.



Subject: Re: VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026; AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

From: John Stein js@johnstein.net

Date: May 27, 2026 at 7:13PM
To: Mark Mack mark.mack@venicenc. org Robin Rudisill robin.rudisill. vnclupc@gmall com

I'd be happy to help craft hypothetlcal criteria and 1dent1fy the spec1ﬁc land pa.rcels that would
be included in such a study.
John

On Wednesday, May 27, 2026 at 09:46:33 PM EDT, John Stein <js@johnstein.net> wrote:

Hello Mark and Robin,

In my commentary below, I call for a traffic analysis to look at the cumulative impact along
OFW and Speedway. I now understand that traffic analyses are performed according to
LADOT's downloadable VMT calculator. Is there anyone on the LUPC who is familiar with
this tool and could use it to calculate Vehicle Miles Traveled from a combination of 4-6
hypothetical projects on those larger OFW parcels ripe for redevelopment?

As stated in my commentary, I'm looking to give Planning the ammunition to modify the
Bonus Density Law incentives. But to do so, it has to find "Significant, adverse impact’ means
a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and
written ... conditions..." I'm thinking that if the VMT calculator found a significant impact,
according to the calculator's definition, that could allow Planning to whittle down the
incentives, e.g., allowing the density incentive or maybe some of the parking incentive, but
denying the height or setback incentives.

Anyone on the committee familiar with this calculator?
John

The City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator is an Excel-based tool developed by the
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and the Department of City
Planning (DCP) to estimate project-specific daily household and work Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) for land use development projects. .,

On Wednesday, May 27, 2026 at 10:01:11 AM EDT, Mark Mack <mark.mack@venicenc.org> wrote:

Thank you for your letter and we will consider it in our internal discussion this upcoming project

On May 26, 2026, at 6:38 PM, John Stein <js@johnstein.net> wrote:

VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026
Commentary by John Stein, 20 Sunset Ave.

AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WAILK



From: John Stein js@johnstein.net
Subject: Re: VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026; AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

Date: May 27, 2026 at 6:46 PM
To: Mark Mack mark.mack@venicenc.org, Robin Rudisill robin.rudisill.vnclupc@gmail.com

Hello Mark and Robin,

In my commentary below, I call for a traffic analysis to look at the cumulative impact along
OFW and Speedway. I now understand that traffic analyses are performed according to
LADOT's downloadable VMT calculator. Is there anyone on the LUPC who is familiar with
this tool and could use it to calculate Vehicle Miles Traveled from a combination of 4-6
hypothetical projects on those larger OFW parcels ripe for redevelopment?

As stated in my commentary, I'm looking to give Planning the ammunition to modify the
Bonus Density Law incentives. But to do so, it has to find "Significant, adverse impact’ means
a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and
written ... conditions..." I'm thinking that if the VMT calculator found a significant impact,
according to the calculator's definition, that could allow Planning to whittle down the
incentives, e.g., allowing the density incentive or maybe some of the parking incentive, but
denying the height or setback incentives.

Anyone on the committee familiar with this calculator?
John

The City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator is an Excel-based tool developed by the
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and the Department of City
Planning (DCP) to estimate project-specific daily household and work Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) for land use development projects. ,;

On Wednesday, May 27, 2026 at 10:01:11 AM EDT, Mark Mack <mark.mack@venicenc.org> wrote:

Thank you for your letter and we will consider it in our internal discussion this upcoming project

On May 26, 2026, at 6:38 PM, John Stein <js@johnstein.net> wrote:

VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026
Commentary by John Stein, 20 Sunset Ave.

AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

To the VNC LUPC:

1) Incomplete Application: This major project will set the future direction of Ocean Front
Walk. It is premature for the LUPC to consider it because the application was submitted and
made available for public review only on April 24, 2026. There has not been sufficient time
for the public to become familiar with the project's details.
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Nor has Planning accepted the application as complete. City Planner Ira Brown informed me
by email on May 19 that “the application is on hold.” This applicant previously withdrew
applications for this site with the Coastal Commission and City Planning before they were
completed. The LUPC should table discussion of this project until the application is
complete.

2) Ownership and Accountability: The application lacks the required Ownership
Disclosure. Discussion should be tabled until it is provided. Applicant 601 OFW LLC was
formerly named Boardwalk Sunset LLC, as stated in a 2019 application to the Coastal
Commission for an extension of Permit 5-90-789. According to California Court of Appeals
Ruling B241675 (see attached Exhibit 1: Applicant’s Broken Credibility), Boardwalk Sunset
LLC, aka Applicant 601 OFW LLC, and Joseph Praske (who signed the application as
owner) are alter egos of Stephen Gaggero.

Gaggero and Praske play a shell game among a collection of LLCs, trusts, and a corporation,
all ruled alter egos of Gaggero, and the multiple positions they hold within these entities,
avoiding responsibility by claiming that authority lies elsewhere or pleading ignorance. They
refused to provide trust and partnership documents as demanded by the court.

According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B207567, Stephen Gaggero has a history of
avoiding accountability by attempting to conceal his ownership. Gaggero gave “[t/he overall
impression of concealment rather than disclosure of the facts.” He “flat out lied.” “Mr.
Gaggero s unbelievable explanations of his ‘understanding’ or lack thereof in the face of this
correspondence absolutely shattered what little credibility he had left.” “[t]here is little of
[Gaggero s testimony the court] can believe unreservedly.”

3) Cumulative Impact: The cumulative impact that would ensue from this project, as
proposed, would lead to excessive traffic congestion along Speedway Alley and a shortage of
parking, limiting public access. This project would set precedents for scale, use intensity, and
parking, incentivizing comparable buildout along at least 5 full or half-block sections of
Ocean Front Walk that are now only partially built with single-story buildings.

The applicant requests, as an incentive under the State Bonus Density Law, as implemented
by the Municipal Code, a height increase from the 30 ft allowed by code to 50 ft. Incentives
must be granted by right unless Planning finds, “based upon substantial evidence in the
record [that] the incentive would have a specific adverse impact upon ... the physical
environment...” The Code further states: “‘Significant, adverse impact’ means a significant,
quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified and written ...
conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete.”

If a traffic analysis identifies and quantifies significant cumulative impacts, it could
constitute an adverse impact on the physical environment and authorize the Planning
Department to deny incentives. Past traffic analyses for this property, prepared by the
developer, failed to analyze cumulative impacts along Speedway Alley, despite being asked
to do so under DOT guidelines. A traffic analysis that considers cumulative impacts along
Speedway should be required as part of a complete application.



Alternatively, Planning could scale back the project as a mitigation measure if it found
cumulative impact under CEQA. CEQA defines cumulative impact as “the change in the
environment resulting from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects”. The Coastal
Commission required, as a mitigating condition for a perceived but unanalyzed
environmental impact associated with a previously approved project at this site (5-90-789), a
40% reduction in floor area and a 19% reduction in height. A subsequent environmental
impact analysis for this property (ENV-2015-103-MND) found significant but unquantified
environmental impact.

The cumulative effect of new 50-ft buildings along Ocean Front Walk, replacing low, one-
story buildings among the tall, narrow buildings built without parking in the early 20th
century, would destroy the “scale and ...architectural flavor of Ocean Front Walk” ... “that
establishes the community character that attracts visitors to the area” (quotes from the
attached Exhibit 2: Coastal Commission Cumulative Impact Findings)

The applicant requests reduced setbacks as an incentive under the State Bonus Density Law.
The applicant requests reduced setbacks along Speedway Alley from 16’ to 14°-1.5”
(measured from the center of Speedway Alley) or from 6’ to 4°-1.5” (measured from the
alley’s edge), and along Sunset Ave from 7’ to 0°, with bike racks for 36 bikes in the public
right-of-way on Sunset Ave.

Instead, as mitigating measures for cumulative environmental impact, setbacks should be
increased along Speedway Alley to alleviate traffic congestion and along Sunset Ave to
protect public beach access. Speedway Alley is called to serve multiple vehicular and
pedestrian uses, like a street, but is just a single-lane, 20-ft-wide alley. The Sunset Ave
setback is especially needed given the large development coming to the bus lot at the end of
Sunset Ave and the proposed path through that development to the bus stop on Main Street.

"The linked pedestrian ways, Ocean Front Walk and the walk streets, have been identified in
the draft Local Coastal Program as a recreational resource and also as the design feature
that establishes the community character that attracts visitors to the area.” (See Exhibit 2,

p.11)

4) Parking: Planning could scale back this project by disallowing substitutions of required
parking spaces with short-term outdoor bike stalls on Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Avenue,
both public property. Alternatively, Planning could disallow transportation incentives for the
shared cars, cargo bikes, and scooters provided.

The current project provides no additional parking beyond the 43 spaces already there, which
are covenanted for the exclusive use of 511, 517, and 523 Ocean Front Walk (although that
covenant has never been observed, and is likely unenforceable given the applicant’s
uncooperative reputation as reported in the above-cited Appeals Court rulings).

According to page 1 of the applicant’s submitted plans, the code requires an additional 67.5
parking spaces for the 30 dwelling units, 40 spaces for the “general retail space” (although
the abplicant states elsewhere in the aoplication that he intends an unsoecified vortion of this



for restaurant use, which requires more parking), and 14.1 Beach Impact Zone spaces, for a
total of 117 spaces for the new development. In addition to the 43 already covenanted spaces,
the grand total is 160 parking spaces.

In lieu of the 67.5 parking spaces required for the 30 dwelling units, the applicant proposes
28 long-term covered bike stalls and 3 short-term outdoor bike stalls on public property along
Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Ave. The State Bonus Density Law, as implemented by the LA
Municipal Code, appears to allow an incentive reduction to 15 parking spaces, rather than the
67.5 required for the 30 dwelling units, but not to zero. In lieu of the 40 parking spaces
required for general retail space, the applicant proposes 5 long-term covered bike stalls and 5
short-term bike stalls on Ocean Front Walk and Sunset Ave. The applicant proposes to
replace 13 of the already covenanted parking spaces with 52 short-term bike stalls on Ocean
Front Walk and Sunset Ave.

In sum, instead of the required 117 parking spaces for the new development, which are
reduced to 65 by a Bonus Density Law incentive, the applicant proposes zero parking spaces
and 93 bike stalls, 60 of which would be short-term on public property along Ocean Front
Walk and Sunset Ave.

Outside bike stalls on public property are no substitute for required parking. Bikes locked
outside overnight are likely to be stolen, and the stalls would not be used for overnight bike
parking.

The plans ambiguously show short-term bike stalls on either side of Ocean Front Walk. The
applicant should specify which one he is proposing. Directly in front of the building, they
would block access to the commercial space. Across Ocean Front Walk, they would displace
artists and performers.

The applicant states on page one of the plans: “Per AB2097, no parking is required other
than the 43 covenanted spaces.” However, Zimas identifies 601 OFW as ineligible under
AB2097.

(For the 43 covenanted parking spaces, the applicant may or may not be allowed to replace
30% (13) of them with 52 short-term outdoor bike stalls on public property.)

5) Shared cars, cargo-bikes, and scooters: To compensate for the lack of parking spaces, the
applicant proposes cargo bikes and scooters for tenant use, some available gratis, and 3 ride-
share vehicles available for rent from Envoy (EnvoyThere.com).

The nearest supermarket, Whole Foods, is over 4,800 ft, or almost a mile, away via city
streets. Few people, even at a reasonably young age, would happily ride a cargo bike or
scooter back and forth on public streets for grocery shopping and for more distant local
errands.

Envoy’s least expensive cars rent for $12/hr and are commonly stationed at high-end hotels
and resorts. Unlike point-to-point car rentals, Envoy’s would continue charging hourly fees
until the vehicle is returned. That makes them very expensive for half-day errands and



prohibitively expensive for full-day outings or for commuters who need a car all day.

Shared bikes and shared ride-share vehicles are a noble idea, but residents would still find
owning and parking cars on the street cheaper and more convenient, further straining the
area's limited street parking. '

The overall lack of parking in this project would greatly exacerbate the area's existing

parking shortage, impede public access, and set an unworkable precedent for cumulative
development along Ocean Front Walk.

Respectfully submitted,
John Stein

Attached:
Exhibit 1 — Applicant’s Broken Credibility
Exhibit 2 — Coastal Commission Cumulative Impact Findings

<Exhibit 1 - Applicant's Broken Credibility.pdf><Exhibit 2 - Coastal Commission Cumulative Impact
Findings.pdf>

Mark Mack
mark.mack@venicenc.org



From: DZ xtravoice@gmail.com &
Subject: LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026; AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK
Date: May 27, 2026 at 8:18 AM
To: LUPC@venicenc.org

I completely concur with my neighbor, John Stein, on this issue. He and I have been
following and discussing the potential development of the parking lot at the end of our
block for nearly 10 years. The issues he lays out below speak to my concerns as well.

thank you,
Debbie Zeitman

VNC LUPC Meeting May 28, 2026
Commentary by John Stein, 20 Sunset Ave.

AGENDA ITEM 17: 601 OCEAN FRONT WALK

To the VNC LUPC:

1) Incomplete Application: This major project will set the future direction of Ocean Front
Walk. It is premature for the LUPC to consider it because the application was submitted and
made available for public review only on April 24, 2026. There has not been sufficient time for
the public to become familiar with the project's details.

Nor has Planning accepted the application as complete. City Planner Ira Brown informed me
by email on May 19 that “the application is on hold.” This applicant previously withdrew
applications for this site with the Coastal Commission and City Planning before they were
completed. The LUPC should table discussion of this project until the application is complete.

2) Ownership and Accountability: The application lacks the required Ownership Disclosure.
Discussion should be tabled until it is provided. Applicant 601 OFW LLC was formerly named
Boardwalk Sunset LLC, as stated in a 2019 application to the Coastal Commission for an
extension of Permit 5-90-789. According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B241675 (see
attached Exhibit 1: Applicant’s Broken Credibility), Boardwalk Sunset LLC, aka Applicant
601 OFW LLC, and Joseph Praske (who signed the application as owner) are alter egos of
Stephen Gaggero.

Gaggero and Praske play a shell game among a collection of LLCs, trusts, and a corporation,
all ruled alter egos of Gaggero, and the multiple positions they hold within these entities,
avoiding responsibility by claiming that authority lies elsewhere or pleading ignorance. They
refused to provide trust and partnership documents as demanded by the court.

According to California Court of Appeals Ruling B207567, Stephen Gaggero has a history of
avoiding accountability by attempting to conceal his ownership. Gaggero gave “[tJhe overall



From: Jeremy Blank jblank@comllp.com &

Subject: LUPC Meeting on May 28, 2026. Agenda Item 17: Project at 601 Ocean Front Walk

Date: May 27, 2026 at 9:01 PM
To: LUPC@venicenc.org

Please see attached pdf letter with exhibits. | also pasted the text below in this email for ease
of access. Thank you for your consideration.

Letter Respectfully Submitted to Venice Neighborhood Council (LUPC @venicenc.org)
Date: May 27, 2026
Re: LUPC Meeting on May 28, 2026. Agenda ltem 17: Project at 601 Ocean Front Walk

Dear Venice Neighborhood Council and Land Use & Planning Committee:

My name is Jeremy Blank, and | am a resident and property owner of 13 Sunset Ave, Venice
beach, located on the corner of Sunset Avenue and Speedway Alley. The proposed project
is deeply troubling and inconsistent with the Venice beach neighborhood. | urge the
committee members to oppose this version of the project and require at least 4 critical
revisions to make the project palatable:

1. Reduce the Height by 20 feet (from 50 to 30 ft, code’s maximum allowable
height)

Increase the setback along the Sunset Avenue walk-street to 15 feet
Increase the setback along Speedway Alley to 26 feet to avoid massive traffic
jams

Add at least 40 more parking spaces.

H» O

Below is a detailed explanation of each critical modification:

1) The structure’s proposed height is 50 feet. This is 20 feet above maximum
allowable height of 30 feet (as required by VCZSP Section 10.F.3(a). The
towering structure would be catastrophic visually and functionally to our beach
neighborhood. ‘ ‘

Importantly, the 1891 & 1998 Coastal Commission reports (Permit# 5-90-789-A1) for the
development of this same very lot (and same owner), imposed conditions to reduce the
height of the 1991 proposed project from 31 feet to 25 feet (and no higher than 20 ft at
Speedway) in order to mitigate the negative impacts of the project. See Exhibit #3. The
Commission also decided to eliminate the proposed third floor of the Project.

2) There is ZERO proposed setback on the Northern side along the Sunset Ave
walk-street. A minimum of 7 feet is required by LAMC 12.13 C.2(c). And in fact,

each home along Sunset Avenue is setback approximately 15 feet using a
“stringline approach”. | commissioned a licensed surveyor, Lawrence J Schmahli,
to measure the setback distance of all houses on Sunset Ave from the coast to
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recall that the 601 OFW Project's actual street address is also 8-10 Sunset Ave.)

Most relevant is the property at 18 Sunset Ave, which is the next immediate property up
the block. It is set back 14.73 to 15.44 feet from Sunset Ave. The 601 OFW Project as
proposed is setback ZERO feet, and would dramatically infringe on and impede visual
access to the beach. Instead, a "stringline" approach is much more appropriate for the
neighborhood and precedent. Furthermore, taking the average of ALL Sunset Avenue
houses on the Project's side of the block results in an average setback of 14.03 feet.
Therefore, the Committee and Council should be aware that it is not just the immediate
house at 18 Sunset Ave which is setback far more than the proposed Project, but it is the
entire block.

3) Increase the setback along Speedway Alley to 26 feet. Even today (with an open
clean flat parking lot on the project site), Speedway is the site of consistent hourly
traffic jams. UPS and Amazon trucks constantly stopping, tourists seeking parking,
beachgoers bicycling, skateboarders, parents walking baby strollers, residents
coming and going. Adding a 4 story massive structure (with limited parking) will be
harmful to beach access and inevitably create a line-up of cars queuing_in traffic.

The Coastal Commission's 1992 & 1998 decisions for the development of this SAME
lot, required a setback to Speedway alley of 26 feet (see Exhibit #3).

Speedway is the only street/alley for vehicular access to the coast and all Ocean Front
Walk properties for a span of 6 blocks. To all of Venice, it is clear that Speedway can NOT
handle the increased vehicular traffic created by this large building. Speedway is a
chokepoint. A serious and specific Speedway traffic study must be done to determine
what traffic the north section of Speedway can in fact handle. It is my understanding that
both CEQA and prior Coastal Commission reports require that such a study be done on
this portion of Speedway for this Project.

4) Ensure more parking spaces. The project proposes 42 units (30 residential
including 3 “Penthouses” and 12 commercial units). Add to this that the existing
parking lot is covenanted to supply over 43 additional spaces to tenants of 511, 517,
and 521 Ocean Front Walk. However, the proposed project only has 46 parking
spaces. So the simple “need” will be at least 42+43 = 85 units, as compared to the
supply proposed of only 46 parking spaces.

Today, the parking lot at 601 OFW is a critical space for coastal visitors to park and visit
Venice. ltis clear that this Project will reduce parking availability for the public to visit
Venice. The number 1 problem for visitation to Venice is parking (and the number 1
problem for the neighborhood is that Speedway is already jammed up daily with visitors
and trucks to support the beach). Each Coastal Commission report | have ever read for
Ocean Front Walk projects states that a "direct relationship exists between the provision of
adequate parking and availability of public access to the coast" and "the location and
amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast". It



is simply obvious that the current Project will contradict this Commission guidance and will
reduce access to the coast for visitors.

| would greatly appreciate if the Committee and VNC would consider the very reasonable
points made above and require corresponding modifications so that this Project is not a
liability of the neighborhood and a major detractor from beach visitation and access.

Thank you,

¥

Jeremy Blank
+1-646-319-1219
jblank@comllp.com

The information contained in this email is the property of Community US Fund Management, Inc.
confidential and intended for the named recipient(s) only. This email may contain information that is
privileged, confidential, attorney work product or otherwise protected from disclosure by applicable
law. If you are not an intended recipient of this email (including if this email was sent to you in error),
you must not copy, distribute or take any further action in reliance upon it; you should delete it and
notify the sender immediately. This email is intended for information purposes only and is not a
solicitation or offer to buy or sell securities or related financial instruments.

To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to
lupct+unsubscribe@venicenc.org.




Letter Respectfully Submitted to Venice Neighborhood Council (LUPC@venicenc.org)
Date: May 27, 2026

Re: LUPC Meeting on May 28, 2026. Agenda Iltem 17: Project at 601 Ocean Front Walk

Dear Venice Neighborhood Council and Land Use & Planning Committee:

My name is Jeremy Blank, and | am a resident and property owner of 13 Sunset Ave, Venice
beach, located on the corner of Sunset Avenue and Speedway Alley. The proposed project
is deeply troubling and inconsistent with the Venice beach neighborhood. | urge the
committee members to oppose this version of the project and require at least 4 critical
revisions to make the project palatable:

Reduce the Height by 20 feet (from 50 to 30 ft, y i L le height

Increase the setback along the Sunset Avenue walk-street to 15 feet
Increase the setback along Speedway Alley to 26 feet to avoid massive traffic jams
Add at least 40 more parking spaces.

Pobd=

Below is a detailed explanation of each critical modification:

1) The structure’s proposed height is 50 feet. This is 20 feet above maximum allowable
height of 30 feet (as required by VCZSP Section 10.F.3(a). The towering structure would
be catastrophic visually and functionally to our beach neighborhood.

Importantly, the 1991 & 1998 Coastal Commission reports (Permit# 5-90-789-A1) for
the development of this same very lot (and same owner), imposed conditions to reduce
the height of the 1991 proposed project from 31 feet to 25 feet (and no higher than 20 ft
at Speedway) in order to mitigate the negative impacts of the project. See Exhibit #3.
The Commission also decided to eliminate the proposed third floor of the Project.

2) There is ZERO proposed setback on the Northern side along the Sunset Ave walk-
street. A minimum of 7 feet is required by LAMC 12.13 C.2(c). And in fact, each home

along Sunset Avenue is setback approximately 15 feet using a “stringline
approach”. | commissioned a licensed surveyor, Lawrence J Schmahl, to measure the
setback distance of all houses on Sunset Ave from the coast to Pacific Avenue. The
Survey is attached as Exhibits #1 & 2 to this letter. (Please recall that the 601 OFW
Project's actual street address is also 8-10 Sunset Ave.)



3)

4)

Most relevant is the property at 18 Sunset Ave, which is the next immediate property up
the block. Itis setback 14.73 to 15.44 feet from Sunset Ave. The 601 OFW Project as
proposed is setback ZERO feet, and would dramatically infringe on and impede
visual access to the beach. Instead, a "stringline" approach is much more appropriate
for the neighborhood and precedent. Furthermore, taking the average of ALL Sunset
Avenue houses on the Project's side of the block results in an average setback of 14.03
feet. Therefore, the Committee and Council should be aware that it is not just the
immediate house at 18 Sunset Ave which is setback far more than the proposed
Project, but it is the entire block.

Increase the setback along Speedway Alley to 26 feet. Even today (with an open clean
flat parking lot on the project site), Speedway is the site of consistent hourly traffic
jams. UPS and Amazon trucks constantly stopping, tourists seeking parking,
beachgoers bicycling, skateboarders, parents walking baby strollers, residents coming
and going. Adding a 4 story massive structure (with limited parking) will be harmful to

beach access and |neV|tablyQ[e_aIELa_lm£_up_QLc_aLs_qu_egngﬂ_La_ﬁ|§

loj,mgjLe_d_a_sgmagkjo_Sp_e_egmy_aLey_Qtzs_fg_el (see Exh|b|t #3)

Speedway is the only street/alley for vehicular access to the coast and all Ocean Front
Walk properties for a span of 6 blocks. To all of Venice, itis clear that Speedway can
NOT handle the increased vehicular traffic created by this large building. Speedway is a
chokepoint. A serious and specific Speedway traffic study must be done to determine
what traffic the north section of Speedway can in fact handle. Itis my understanding
that both CEQA and prior Coastal Commission reports require that such a study be
done on this portion of Speedway for this Project.

Ensure more parking spaces. The project proposes 42 units (30 residentiat including 3
“Penthouses” and 12 commercial units). Add to this that the existing parking lot is
covenanted to supply over 43 additional spaces to tenants of 511, 517, and 521 Ocean
Front Walk. However, the proposed project only has 46 parking spaces. So the simple
“need” will be at least 42+43 = 85 units, as compared 1o the supply proposed of only 46
parking spaces.

Today, the parking lot at 601 OFW is a critical space for coastal visitors to park and visit
Venice. Itis clear that this Project will reduce parking availability for the public to visit
Venice. The number 1 problem for visitation to Venice is parking (and the number 1
problem for the neighborhood is that Speedway is already jammed up daily with visitors
and trucks to support the beach). Each Coastal Commission report | have ever read for

2



Ocean Front Walk projects states that a "direct relationship exists between the
provision of adequate parking and availability of public access to the coast” and "the
location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access
to the coast". It is simply obvious that the current Project will contradict this
Commission guidance and will reduce access to the coast for visitors.

| would greatly appreciate if the Committee and VNC would consider the very reasonable
points made above and require corresponding modifications so that this Projectis nota
liability of the neighborhood and a major detractor from beach visitation and access.

Thankyou,

¥

Jeremy Blank
+1-646-319-1219
jblank@comllp.com
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EXHIBIT #2

Survey of §unset Avenue, Venice (Coast to 'Speedway to Pacific Ave)
Calculation of Average Sunset Ave Setback (Proiact's Side of the Street)

* Note Project’s address is 8-10 Sunset Ave & 601 Ocean Front Walk

18 Sunset Ave

20 Sunset Ave

22 Sunse‘téyte}.. |
28 Sunset Ave
34 Sunset Ave -
36 Sunset Avé‘

58 Sunsot Ave

. 44 éunsef Ave
sasunsatave

. 52SunsetAve

56 Sunéet Ave

14, 73 proparly closesl to Project

15.44

14,13
14.28

- 13.67

13 59

11.58
11.68

-10.29

14.69

o 1462




| & EXHIBIT. #3 &

CALIFORNIA COASTAL comnmssnon

, 10131/97 ‘
South Coast Ama Office 49th Day: 12/19/97
200 Oceangats,.10th Fioor , 180th Day: 4/29/98

Long Beach, CA 908024302 Staff:
{562) 590-5071 Staff Report: 3/17/98 =
Hearing Date: April 7-10, 1998
Cornmission Actions
APPLICATION NO.: §-50~789-E5
APPLICANT: Stephen M. Gaggnro
m: Greg Maas, Avalon corporntion

PROJECT LOCATION: ﬁnl_nmnn_mm Vonico, City of los Angelu, :.ou

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Public hn:i.ng on :equoat for uxtmicn of mndad
o SR ' © permit for the construction of a two-story, 25 foot
. high, 14,536 square foot retail/fast food center with a
2,155 square foot exterior foocd gervice plasza. The - i
amended ptojcct-. i.nc!.uden A'156 spau, two-lwel
suhtor:mean pa:k.lng glrage.

» (Applicant’s original appllcauon proposed:a 31 foot
' high, five-level, 24,267 square foot rcnulfut food
center with a 2,580 sguare foot food service plaza, and
151 parking spaces. The Cominl.on ‘approved p:ojcet is
ni.gnlﬁuntly mner.]

Lot Area 18,850 8g. £t.
Building Coverage 9,300 sq. ft.
Pavement Coverage 9,000 sg. ft.
I.andncnpo Covenge sso lq. ft.
Parking Spcen ' 156 C
- goning c-1

Plan Designation Cemnercial

Ht abv fin grade 25 fest

" . Staft recommends that the Commission find that the extension requast is
’ consistent with the m-tn.l Act and grant a new one-year tem for the permit.




EXHIBIT #3 continued /

Spacial Conditions of Coastal Development Permit E=00-789 as amended by
amandment 5-90-789-A1 (Gaggero):

X

2.

' g. rha th!.:d floor of the building shall be eliminated. The hei.ght o! j

The applicant shall comply with all conditions (mitigation measures)
required by the City of Los Angeles under City of Los Angeles Local
Coastal. ‘Development Permit Kumber CDP-88-36, ‘except in the case of
conditions that apacificany differ from the conditions below. If .
conditions differ, or revised plans are requi:ed for this devolopnnm-. by
the Oomiui.on'n action, the action of the comi.nion ghall prevail. :

"Priot to tzmittal of the pemit the appncant shall ouhm:l.t revissd ‘
plans for the: review and- npproval of the Bxecutive ni.:eeto:. The plml
* shall include the tol).ewi.ng mdiﬂ.cati.ona to the plunt tlled with the

appucatlom

" the building. ahall. be reduced to 25 feet above: Ocean Front Walk at
_ the Ocean Front Walk elevnt!.on and 20 feet above' Speedway Alley at
. the corner of Sunset Avenue and ‘Speedway Alley. Architectural
”I-’p:ajecti.onn, ntn.r and elevator hous!.ngn and mechanical units may
' exceed this hei.ght. ‘No poztion of the structure except for
”;hnnd.i.capped car po:to, pazking entrance :mp, elevato: and the e
:app:oved stair wells may extend within 26 feet of- Speedway Alley. . _|

b. .f}vaaa on the f:lzet floor shall be denignated as genezal m.u, and ,
v ,chau not exceed 9,300 square’ ‘feet. of gross - stxuctunl arsa. Uses’
on the second floor shall be limited to general retail and/or FEE
' walk-up !ood sm:l.co wi.th no more tm 5,236 squm foat of totul
_feneloaed area (groes ntructun]. area) and 2,158 oqua:e feet of
" exterior food service area. No interior restan:ant snntl.ng or
.restnnrnnt smiec i.a pemlttad.

- ‘A queui.ng ma autficient to accomdata two cars within the

_applicant’s property shall be located adjacent to s;auduay or wi.thin
the entzanee to the parking quagn. _ B

d. _m trees nnd shrubs the applicant selects from the ICO list for
.::pl.ac-unt on’ Sunset Avenue shall Iuwo open atzuetu:oa and shall - '
“maintain public views and preserve defensible npnce for pcdutri.m S
‘along Sunset Avenue. T




From: Sonia Montejano stmontejano@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: 601 Ocean Front Walk
Date: May 28, 2026 at 10:06 AM
To: lupc@venicenc.org

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sonia Montejano <stmontejano@gmail.com>

Date: May 28, 2026 at 9:23:16 AM PDT

To: LUPC@venice.org

Cc: Steve Meadows <agiantleap@aol.com>, Rosaura Luna <rm.luna@live.com>
Subject: 601 Ocean Front Walk

May 28, 2026 meeting
Agenda Item #17

As a resident at 20 Paloma Ave, Venice, this proposal for development would negatively
impact my quality of life.

Parking is a big problem in the area, not only for residents but also for the millions of
visitors Venice gets every year.

Please do not ruin our community further by allowing this out of scale monumental project
to move forward.

The best argument against it is simply; No parking = No Building Permits!!!!!!

Sincerely,

Sonia Montejano

To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to
lupctunsubscribe@venicenc.org.



