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PROOF OF SERVICE
I, Traci Park, declare:
I am a citizen of the United States and employed in Los Angeles County, California. I am over
the age of eighteen years. My address is 1137 Harrison Avenue, Venice, California 90291. On
March 17, 2021, I served a copy of the following document(s):
1.

BOE APPEAL FORM

2.

CDP 21-01 INTERESTED PARTIES

3.

INTERESTED PARTY MAILING LABELS

4.

NOTICE OF APPEAL AND APPEAL

5.

APPEAL EXHIBITS 1-10

By email to:
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org
maria.martin@lacity.org
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above
is true and correct.
Executed on March 17, 2021, at Los Angeles, California.

Traci Park
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GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
A.

Violations Of The Coastal Act.
1.
The Proposed Development Decreases Coastal Access And Public
Recreation Opportunities.
2.
Impact On Public Safety, Public Rights, And Rights Of Private Property
Owners.
3.
The Project Is Not Consistent With Public Safety Needs.
4.
Significant Adverse Cumulative Impact On A Special Coastal
Community.
5.
Adverse Impact on Coastal Tourism to Venice Beach.
a.
Reduction of Low-Cost Tourist Accommodation.
b.
The Current Tourism Crisis.
6.
Inability To Secure A Certified Local Coastal Program.

B.

The City’s Findings Do Not Adequately Address Coastal Act Issues.
1.
Impact On The Public’s Access To Venice Beach And Public Recreation
Opportunities.
2.
Failure To Protect Public Safety, Health, Welfare, And Property.
3.
The City Conflates Affordable Housing With Homeless Shelters.
4.
The Covid “Emergency” Is Not Applicable At This Point.
5.
The City seeks to redraw the map.
6.
The City wants to ignore correlation between concentration in services and
increased crime.
7.
Claims that projects like this using ‘Housing First’ will end or reduce
homelessness and save the tax payer money are baseless.
1
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8.

V.

Destruction of Marine Environment

C.

Non-Compliance With LAMC §12.20.2
1.
Changes To The Density Or Intensity Of The Use Of The Land.
2.
Failure To Protect Public Safety, Health, Welfare, And Property.

D.

This Permit Should Not Be Issued Until The LA Alliance Lawsuit Is
Resolved.

E.

Significant Due Process Violations.
1.
Appellant’s Communications With Coastal Commission Staff.
2.
The January 29, 2020 “Hearing” Violated The Brown Act.
3.
No Fair, Objective, Or Impartial Proceeding.
4.
The February 11, 2021 “Re-Do” Meeting Was Also Faulty
5.
The BOE has violated LAMC 12.20.2 G. and H.
6.
PATH Was Awarded a No-Bid Contract Worth Millions.

F.

Violation Of City Charter.

G.

Waste Of Public Funds.

H.

State And Local Legislation Exempting This And Similar Proposed Homeless
Shelter Developments Is Unconstitutional.

I.

The Proposed Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter Is NOT Part Of Project
Homekey.

J.

Calfornia Public Records Act Violations.

K.

The Proposed Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter Violates Article 34.

THE CONDITIONS IMPOSED ARE INADEQUATE

The conditions imposed by the City are inadequate to address the serious public safety,
health, welfare, and Coastal Act issues raised herein. Additional requested conditions are set forth
in Section V of this Appeal.
VI.

CONCLUSION

Verification
Names and Addresses of Co-Appellants
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March 17, 2021
NOTICE OF APPEAL AND APPEAL: City of Los Angeles Coastal Development Permit
Application #21-01 (Venice Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter)
To Whom It May Concern:
We are writing to appeal the decision of the Bureau of Engineering (“BOE”) conditionally
approving Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) Application #21-01 for the proposed Venice
Ramada Inn “Bridge Home” project. Appellants expressly request that the deciding body review
the content of this appeal and not rely entirely on the City’s Final Staff Report.
I.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

This appeal pertains to the entire decision by BOE to grant the permit. This appeal also pertains
to the inadequate and incomplete conditions imposed by BOE on the permit. This appeal also
pertains to the erroneous findings for this permit as the decision maker has erred, and abused
his/her discretion in making the findings for the CDP, as further detailed herein.1
II.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

The following substantial issues are raised by this appeal:
1)
Violations of the California Coastal Act. The proposed shelter decreases
coastal access, public recreation opportunities; adversely impacts public safety, public rights, and
rights of private property owners; is not consistent with public safety needs; causes significant
adverse cumulative impact on a Special Coastal Community; adversely impacts coastal tourism
to Venice Beach; and harms the City’s ability to secure a Certified Local Coastal Program.
2)
The City’s Findings Do Not Adequately Address Coastal Act Issues. Among
other things, the City’s findings do not address any concerns raised by the public; the City’s
findings are not supported by facts or evidence; the environmental justice provisions do not
apply here; the City incorrectly conflates affordable housing and homeless shelters; the Covid
“emergency” is not applicable. City wants to pretend project location is not in the coastal zone
and ignore correlation between concentration in services and increased crime and makes baseless
claims that projects like this will end or reduce homelessness and save the tax-payer money. The
proposed project involves destruction of a Marine Environment.
3)
Non-Compliance With LAMC 12.20.2. The City has not adequately addressed
parking concerns; the proposed development constitutes a change to the density or intensity of
the use of the land; and failure to protect public safety, health, welfare, and property.

1

Other than the Final Staff Report, the community has not been provided with findings on the
decision, or who the decision maker or their delegated approver is, despite many requests for
such.
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4)
Pending Litigation Precludes This Permit. This development should be halted
and all further action stayed until the Court resolves the LA Alliance lawsuit.
5)
Due Process Violations. The City improperly attempted to steer Coastal
Commission staff; the CDP hearings violated the Brown Act; proper notice and community
outreach were not provided; the underlying proceedings were not fair, objective or impartial; and
the City awarded PATH a No-Bid contract worth millions and deeded a $10M property
purchased with taxpayer money to PATH.
6)
Violation of City Charter. The City’s failure to seek input from the Venice
Neighborhood Council violates the City Charter.
7)

Waste of Public Funds. The proposed development constitutes a waste of public

funds.
8)
The Exemptions are Unconstitutional and Unlawful. State and local laws
purporting to exempt this development from public, environmental, and other regulatory
processes, procedures, and oversight are unconstitutional and unlawful.
9)
The Proposed Development is Not Part of Project Homekey. The proposed
development was not awarded California Project Homekey funds, and thus is not entitled to the
exemptions claimed by the City, rendering the Notice of Exemption (“NOE”) defective.
10)
California Public Records Act Violations. The City has failed to comply with
its statutory obligations to provide public records related to this proposed development.
11)
The Proposed Ramada Inn Shelter Violates the Constitution. Article 34 of
the California Constitution requires an electoral process for any housing project funded by the
federal government.
12)
The Conditions Imposed are Inadequate. The handful of conditions imposed
on the permit do not adequately community public safety, health, and welfare concerns or
address Coastal Act issues.
III.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
A.

The Proposed Ramada Inn “Bridge” Homeless Shelter.

With no notice to the surrounding community and with no opportunity for any input, in late
2020, the City purchased the Ramada Inn for approximately $10 million dollars. Without
utilizing any Request for Proposal (“RFP”) process, the City deeded the facility to and contracted
with People Assisting the Homeless (“PATH”) to operate the shelter, pursuant to a contract with
Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (“LAHSA”), a copy of which that has yet to be
provided to the local community or other interested persons, despite multiple requests.
With this CDP, the City of Los Angeles and PATH (collectively, “Applicants”) seek to develop
4
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the former Ramada Inn, located at 3130 W. Washington Boulevard, Venice, CA 90292, into a
33-room transitional bridge housing shelter for the next 55 years. The City plans to house 33
chronically homeless, drug and alcohol addicted, mentally ill, and/or formerly institutionalized
(jail or mental facility) individuals (and their animals and belongings) from all over the City at
the Ramada Inn homeless shelter on a transitional basis. (See Regulatory Agreement, attached
hereto as Exhibit 1).2
B.

The Surrounding Neighborhood.

The Ramada Inn, an affordable neighborhood hotel, is located on Washington Boulevard, the
main thoroughfare (and bike lane) leading to Washington Square and the Venice pier and
separating President’s Row & Oxford Triangle, low density residential neighborhoods. Along
this stretch of Washington Boulevard are multiple small businesses and restaurants with yearround sidewalk dining and heavy foot traffic. Due to the popularity of the area with the local
community and tourists, parking is already extremely congested.
Within a two-minute walk from the proposed homeless shelter are the Little Garden Preschool,
Coeur d’Alene elementary school, Young Minds Learning Academy, Bright Horizons preschool,
Morning Glory preschool, St. Mark’s School, St. Mark’s Church, the Chabad of Marina del Rey,
the Marina Shul Synagogue, and the Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses.
These businesses, schools, and religious centers are the heart of the neighboring residential
community of President’s Row and the Oxford Triangle. Directly north of and parallel to
Washington Blvd. is Harrison Avenue, a quiet residential street which is home to dozens of
families, including young children, senior citizens, single mothers, and hardworking residents
who wish to maintain a safe, clean, and secure community. There are currently no homeless
encampments on and very little crime on Harrison Avenue.
Applicants propose placing their Bridge homeless shelter right in the middle of these businesses,
schools, faith centers, and residential homes.
//
//
//
In the CDP application, the City describes the development as a “crises and bridge housing homeless shelter.” (See
Exhibit 3 at Appendix A to CDP Application). The City’s Notice of Exemption (“NOE”) refers to it as the
“Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter.” (See Exhibit 2, NOE, at p. 1). The NOE falsely claims that the proposed
development will serve “the local homeless community within the vicinity of the project.” Likewise, the Final Staff
Report dated March 5, 2021, also falsely claims that the Ramada Inn will “serve the local homeless community
within the vicinity of the Project.” (See Exhibit 4 - Final Staff Report, at p. 2). These statements are in direct
conflict with the Regulatory Agreement, which requires PATH to coordinate with LAHSA to “confirm that all
occupants are from the target population of homeless people living within 500 feet of a freeway overpass.”
(See Exhibit 1, Section 3.1). There are NO freeways or overpasses anywhere near the Ramada Inn. Thus, it is clear
that the project will not serve homeless individuals already living in Venice. Rather, Applicants intend to bring
homeless from other parts of the City of Los Angeles to Venice to reside in the proposed shelter.
2
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C.

The Venice Homeless Crime Problem.

Based on FBI crime statistics for 2019, Venice has a total crime rate 177% above the national
average. Violent crimes in Venice are 150% higher than the national average. And, property
crimes are 111% above the national average. In Venice, residents have a 1 in 19 chance of
becoming the victim of a crime.3 4 5
Three senior citizens from Venice have recently been murdered by Unhoused Neighbors. On
October 28, 2020, 71-year old Jesus Valdivia was murdered by Dylan Brumley, a homeless man
living under the 405 freeway at Venice Boulevard, when Mr. Brumley tried to steal Mr.
Valdivia’s bicycle.6 7 8 On Christmas day in 2020, 77-year old Charlie Aragon was killed by a
homeless person after Mr. Aragon tried to help a neighbor who was being harassed by the
homeless person.9 In January 2021, 76-year old John Decindis was fatally beaten to death by
Obie Thompson, a homeless man, while walking his dog on Abbot Kinney Blvd., not far from
the ‘hot zone’ associated with the Bridge Home on Sunset.10 11
D.

The Venice ‘A Bridge Home Pacific Sunset’ Has Failed The Community.

In 2018, Councilman Bonin, Mayor Garcetti, and Police Chief Michael Moore came to Venice to
put on a Town Hall meeting selling the original Venice Bridge housing project to the
community. That 154-bed facility, located at 100 E. Sunset Avenue in Venice, is jointly
operated by PATH and Safe Place for Youth (“SPY”). At the Town Hall meeting, the City
promised that the surrounding area would be kept clean and safe, and the encampments would be
removed. In his pitch, Mayor Garcetti promised: ““Once we move people out of tents, we’re
going to make sure the neighborhoods with temporary housing stay safe and clean.” And, later
in the same video, CD11 Council Member Mike Bonin said (ABH-Sunset) “would provide
shelter only to people living nearby in encampments in Venice” … “and Venice neighborhoods
would get additional focused sanitation services in return.”12 13

3

https://www.areavibes.com/los+angeles-ca/venice/crime/
https://xtown.la/2020/11/12/homeless-encampments-los-angeles/
5
https://spectrumnews1.com/ca/la-west/news/2019/05/07/crime-among-the-homeless-explodes-in-los-angeles
6
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/local/medical-examiner-s-office-rules-recent-death-of-senior-killed-in-biketheft-homicide/article_0b203ec8-3fa7-5c3b-8835-71ca2cf3b119.html
7
https://yovenice.com/2020/12/07/police-arrest-homicide-suspect-in-connection-to-death-of-senior/
8
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/local/a-window-into-the-nightmare-of-living-next-to-the-405underpass/article_26795112-5f6a-11eb-a742-175399e9a2f5.html
9
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/crime/another-elderly-man-dies-after-alleged-attack-by-homelessperson/article_be46d538-4a4c-11eb-9da9-af94cf2d27dd.html
10
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-03-11/man-arrested-beating-death-76-year-old-in-venice
11
https://ktla.com/news/local-news/homeless-man-arrested-charged-for-venice-beating-death-of-76-year-oldphotographer/
12
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l549cMoHTOY&feature=emb_logo
13
https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=klGZp0yY6Yg&feature=youtu.be&fbclid=IwAR1ZuqnM2VX
9RbyUCW_VEodPsALVIut6ctBpXabkIH4mBjtuRBaAcJOQp7U
4
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Those promises were not kept, and the original Venice Bridge Home shelter on Sunset Avenue,
which opened in February 2020, has been an unmitigated disaster from the outset.14 15 16 17
Instead, encampments, trash, crime, violence, and general squalor have exploded in the
surrounding area.
According to data from the City, obtained through a Public Records Act request, and information
provided by the LAPD at the Venice Neighborhood Council (“VNC”) Public Safety meeting on
February 3, 2020, crime and calls for service and have skyrocketed since the Venice Bridge
Home shelter on Sunset Avenue opened. In just its first six months of operation, from March to
September 2020 alone, there were 17 battery calls, 14 assault with a deadly weapon calls, 16
disturbance calls, and many, many more (totaling 114 911 calls for police service from the
Sunset Bridge Home facility).18 19
Just over the weekend of January 30-31, 2021, a resident of the Venice Bridge Home shelter on
Sunset Avenue attacked four innocent people while PATH employees stood around watching.20
There was also a shooting right outside the Bridge Home shelter, leaving one person severely
injured.21
According to LAPD Pacific Division Captain Embrich, any other location with such a high call
volume would be subject to abatement procedures.22
In exchange for this $16M public nuisance at the Venice Bridge Home, in 2020, PATH
transitioned a total of only seven individuals to permanent housing.23 (See Email from Dexter
O’Connell, attached hereto as Exhibit 5).
The Venice Bridge Home came at a staggering cost to the community. Its initial build was
millions of dollars over budget, and its operational costs alone exceeded $8M over three years.
The facility purportedly came with a “promise” to clean up the nearby area, including funds

14

https://allaspectreport.com/2020/03/05/spate-of-crime-at-new-venice-beach-a-bridge-home-homeless-shelter-hasneighbors-on-edge/
15
https://www.lawenforcementtoday.com/los-angeles-invests-billions-into-homeless-shelters-bringing-major-crime/
16
https://www.culvercityobserver.com/story/2020/08/27/news/venice-property-crime-rises/9242.html
17
https://abc7.com/venice-video-bridge-homeless/8811186/
18
VNC Presentation re Calls for Service to Venice Sunset Bridge Home:
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1wWkUuxlY9cV9-Jhs2fx9hdz2wKGWCxnltJfSlp5zes/edit?fbclid=IwAR1qjlHA2fu8aguBAGXYIKPH9nYDwRnRzHR4s2zm9SDUtCWkg4Qm8XPw1g#slide=id.p
19
LAPD Data re Calls for Service to Venice Sunset Bridge Home: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1bqbV5YyHYT5gMw8Gg6HpdeNsOuW1unxi6c4dFouSc8/edit#gid=808360520
20
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/crime/suspect-arrested-after-attacking-4-people-outside-venice-bridgehome-on-saturday/article_6275a026-634d-11eb-a60c-137355016287.html
21
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/crime/police-looking-for-suspect-in-saturday-morning-shooting-onsunset/article_61b7784c-632c-11eb-ab8b-e34a9409ea95.html
22
February 3, 2020 VNC Public Safety Meeting: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yc2cM_1rXQw&t=25m57s
23
This data was provided by Dexter O’Connell, Mr. Bonin’s Bridge House Deputy, on February 10, 2021 in an
email which stated: “In 2020, PATH had 7 and SPY had 13 successful housing placements.” That is only a
combined total of 20 from the 154-bed shelter jointly run by PATH and SPY. (PATH is responsible for 2/3 of the
shelter residents at the Sunset Bridge House). (See Exhibit 5).
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dedicated in the City budget to pay for additional sanitation resources to clean up the
encampments. This is what that “promise” actually looks like:

(Parking lot directly in front of the entrance to the Venice Bridge homeless shelter on Sunset).24
The increase in crime and property damage associated with the homeless has been well
publicized, and the City is on notice of the problem. Members of the VNC have been vocal on
the issue. VNC gave Mayor Garcetti, Councilman Bonin and PATH a vote of ‘No Confidence’
at their August 18th, 2020 meeting.25 Venice residents have begged Councilman Bonin’s office
for a town hall meeting to address the concerns, but he refuses to engage. The City has not held
any of the Venice shelter operators accountable, just as the shelter operators do not hold their
shelter residents accountable. Moreover, no established set of performance or success metrics
exist to evaluate whether PATH’s performance justifies the millions of dollars taxpayers spend
on the services.
Instead of addressing the ongoing issues or finding a more effective and fiscally responsible
solution to address homelessness, the City intends to create yet another set of dangerous
circumstances by opening yet another bridge homeless shelter, operated by the same
organization. This negligent and reckless disregard for the environment, public safety, and the
rights of private property owners will expose the City to significant liability. Ultimately, given
PATH’s demonstrated ineffective management of the Venice Bridge Home shelter on Sunset
Avenue, and the City’s failure to keep the local community near that shelter safe and clean, there
is no question that the same problems will arise from the proposed Ramada Inn Homeless
Shelter.

24

https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1YyZ_Rl46rWVojmdbxI70uxATeOjYKxtTqFipRyVdrI8/edit?fbclid=IwA
R3f4iDsg_xLoZR47_fGe6QIXgoz-1d19BJHwqaOb_73bfOSGlZ6KcScXRY#slide=id.g9e1ebe60d3_0_71
25
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/local/vnc-votes-no-confidence-in-garcetti-bonin-and-a-bridge-homeservice-providers/article_e1537009-acc7-5b5b-9c2a-8aac8897c60f.html
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E.

Other Encampment To Home Projects Have Been A Disaster.

In the fall of 2020, the City moved homeless people from an encampment at Penmar Park into
the Rodeway Inn and Paradise Inn in Culver City. All of a sudden, the formerly quiet, peaceful
neighborhood was subject to vandalism, break-ins, stolen vehicles, and drug use. After the
encampment residents were moved to the hotels, Culver City Police Department received 44
calls in the last two weeks of October. They received another 108 calls in November. The calls
included things such as assaults, shots fired, displaying weapons, and burglaries.26
Previously to becoming a Homekey sight, the crime reports from the Rodeway Inn area show
only 22 calls for service to the Culver City Police Department between October and November
of 2019. Evidence how similar projects bring increased crime to an area.
F.

The Regulatory Agreement With The City’s Deed Of The Land To PATH.

After spending $10M of public funds to purchase the Ramada Inn, the City turned around and
deeded the land to PATH, a private “non-profit” organization.27
On file with the deed to the former Ramada Inn is the Project Homekey Regulatory Agreement.
Among other things, the Regulatory Agreement requires:









That the property be used as interim or permanent supporting housing (“PSH”) for a
minimum of 55 years;
The property will be used as interim/transitional housing for a minimum of 3-5 years, and
then will either become interim housing or PSH if feasible;
Any plans to convert the property from interim to PSH must be approved by the City, and
is dependent on ambiguous factors such as PATH’s ability to secure financing for the
conversion, costs, “and other factors the City determines to be relevant”;
Any conversion to PSH requires a new 55-year regulatory agreement;
If the City does not agree to or approve a plan to convert the facility to PSH, it shall
remain interim housing;
PATH may not require tenants to be sober or employed;
PATH must ensure that tenants “will not face a loss of housing, ineligibility, or
termination from the program due to their inability to stop engaging in risky or harmful
behaviors”; and
The 33 residents will be served three meals per day, for a total of 99 individual meals per
day.

(See Regulatory Agreement, attached hereto as Exhibit 1).

26

https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/local/it-has-been-a-warzone-penmar-encampment-to-home-shakes-marvista-community/article_6d118b08-8206-11eb-a427efaceebf1f66.html?fbclid=IwAR0GFhYB2fclXZOViOiLMuqS_OdbySrTCpnVVaoRY7kFLuSWp3Cq40qQaSs
27
In 2019, PATH spent $29,087,096 just on employee salaries and benefits. https://epath.org/wpcontent/uploads/2020/07/PATH-Audited-Financial-Statements-06-30-2019.pdf
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Also noticeably absent from the Regulatory Agreement are any requirements or commitments to
keep the surrounding residential neighborhood clean, safe, and secure; any requirements that the
facility will ever actually be converted to PSH; any success metrics to which PATH will be held
accountable; any assurance of increased police patrols or creation of a Special Enforcement
Zone; any ban on residents of the shelter maintaining tent camps outside; any requirements that
shelter residents accept services or refrain from engaging in criminal conduct outside of the
shelter; or any enforcement mechanism to hold the City, PATH, or shelter tenants accountable
for creating a public nuisance.
The community was not provided with any notice of, or opportunity to, provide input on the
Regulatory Agreement.
G.

The Proposed Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter Is Not For The Homeless
Already In Venice.

The City falsely claims that the Ramada Inn will be used to “serve the local homeless community
within the vicinity of the Project.” (See Exhibit 4, at pp. 2, 16). This statement is in direct
conflict with the Regulatory Agreement, which requires “that all occupants are from the target
population of homeless people living within 500 feet of a freeway overpass.” (See Exhibit 1,
Section 3.1). The Final Staff Report also refers to the LA Alliance for Human Rights v. City of
Los Angeles lawsuit (Case No. CV20-02291), which is pending in United States District Court
for the Central District of California, before Judge David Carter. As noted by the City in the
Final Staff Report, Judge Carter issued an injunction in May 2020. At the time, Judge Carter
was focused on moving those living near freeway overpasses into housing. (See Exhibit 4, at p.
8).
There are NO freeways or overpasses anywhere near the Ramada Inn. Thus, it is clear that
the project will not serve homeless individuals already living in Venice. Rather, Applicants
intend to bring homeless from other parts of the City of Los Angeles to Venice to reside in the
proposed shelter.
H.

The Current Over-Concentration Of Shelters And Services In Venice.

Venice is a very small community, only 3.1 square miles and a total of about 40,000 residents.
In Council District 11, Venice accounts for 5% of the land, but 49% of the homeless population.
To help visualize, that is one unhoused person for each of the 2006 acres that comprises Venice.
In February of 2014, a few months after City Councilman Bonin took office, the Los Angeles
Times reported 175 homeless people in Venice.28 According to a January 2020 homeless count
by LAHSA, there were 1,981 homeless individuals residing in Venice, representing a 57%
increase from 2019. 29 The actual numbers of homeless living in Venice are likely even much
higher than captured in LAHSA’s count. According to this data, approximately 1 in 40

28
29

https://www.latimes.com/local/la-xpm-2014-feb-03-la-me-homeless-venice-20140204-story.html
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=4701-2020-greater-los-angeles-homeless-count-venice

10
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 39

individuals living in Venice are homeless. Outside of Skid Row, Venice has the largest
homeless population in Los Angeles.30
While homelessness in Venice increased by more than 60% during Mike Bonin’s and Eric
Garcetti’s tenure in office, the homeless population in the rest of Council District 11 has dropped
significantly, including a 77% drop in Brentwood, a 59% drop in Pacific Palisades and a 42%
drop in Westchester/Playa Del Rey.31 To put the contrast in perspective, the rest of CD11 has
just .003 homeless per acre, which shows a significant and increasing disparity as these other
areas drive the homeless in their neighborhoods toward Venice.
According to an independent study by Pacific Urbanism, with 1,445 low income and supportive
housing units, Venice ranks 7th out of 35 for highest number of affordable housing units in all of
Los Angeles and the highest rate, by far, in Council District 11. Not including planned projects,
Venice has nearly 3.5 units of affordable housing per 100 people. Adding Thatcher Yard (98
units), Reese-Davidson Project (140 units), Rose Ave (34 units), Lincoln Apartments (40 units),
and the Venice Bridge Home-Sunset (154 beds) – Venice has nearly 2000 low income and
supportive housing units. By contrast, Pacific Palisades and Brentwood combine for only .21
units/100 people of affordable housing.32
In an interview for Venice Current, Skid Row resident Wendell Blassingame explained what
happens when you try to contain all homeless services in one area, “If they build a 100 unit
building-- you are not looking at 100 people, you are looking at 400 people because everyone
has guests.” meaning friends who set up camp nearby. Blassingame also says he’s concerned
about who these building projects draw. “The makeup of most folks who live in the area are what
he calls WDC or we don’t care. We don’t care about paying rent or responsibility.”33
As a result of the over-concentration of services and shelters, this small, already crowded, and
heavily touristed community has been overwhelmed with crime, squalor, open-air drug dealing,
encampments, human feces, trash on streets, and scattered syringes in residential neighborhoods,
near elementary schools, and local businesses.
I.

This Project Is Not Supported By The Community.

At the February 11, 2021 meeting on the CDP application, 33 individuals, most of whom were
notified about the proposed development through outreach efforts by private citizens, not
Applicants, offered public testimony. 34 Of those, only six expressed support for the project,
and none of those six were residents of Harrison Avenue, or even President’s Row or the
Oxford Triangle.
30

https://www.forbes.com/sites/adamandrzejewski/2020/09/30/mapping-los-angeles-homeless-encampmentchallenge--nearly-100000-cases-reported-since-2019/?sh=7a725c6b4dee
31
https://www.la-alliance.org/
32
https://www.pacificurbanism.com/research-publications/2020/9/23/subsidized-low-income-housing-inventoryand-homelessness-count
33
https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/local/skid-row-mayor-venices-future-will-grow-darker-if-containmentcontinues/article_cefaca8c-547f-11eb-bc2a-8bad420a7259
34
https://www.zoomgov.com/rec/share/ouhcA6jvtUhObreS1GTfBKovJKj5aaa81SMeq6UJzU1BkWktQFkP_g4flBa
bBfAX Access Passcode: Sr5D*G!P
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A total of 135 different individuals provided written testimony. Of those, 110 opposed the
proposed development, 12 supported the proposed development with conditions, and 13 (at least
half of which were service provider staff), supported the proposed development. Based on all of
testimony, the overwhelming consensus amongst those who will be DIRECTLY impacted by
this proposed development are concerns about lack of public safety, crime, lack of
accountability for the shelter operators, and direct negative impact on beach access, tourism,
public recreation, and private property rights. Additionally, many made calls to revise the
project to provide for the general safety, health, and welfare of the residential and business
community.
Many thoughtful and reasonable points were submitted in writing by community members,
but the Final Staff Report summary tries to delegitimize the concerns of the impacted
community. Below is as sampling of what the public was actually saying:
















“Everything that the neighborhood was worried about with Main Street has happened.”
“Venice is being used a “containment zone” for the homeless and is subject to an
overconcentration of housing and services for the homeless.”
“The overconcentration of services in Venice has seriously impacted safety, tourism,
and businesses.”
“Elimination of an affordable tourist hotel discriminates against minority visitors.”
“Visitors and tourists are being harassed and intimidated by the homeless, contributing
to a decline in tourism.”
“The proposed shelter is a long-term project, not an interim “emergency” response.”
“PATH has not effectively managed the Sunset Bridge Home, presenting serious
safety issues for the local community, and it has not held up its end of the “Good
Neighbor” agreement.”
“There has been no analysis of the overall impact of this proposed shelter on the
environment, businesses, residents, or safety.”
“There are more effective and affordable solutions for addressing the homelessness
problem.”
“Crime in and around the existing homeless facilities in Venice has skyrocketed .”
“I wonder if there’s concern for us? Why is there this effort to make Venice another
Skid Row? Do we have a voice?”
“We are losing the battle of homelessness and all you and your projects do is throw
more money at the problem.”
“The Venice community has & will continue to do our part to help support our
unhoused neighbors, but it should not be at the expense of our livelihood and
unbalanced compared to the rest of CD11.”
“$10 MILLION DOLLARS to house 33 people !!!!!!!!!!! WHAT A SPIT IN THE
FACE TO TAX PAYERS !!!”
“We lived on Sunset Avenue in Venice for 5 years, both before and after the
development of the housing at MainStreet in the old bus yard. We walked and drove
that block many times a week for years, the transformation before and after the project
– and the decline in the ability to enjoy our neighborhood – was stark.”
12
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“The overconcentration of homeless shelters and services in Venice has had the effect
of attracting more homeless to the area, which increases the overall burden and
cumulative impact.”
“According to the LAPD, homelessness in Venice has increased 50%, which
corresponds to the 50% increase in calls for service related to violent assaults.”
“LAPD made 114 visits to the Sunset Bridge home (operated by PATH) during its first
6 months in operation.”
“Many of those living in local encampments and under freeways do not want to be in
shelter, sober, or subject to behavioral rules and regulations.”
“The serious mental illness and drug/alcohol addiction afflicting many of the homeless
are well beyond the capacity of PATH to handle and actually require medical
intervention.”
“The former Ramada Inn served families from all over the country and all over the
world, which supported beach access and tourism in Venice Beach, an important
coastal resource.”
“I am astonished by the lack of investment in our community, but so much spending on
increasing the density and public housing options without the associated infrastructure
improvements!!!”
“I am not a nimby, but the community seems to be drained of any investment except to
ensure other communities are not impacted. Really??”
“People can’t even go for a walk in the day light as we are being robbed and physically
assaulted.”
“Please think of the permutations of armed people on the sidewalks and streets of a
neighborhood populated with hundreds of children Monday through Friday.”
“I think instituting programs like the Ramada Inn Shelter in areas with low homeless
populations rather than concentrating them in a small area such as ours could expand the
experiences of both homeless and housed residents and open many diverse opportunities
for successful transitions. (Alternate look at equity/diversity).”
“There are THREE schools with two blocks, and it's extremely irresponsible to have
either one of these projects so close by.”
“This was not subject to discussion from the public forum prior to the project's approval.”
“After the pandemic's impact, do you think small business owners can afford another
blow to their businesses? “
“I feel it is a very unwise decision to convert a hotel near schools in a residential
neighborhood and small businesses in a high-traffic tourist area to temporary, bridge
housing for the homeless population without any rules, requirements, or services
prospective residents desperately need.”
“Please stop the containment zone being formed in Venice.”
“I would clearly like to say that 10 MILLION dollars to house 33 people is a spit in the
FACE to all CA tax payers! At this price, it would cost 6 BILLION 6 hundred MILLION
dollars to house 20,000 homeless people !!!”
“To call this AFFORDABLE HOUSING is RIDICULOUS !!!!!”
“Venice is 3 sq. miles and has 9 or more homeless projects. It has been turned into a
toilet bowl. What is your point?”
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“The fact they can keep their tents and live inside, with no assistance to help them
forward in life is a waste of money.”
“I live within the encircled area (I HOPE, anyway, since I’m just two doors down) but
did not hear about any of the proposed changes until I found them online.”
“We are losing our business across the street from Bridge on Sunset corner of Main
Street in Venice. We have lost $170,000 this past year 2020, and have a lease with
another $100,000 in rent for 2021. Covid almost killed us but the bridge house across the
street was the final nail in the coffin. There are homeless all along the streets, filling the
parking lots and street parking is ppl living in campers and cars.”
“It’s not safe for us, employees or clients.”
“Why is Venice becoming the new Skid Row with calamitous bridge housing being built
throughout family neighborhoods?”
“Whose great idea is it to ruin the cash cow of LA's travel destination?”
“I understand the importance of being compassionate towards those in need but we need
to act in a manner that does not affect the lives of those who have made this area their
home; too many of the projects proposed and already in the works have no accountability
to the quality of life of the surrounding neighborhood.”
“I’m against this. With no requirements or guidelines to make themselves better humans,
having mental illness or interest in being drug and alcohol free, this is not a good idea
ANYWHERE with schools and families as neighbors.”
“I don't think it's unreasonable to ask for extra efforts to avoid encampments near the
shelter and bump up security. This is a quiet, residential neighborhood with children and
schools nearby. Please consider imposing more strict conditions on the development
permit, so Venice can be the vibrant, safe and clean community we all want it to be.”
“It's one thing to not enforce certain behaviors outside the shelter - you can't get people to
do things they don't want to do - but you CAN impose rules for how people conduct
themselves at or around the facility.”
“I have raised my family in Venice and lived her for decades and now we are seriously
considering moving. We don’t feel safe anymore and we don’t feel like the city is taking
our concerns to heart.”
“As a mother and a homeowner in this community, I am begging you to please DENY
the Coastal Development Permit for this project. The community is bursting at the seams
with homeless people, vagrants, drug addicts and the mentally ill. We literally cannot
afford to add more housing options for them in Venice especially so close to our
schools.”
“Venice has been unfairly oversaturated with incentives to increase the unhoused
population. This has resulted in Venice becoming a de facto containment zone and
resulted in a dramatic decline in the livability and safety of the neighborhood.”
“This Ramada Inn is also less than 1000ft from the Coeur d'Alene Elementary School and
the St Mark School. With no conditions placed and assessment on the mental health of
the potential residents of the repurposed Ramada Inn, this is a recipe for disaster.”
“When will you worry about MY safety?”
“Bonin’s glee at stealing hotels and giving them to people who will never, ever work or
act like adults is just disgusting. I am vehemently opposed to the Ramada scam and
opposed to all future scams that Bonin is running on his own constituents.”
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“I cannot begin to tell you how life is different from oldest’s childhood to the youngest’s.
Our older kids had the freedom of a safe neighborhood. They could ride their bikes, walk
to the stores on Washington Blvd., and walk along the Boardwalk by themselves. Our
youngest kids cannot do any of these activities. It is simply too unsafe.”
“Let’s get all of Venice behind this by making it a housing facility for west side homeless
residents like single moms with kids or the elderly without addictions and mental
problems. “
“What will these comments actually do? Haven’t you as a city agreed to move forward
with this project?”
“You can and must impose requirements that will ensure that the neighbors living near
the Ramada will not have to experience what those living near Sunset have had to
experience.”
“I’m supposed to be happy about free rent for people whose Only qualification is that
“you are an addict, criminal, jobless! Welcome to the beach!!”
“The lack of any rules in the vetting process is very concerning.”
“We live on Dickson Street and are all for helping the homeless but from what i read this
Ramada Inn shelter project is very reckless.”
“Please reconsider this project by doing a thorough analysis of the surrounding
communities and spread the housing proportionately.”
“I read PR written by the city that says this under project room key, however it doesn’t
meet the guidelines to help hoteliers stay in business with federal money for the Covid
emergency.”
“I am deeply concerned about overflow camping and parking in the surrounding area and
outside my house and lack of security.”
“Why, is Venice treated differently than other areas, more affluent? Why are there no
homeless shelters proposed in Pacific Palisades?”
“As a young immigrant I faced countless screenings, tests, background checks… I would
have never been allowed in this country if I had a record, a history of violent behaviour or
an untreated drug addiction.”
“Our community should have been consulted and involved in the decision making
process for this shelter as we were with Thatcher Yard!”
“Venice attracts the most racially diverse visitors from inland and around the world. Yet
on 3.1 square miles, the city is directing all the destitute into one concentrated area in
order to keep them away from areas not as racially diverse.”
“The number one mission of the Coastal Commission is "Access to the Beach." This
intimidation of violence and crime already prominent in Venice will only worsen.”
“Publicly-funded housing is a privilege, not a Right.”
“Projects similar to yours in Venice have already increased both crime and encampments
adjacent to your projects.”
“I hope this time our voices and concerns can be heard, and that there is not a convenient
bypass of the much-needed protocols of coast commission and urban impact review
process.”
“This location is a stone's throw from State Route 1, and Washington Blvd., a "gateway"
to both Venice and Marina del Rey and has a driveway to the residential street Harrison,
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lined with single family homes full of children. There are two elementary schools, Coeur
D'Alene, and St. Mark's within a couple hundred yards.”
“PATH has not been successful in moving homeless individuals from transitional or
interim housing into permanent housing, and there are no metrics in place to measure
success or accountability.”
“LAPD is already too overwhelmed with calls for service and serious crimes to handle
yet another source of crime and related problems.”
“Venice Beach should be a coastal resource for all of the public, but online reviews
demonstrate that visitors have negative experiences and that Venice is no longer a
desirable coastal tourist destination.”
“Children living in the area are adversely impacted because it is unsafe to let them
play outdoors as they have been harassed, threatened, and intimidated by homeless
individuals.”
“The proposed homeless shelter at the Ramada Inn is not designated for the homeless
already in Venice. Instead, homeless from all over the City and County are being sent
here and will be housed at the Ramada Inn homeless shelter.”
“Local residents, especially single females, are afraid to go to the beach or outside
after dark.”
“The proposed shelter is located by numerous preschools and elementary schools.”
“The lack of sobriety requirements and lack of requirement to accept services enables
and exacerbates the existing problems, at great expense to businesses and residents.”
“There has been an utter failure by Applicants to perform any outreach, provide
information, or receive input from the community about this proposed shelter.”
“The Ramada Inn is too expensive and helps too few people to even have any
significant impact on the homeless problem.”

A complete set of the written comments submitted to the City by the public may be accessed
through the City’s Public Records Act portal (see PRA Request No. 21-1232), or may be
accessed through this DropBox file:
https://www.dropbox.com/home/Public%20Comments%20re%20Ramada%20Inn%20Homele
ss%20Shelter
The written comments from the public opposing the development are expressly incorporated
herein and are designated as Exhibit 11 to this Appeal, but due to their voluminous nature, are
not individually attached.
J.

PATH Was Awarded A No-Bid Contract By The City.

The City failed to put out a Request for Proposals to service providers for the Ramada Inn
homeless shelter. Despite its wholly ineffective management of and lack of success with the
Venice Bridge homeless shelter on Sunset, the City awarded PATH a contract worth millions
of dollars, and deeded PATH the property for which the City paid in excess of $10M dollars
of taxpayer money. 35
//
35

https://californiaglobe.com/section-2/who-has-profited-from-the-homeless-crisis-financially-and-politically/
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IV.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
A.

Violations Of The Coastal Act.
1.

The Proposed Development Decreases Coastal Access And Public
Recreation Opportunities.

Among of the goals of the Coastal Act are to “Maximize public access to and along the coast and
maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources
conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners” and to
“avoid long-term costs to the public and a diminished quality of life resulting from the misuse of
coastal resources.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§30001.5(c); 30004(c). Further, the Act requires that
“Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,” and “Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.” Cal. Res. Code §§30213; 30224. The Coastal
Act also seeks to minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources, both natural and visitor-serving.
Cal. Res. Code §30253.
Here, by converting an affordable hotel, which provided for coastal access and recreational
opportunities to diverse visitors, into a transitional homeless shelter that will bring with it noise,
trash, crime, density, traffic, environmental decay, police and emergency services, encampments
and urban blight,36 the proposed development actually impedes and deters opportunities for
coastal access and public recreation. The City admits as much in the CDP application itself:

See CDP Application, p. 6; Cal. Res. Code §30213.
The City touts its plan to open this shelter as promoting “diversity,” when in fact the proposed
development severely limits diversity by excluding lower income, budget-conscious tourists
seeking lower cost accommodations and restricts their options and ability to find affordable
lodging. The people this project aims to excluded, come from all over the country and world,
bringing with them their highly diverse socioeconomic background.
The proposed shelter also ignores the constitutionally, statutorily, and otherwise legally protected
rights of private property owners and the public. (See, e.g., Cal. Const. Art. I, Sec. 19; Art. X,

Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30251 requires that the “scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance.”
36
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Sec. 4; U.S. Const., Amendments 5, 14; 42 U.S.C. §1983; Cal. Res. Code §§21000, 30010; Civ.
Code 3490; Civ. Code 3501).37
Moreover, the price tag of $10M in public funds to purchase the property for use by 33
individuals, plus whatever additional long-term costs taxpayers must bear to fund shelter
management and operations for the next 55 years (which has not been disclosed to interested
parties, despite multiple requests to the City for that information) directly violates Cal. Res. Code
§30004(c).
Finally, this misuse of coastal resources will undoubtedly lead to a diminished quality of life for
local residents and businesses. The detrimental impact on the local community, the environment,
coastal access, and public recreation opportunities due to the Venice Bridge Home shelter on
Sunset Avenue are very real and cannot not be ignored when considering whether this coastal
development permit complies with the Coastal Act. See Cal. Res. Code §30004(c).
(The street and sidewalk access are often completely blocked by the spill-over encampment
adjacent to the Venice Bridge Home on Sunset). This is a complete misuse of coastal resources:

37

To the extent that Applicants will manage and operate the Ramada Inn homeless shelter such that it becomes a
public or private nuisance to the surrounding area (as they have done with the Venice Bridge shelter on Sunset),
which decreases local residential property values, the ability to sell such property, and otherwise damages the use
and enjoyment of such property and/or other rights of neighboring property owners, Applicants face significant
liability.
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2.

Impact On Public Safety, Public Rights, And Rights Of Private
Property Owners.

Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30210 provides: “In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X
of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs
and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas
from overuse.” (Emphasis added). Here, the crime, health, and public safety problems
associated with the overconcentration of shelters and services in Venice, coupled with the
closure of an affordable visitor accommodation, are a detriment to tourism, recreational
opportunities, beach access, and the rights of private property owners.
It is inexplicable and unconscionable that the City intends to pursue a project like this, when the
serious problems created by the Sunset Bridge Home facility impacting public safety, public
rights, and rights of private property owners, have not even been addressed by the City. It makes
no sense that the City would recreate the exact same set of deplorable conditions, with the exact
same service provider, and ruin yet another quiet neighborhood where there currently is no crime
or encampment problem, without even attempting to address the problems at the first Bridge
facility on Sunset.
3.

The Project Is Not Consistent With Public Safety Needs.

As noted herein, PATH has well-documented safety issues at the Venice Bridge Home shelter on
Sunset Avenue.38
This proposed new bridge shelter, to be operated by PATH, under the same guidelines and
policies that have failed at the Venice Bridge Home shelter, presents the exact same concerns
and problems. Instead of rethinking the approach that caused an explosion of blight and crime
surrounding the original Venice Bridge Home shelter and how the proposed development will
deter beach access and public beach recreation, Applicants intend to plow forward, without any
of the usual due process owed to the community or any valid regulatory and environmental
process or oversight. To date, no studies have been conducted to assess the adverse impacts on
public safety or coastal access and recreation. In any event, LAPD crime data conclusively
demonstrates that so-called “bridge” or transitional shelters such as this proposed Ramada Inn
homeless shelter significantly and adversely impact public safety.
Thus, the proposed Ramada Inn homeless shelter is not consistent with the safety needs of the
community or the need to protect private property rights. Thus, the proposed Ramada Inn
homeless shelter violates Pub. Res. Code §30210.
//
//
//

38

LAPD Data re Calls for Service to Venice Sunset Bridge Home: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1bqbV5YyHYT5gMw8Gg6HpdeNsOuW1unxi6c4dFouSc8/edit#gid=808360520
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4.

Significant Adverse Cumulative Impact On A Special Coastal
Community.

The definition of “Special Coastal Community” in the certified Venice Land Use Plan is: “An
area recognized as an important visitor destination center on the coastline, characterized by a
particular cultural, historical, or architectural heritage that is distinctive, provides opportunities
for pedestrian and bicycle access for visitors to the coast, and adds to the visual attractiveness of
the coast.” See Venice Local Coastal Program – Land Use Plan at I-16.39
Further, the Coastal Act requires that protection of special communities and neighborhoods that
are popular destination points for recreational uses. Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30253(e).
Venice meets the definition of Special Coastal Community because it is recognized as an
important visitor destination center on the coastline, and if tourism is negatively impacted in all
the ways we describe herein, we risk losing that designation and the protections of Coastal Act
30253(e), which is a violation of 30253(e). The project would result in the continued loss of
lower-cost visitor serving accommodations, a decrease in tourism, a change in the character and
social diversity of the community, an adverse impact on visual resources, and thus would cause a
serious adverse existential impact on the Special Coastal Community of Venice, which has a
designation as a Special Coastal Community based on community character and being an
important visitor destination center on the coastline.
The adverse cumulative impact of the proposed Ramada Inn shelter development, meaning the
incremental effects of this project, considered in connection with the effects
of past similar projects and the effects of other similar current projects and the effects
of probable future projects, is significant and not acceptable for this community. Cal. Pub. Res.
Code §30105.5.
The adverse cumulative impact of this project on tourism would be significant due to lack of
affordable accommodations, serious issues with the Sunset bridge shelter, Venice Community
Housing, and SPY, and other housing facilities, as well as extensive encampments on the
Boardwalk, Rose Avenue, and other important Venice visitor destinations. This development
would make the existing crisis even worse.
a.

Venice Is Being Used As A Containment Zone.

Venice is comprised primarily of residential neighborhoods, which are unduly impacted by the
high concentration of encampments, shelters, and other homeless facilities that detrimentally
impact tourism, business, beach access, public recreation, private property, the environment,
coastal access, and public safety.
Moreover, the proposed Ramada Inn homeless shelter development is approximately only 1,000
feet in one direction from yet another shelter development, the 40-unit Lincoln Apartments/SPY
project, and another approximately 1,000 feet in another direction from the proposed Thatcher
Yard, a 98-unit development on the Marina Green in the strictly residential Oxford Triangle.
39

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/d0a7f30b-87c1-430e-8415-5b5e30d230e7/venluptxt.pdf
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And, the Marian Place Prop-2 Housing project is also just steps away. Concentration of these
projects places an undue burden on the President’s Row neighborhood in terms of impact on
public safety, quality of life, and diminished home values.40
Venice has more current and planned homeless housing projects than all of the communities in
Council District 11, combined. Despite this over-concentration of services and homeless
housing in Venice, the homeless population and related public safety issues have skyrocketed.

41

Further, parking for increased traffic to these areas has not been addressed by the City. The
adverse cumulative impact of exceptions from the certified Venice Land Use Plan
parking requirements would be significant for this neighborhood. Recently, a project was
approved at 2467-2471 Lincoln. The parking for that project was only 6 parking spaces for a
building over 30,000 square feet, with 40 permanent supportive housing (PSH) units, 4,441
square feet of supportive services and 3,085 square feet of commercial space. That is 6 parking
spaces for 69 employees, at least 40 residents, and up to 100 clients receiving services per day.
The impact on access and parking of the recently approved project at Thatcher Yard must also be
considered. It is obvious that significantly more people will be parking in the surrounding
neighborhood, which will be a very, very significant impact on the surrounding neighborhood.
Adding the parking impacts of the Ramada project on top of these projects, as well as
40

https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/venice-residents-give-more-than-2-hours-of-passionate-testimony-at-latestramada-inn-homeless/article_182822c8-6f0f-11eb-8aaf0ff4dd75dc13.html?fbclid=IwAR0K9sPsXtVmuGvkezqJLKycbTAmLgpUHZ6xDKPc3B21MnCXK0nC2lELOKc#
utm_source=venicecurrent.com&utm_campaign=%2Fnewsletter%2Foptimize%2Fdaily-headlines%2F%3Fdc%3D1613401217&utm_medium=email&utm_content=headline
41
https://www.fightbackvenice.org/home-v2/
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considering probable similar future projects, would be a cumulative impact on access/parking
that cannot be tolerated by this small neighborhood. The cumulative impact of the sorely
deficient parking for these projects on this neighborhood is unacceptable, particularly as this is in
the Coastal Zone where parking is more protected than the non-coastal zone areas of the City
where there might be similar projects with significantly reduced parking.
The Lincoln/SPY project and this project are just approximately 1,000 feet from each other and
the parking alone impacts the entire neighborhood area in between.

The cumulative impact of the overconcentration of shelters and service on this tiny Venice
neighborhood is unacceptable.
5.

Adverse Impact on Coastal Tourism to Venice Beach.
a.

Reduction of Low-Cost Tourist Accommodation.

The Coastal Act provides that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational
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opportunities are preferred. Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30213. However, this project does not
protect, encourage, or provide lower cost visitor and recreational facilities. Rather, it does the
opposite—it takes away a lower-cost visitor-serving use, which will harm the community and
violates Coastal Act Section 30213.
Because Venice is a tourist destination, the fact that this change of use would take away lower
cost visitor-serving accommodations is a very significant issue. The City’s contention that
closing an affordable tourist accommodation, which brought visitors from around the world to
Venice Beach, a Special Coastal Community, doesn’t make a difference for beach access,
tourism, or public recreation is patently ridiculous.
The Coastal Act requires that lower cost visitor-serving accommodations are to
be provided and protected. Lower cost visitor-serving accommodations are a High Priority Use
under the Coastal Act. The cumulative impact of losing the Ramada Inn as a lower-cost Venice
Coastal Zone motel and the probable result of taking away even more lower-cost Venice motels
like the Ramada does not conform with the policies of the Coastal Act. As proof of probable
cumulative impact, the City also attempted to buy the Jolly Roger, another motel in the Venice
Coastal Zone, just steps away from the Ramada Inn.
b.

The Current Tourism Crisis.

Even a cursory review of comments on travel related websites such as Trip Advisor and Yelp
will reveal dozens of visitors disgusted by the trash, crime, and unsafe conditions.

6.

Inability To Secure A Certified Local Coastal Program.

The City currently does not have a certified Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), and the City’s decision
on this CDP would be a precedent for future interpretations of its LCP as it informs the City’s future
consideration of whether or not projects are consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. In this
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case, the City’s action by approving this CDP and its refusal to fully consider the many issues raised
under the standard of review, the Coastal Act, would be inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act and its guidance document, the certified Venice Land Use Plan; and thus the City’s
approval of this CDP would likely prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a LCP that is in
conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
In addition, the City's recent practice of relying on almost exclusively on the Environmental
Justice provisions of the Coastal Act in their determinations for this and recently approved similar
projects, while ignoring the Coastal Act's founding principles of providing maximum coastal access,
protecting lower-cost visitor serving overnight accommodations, promoting public safety, protecting
public and private property rights, protecting views, and providing for the principles of fundamental
fairness and due-process of law as well as the public trust and emphasis on public participation; is
pause for concern as this jeopardizes the legitimacy of the Coastal Act policies.
The Coastal Act definition of Environmental Justice, found at Coastal Act Section 30107.3 states:
“Environmental justice” means the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of all races,
cultures, and incomes, and national origins, with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.
(b) “Environmental justice” includes, but is not limited to, all of the following:
(1) The availability of a healthy environment for all people.
(2) The deterrence, reduction, and elimination of pollution burdens for populations and communities
experiencing the adverse effects of that pollution, so that the effects of the pollution are not
disproportionately borne by those populations and communities.
(3) Governmental entities engaging and providing technical assistance to populations and
communities most impacted by pollution to promote their meaningful participation in all phases of
the environmental and land use decision making process.
(4) At a minimum, the meaningful consideration of recommendations from populations and
communities most impacted by pollution into environmental and land use decisions.
(Added by Ch. 578, Stats. 2016; Amended by Ch. 360, Stats. 2019.)
Indeed, it is clear that these provisions do not apply to this application, and in its attempt to use them
to justify the application the applicant is abusing the Environmental Justice provisions of the Coastal
Act by using them as a catch all phrase to push forward with projects that otherwise are not in
conformance with the policies of the Coastal Act, which jeopardizes coastal access for ALL people.
With respect to the situation unfolding in Venice, and in a twist of fate, this actually restricts access
to ALL people of ALL races, national origins, ethnic group identifications, religions, ages, genders,
sexual orientations, colors, genetic information, or disabilities.
As the City negotiates the LCP with the Coastal Commission, sadly behind closed doors to date, for
all the reasons already stated, members of the public have grave concerns about how the Coastal
Commission may be manipulated by the City into an LCP that is not in conformance with the Coastal
Act, which brings into question the City's ability to administer the future LCP on its own.

The LCP will determine the future of Venice, a precious coastal resource, for a long time to
come, as the City seeks to radically increase density and development. Appellants implore and
rely on the Coastal Commission to radically protect Venice’s special coastal character. Political
projects, like the shelter at issue here, undermine and actually prejudice the City in creating a
LPC.
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B.

The City’s Findings Do Not Adequately Address Coastal Act Issues.

In its Final Staff Report, the City makes “findings” by which it deems the proposed homeless
shelter compliant with the California Coastal Act. However, the findings are inadequate,
incorrect, and no supported by the evidence. Moreover, the findings fail to address any of the
concerns raised by the public in opposition to the development permit.
1.

Impact On The Public’s Access To Venice Beach And Public
Recreation Opportunities.

In its Final Staff Report, the City argues that the proposed shelter will not interfere with beach
access because it is just over a mile away. (See Exhibit 4, at p. 11). The crime, public safety,
sanitation, and other problems associated with the overconcentration of homeless shelters and
services in Venice have already deterred, and will continue to deter, public access to this
important coastal resource.
Citing to no source, data, or evidence, the City asserts in its findings that, “According to PATH,
the Ramada Inn was being house to house people experiencing homeless [sic] through housing
vouchers before it was acquired by the City. There were only three people living in the motel
when it was purchased in December 2020.” (See Exhibit 4, at p. 16). This is not true. As of
December 1, 2020, HACLA and the City exchanged emails stating, “The property as far as I
know and the broker confirmed, still in operation. So they currently have guests.” (See Exhibit
6). The Ramada Inn was never a “residential” motel. It was a busy visitor accommodation that
hosted tourists from around the world.
Again, without citing any source, data, or evidence, the City further claims there are enough
other hotels and Airbnbs in Venice to service the tourism demands. The City identifies eight
other properties it feels are sufficient to accommodate the 10 million + visitors who come to
Venice each year.42 43 The City claims that visitors and tourists in Venice Beach “prefer
destination type and boutique brand hotels.” Worse, the City’s suggestion is that people who
seek affordable vacations should go elsewhere. (See Exhibit 4, at pp. 16-18). Venice Beach has
always been a destination for working class guests and visitors, and has always been one of the
most diverse destinations in the world. To suggest, as the City does here, that high-end,
expensive accommodations are what people coming to Venice are looking for, demonstrates a
complete lack of regard for the budget-conscious and diverse visitors and Venice’s proud
tradition and history as a place for all people to visit and enjoy.
The City then goes on to claim that there are plenty of Airbnbs to accommodate guests in
Venice. (See Exhibit 4, at pp. 16-17). Even if they were as affordable as the Ramada Inn was,
the reality is that the City has severely restricted the ability of Airbnb operators to serve the
tourism market by limiting the number of days owners can host and removing 164,784 homes
from Airbnb because they are rent-controlled and thus ineligible for hosting. 44

42

https://venicechamber.net/visitors/about-venice/
https://www.visitveniceca.com/2020/09/01/venice-fun-facts/
44
https://la.curbed.com/2019/7/1/20677554/los-angeles-new-airbnb-rules-2019
43
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2.

The Environmental Justice Provisions Of The Coastal Act Do Not
Apply To This Issue.

The City argues that the proposed Ramada Inn homeless shelter advances environmental
justice under the Coastal Act. (See Final Staff Report at pp. 14-15). The City specifically
relies on Pub. Res. Code §§30604(g) and (h). 45 Coastal Act Sections 30604(g) and (h) pertain
to affordable housing, not environmental justice. However, Pub. Res. Code §30604(g) pertains
to encouraging affordable housing, not environmental justice. And, Pub. Res. Code §30604(h)
merely states that, when acting on a coastal development permit, the issuing agency, or the
commission on appeal, may consider environmental justice, or the equitable distribution of
environmental benefits throughout the state. (Emphasis added).
The concept of environmental justice means generally that no group of people should bear a
disproportionate share of negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial,
governmental, and commercial operations or policies. 46 Examples of activities that violate
this concept would be concentrating projects with adverse human health or environmental
impacts in minority or low-income communities. As codified in the Coastal Act and the
Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice policy, 47 “environmental justice” has nothing to
do with homeless shelters.
In its attempt to use these provisions to justify the project, BOW is abusing and violating the
environmental justice provisions of the Coastal Act to push through a development that does
not actually conform with the policies or requirements of the Act. This project actually
undermines the environmental justice provisions by adding another unsafe development to a
diverse community and precious coastal resource already highly concentrated with such
projects and developments. Moreover, this proposed development jeopardizes coastal access
for all people, of all races, ethnicities, ages, genders, sexual orientations, with disabilities,
economic status, and all other categories protected by federal, state, and local law.
3.

The City Conflates Affordable Housing With Homeless Shelters.

The City relies heavily on the contention that the Coastal Act’s goal encouraging the
protection and provision of affordable housing for persons of low to moderate incomes
somehow justifies spending over $300k per unit on free apartments for homeless people
without incomes. This argument is wrong.
Homeless shelters and PSH are not “affordable housing” and do not provide “new affordable
housing units.” PSH is not the same thing as affordable housing, and the City conflates the two
in order to mislead the community and create confusion. Affordable housing is actually needed
and supported by the community. Homeless shelters with no requirements to accept services or
Pub. Res. Code §30604 (g) states: “The Legislature finds and declares that it is important for the commission to
encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing opportunities for persons of low
and moderate income in the coastal zone.” Subsection (h) states: “When acting on a coastal development permit, the
issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, may consider environmental justice, or the equitable distribution of
environmental benefits throughout the state.”
46
See https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/learn-about-environmental-justice
47
See https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/env-justice/CCC_EJ_Policy_FINAL.pdf
45
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get sober, and where the residents are not held accountable for criminal conduct outside of the
shelter, are not supported by the community, nor are they part of the affordable housing goals of
the Coastal Act.
The City’s findings in this regard are unreasonable and illogical. The City’s actual goal here is
to move homeless individuals from other parts of the City (i.e., freeway underpasses) to Venice,
which adds to the existing overconcentration of services and detrimental cumulative impacts in
this special coastal community.
Pub. Res. Code §30604(f) refers to encouraging housing opportunities for “persons of low and
moderate income” as defined in Government Code §65589.5. Government Code §65589.5 refers
to selling or renting homes to families of low or moderate income and reserving a certain
percentage of units in multi-family dwellings for those who fall into the low or moderate income
range. Families of low or moderate income are defined as those below certain levels of the
median family income for the area. (See 24 CFR §5.603(b)).48
While the Coastal Act does encourage affordable housing, it does not give the City carte blanche
to open free homeless shelters anywhere it wants, no matter the individual or cumulative effects,
without due consideration of the strong environmental protections, public safety, coastal access,
tourism, and public recreation goals established by the Act.
Where there is a conflict in competing policies, such conflicts should be resolved in a manner
which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. Cal. Res. Code
§30007.5 (emphasis added). Here, there is a clear conflict between the City’s policy of
establishing homeless shelters wherever it wants, without regard to the individual and cumulative
effects, and the mandate under the Coastal Act to protect and preserve coastal resources. That
conflict must be decided in favor of the Coastal Act’s protections for coastal access,
tourism, and public recreation opportunities.
4.

The Covid “Emergency” Is Not Applicable At This Point.

Citing to pre-pandemic data and outdated declarations and executive orders from March 2020,
the Final Staff Report argues that the Covid-19 “emergency” justifies the proposed Ramada
homeless shelter, despite the multiple violations of and conflicts with the Coastal Act.
Specifically, the Final Staff report states, “The City is facing an unprecedented emergency at
the current time due to the sudden occurrence of the Covid-19 pandemic.” (See Exhibit 4, at
pp. 6-8). The City’s “emergency” arguments are misleading and disingenuous.
Health concerns and the risk of communicable disease affecting the homeless population existed
for decades prior to Covid-19, with no effective response from the City. (See Exhibit 4, at pp. 25). Venice residents pled with Councilmember Bonin and the City to address the deplorable

48

Likewise, the Venice Coastal Zone Land Use Plan provisions regarding affordable housing apply to affordable
housing, not homeless shelters. The LUP defines an “affordable unit” as units established within low income
guidelines set forth in the California Health & Safety Code and Government Code. (See LUP, p. I-13).
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conditions and health risks for years prior to the Covid-19 outbreak. Those calls for help went
unanswered.
Covid-19 has now been a regular part of daily life in California for over a year. The vaccine
rollout, in which homeless individuals were given vaccine priority in Phase 1B, is now well
under way.49 The City and County are in the process of reopening. The stay-at-home orders
have been lifted and travel, business, and daily life have resumed.
Even when the vast majority of City residents were under stay-at-home orders and mandated to
wear masks and physically distance in public, not a single useful or effective enforcement
program was implemented amongst the encampments throughout Venice.50 51 At all times during
the pandemic, homeless were permitted to congregate and tent-hop, with no regard whatsoever to
the pandemic. There were (and are) no masks or mandated distancing among the homeless
population in Venice. There were (and are) no health officials or law enforcement doing
anything to address the behavior that contributes to the spread of the virus. If the City actually
cared about addressing community spread of Covid-19 among the homeless, monitored,
distanced, safe-camping space could have been provided many, many months ago.
Moreover, the Regulatory Agreement converts the Ramada Inn to homeless accommodations for
the next 55 years. A project of that duration has nothing to do with a current “emergency.”
Rushing this shelter process through under the guise of a Covid-19 “emergency” (and exempting
it from the usual environmental and other regulatory procedures and oversight) is nothing more
than a thinly-veiled attempt to spread bad City housing policies and use Venice as a containment
zone for the homeless problem City-wide, and Council District 11 in particular. This is politics,
not a public health solution. The City’s failure to timely address the homeless problem with
viable solutions prior to Covid-19 does not constitute an emergency that justifies waste of
taxpayer dollars, bad City policy, or the multitude of legal violations set forth herein.
5.

The City Seeks To Redraw The Map.

The staff report states project is zoned C1 but in reality, two of the three lots are R3.
Attempting to make location out to be a commercial zone when it is comprised mostly of
residentially zoned property and fully surrounded by and directly bordering low density
residential is deceptive.
The City also tries to undermine placement of this proposed development in the coastal zone
by arguing that it is 1.3 miles to the Pacific Ocean. This location is a 5-minute bike ride to
the beach which requires crossing zero major streets, a 1-minute bike ride to connect to the
Marvin Braud Bike Path, and a 5-minute walk to the Marina Del Rey Docks.

49

http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/media/Coronavirus/docs/Vaccine_Phase1B_Distribution_Plan.pdf
https://californiaglobe.com/section-2/while-venice-beach-residents-under-lockdown-homeless-and-encampmentsgrow-and-thrive/
51
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-03-08/homelessness-and-the-pandemic
50
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If there were to be any redrawing of the map, it would be for rezoning. Appellants contend
that with units now being occupied 365 days a year, and addition of a cafeteria serving 3
meals a day; it constitutes a change of use, both a change of intensity and change of density,
which should require Applicants to apply for a Conditional Use Permit for rezoning as a PF
‘Public Facility’ or R4 ‘Homeless Shelters’ as set forth in the Department of City Planning
Generalized Summary of Zoning Regulations.
6.

The City Ignores The Correlation Between Concentration In Services
And Increased Crime.

The Final Staff Report (see Exhibit 4) asserts that “increasing the ability to house homeless by
building shelters and interim housing will support improving the existing homeless conditions in
the Venice area and it will improve safety,” but that has simply not been the case. Has A Bridge
Home Pacific Sunset improved safety? No. Has it improved existing homeless conditions?
Quite the opposite. One might think the obvious solution is to create more shelters and
supportive housing, but at the beach this has not worked. For every bed that’s been added, the
number of unhoused and local crime have risen simultaneously and exponentially.
The Final Staff Report goes on to suggest that this will be different, because “the safety concerns
in a congregate temporary tent shelter setting are not the same and do not exist in this interim
housing setting that provides greater privacy and separations of individuals.” But in the same
Call to Service study performed by a member of the VNC Public Safety Committee, which shed
light on the safety inadequacies at A Bridge House Sunset Pacific, shows that even in greater
safety problems at a smaller project that has individual rooms. For example, the homeless
housing at 204 Lincoln Boulevard, which has only 13 residents, had 127 calls for service to
LAPD during the period between June 2019 and October 2020.52 53
The notion that because police assistance was called showed that the shelter “provided managed
oversight of the homeless population and addressed safety concerns among the homeless
population and the community” is a stretch. More likely, the situation is unmanageable and
better security is necessary.
Furthermore, the idea that these issues existed before the shelter are exaggerated and dismissive
of the documented increase in problems that are associated with it. No one is saying the Bridge
Home Pacific Sunset created homelessness in the area, but it has obviously contributed to it. The
correlated spill-over that the Bridge Home attracted is impossible to miss. Recently residents
began to count the number of tents in the growing encampments. From late November to early
January the Bridge Home zone saw a 78 percent jump in encampments, while the adjacent
Venice boardwalk jumped 45%. One woman interviewed said she had moved back to Venice

52

LAPD Data re Calls for Service to Venice Sunset Bridge Home: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1bqbV5YyHYT5gMw8Gg6HpdeNsOuW1unxi6c4dFouSc8/edit#gid=808360520
53
VNC Presentation re Calls for Service to Venice Sunset Bridge Home:
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1wWkUuxlY9cV9-Jhs2fx9hdz2wKGWCxnltJfSlp5zes/edit?fbclid=IwAR1qjlHA2fu8aguBAGXYIKPH9nYDwRnRzHR4s2zm9SDUtCWkg4Qm8XPw1g#slide=id.p
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from the disastrous Project Roomkey location described above.54 So much for Mayor Garcetti’s
promise that “with the city’s additional funding for sanitation services the encampments will be
converted into clean save public spaces for ALL residents to enjoy.” And, in saying “the public
safety issues raised by the community already historically existed,” the author of the Final Staff
Report appears to be alluding to the idea that because the problems are already present, creating
additional problems is okay.
This continued false narrative being driven by City officials and in the Final Staff Report that
these projects do not pose an increased risk to the community, is deeply concerning and not
based on the reality of what is happening on the ground. The continued denial of what is both
observable and statistically provable is confounding. Likely, the City pushes this false narrative
because it is unable to offer any substantive facts on how similar projects in Venice have been
effective in reducing crime and homelessness.

7.

Claims That Projects Using ‘Housing First’ Will End Or Reduce
Homelessness And Save Taxpayer Money Are Baseless.

Borrowing heavily from the Housing First and Homelessness Report (see Exhibit 9):
The Rhetoric and the Reality
How often have you heard a policymaker making some claim about how “we know how to end
homelessness”? Clearly they don’t. Given that hundreds of localities have adopted Housing
First, one might have expected at least a handful of examples of communities where Housing
First has eliminated or drastically reduced homelessness in a manner noticeable to the broader
public. That has not been the case. The claim that Housing First is “proven” is an attempt to
take homelessness policy out of the realm of ordinary policy debate. “Evidence-based” rhetoric
54

https://www.venicecurrent.com/news/venice-abh-zone-sees-78-percent-increase-in-encampments-boardwalkjumps-45-percent/article_64739a58-5052-11eb-bc927325b4302dc2.html?fbclid=IwAR2uA13gcaSl6FtVbFT25KvCGqqTJz_G_8_Z7taqNjv6VoPlBnbfz4Q1bxk
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means to suggest that homelessness policy is simply different: alternatives to Housing first are
illegitimate because they are not grounded in science the way that Housing First is. This is not
accurate. Homelessness policy questions should not be considered more settled than questions of
mental health, public safety, or any other element of poverty or social policy.
There is no question that enforcing quality-of-life ordinances, which are often violated by the
homeless, places a fiscal burden on public safety. However, it does not follow that investing
massively in housing and drastically scaling back on law enforcement would be fiscally prudent.
Academic studies and the experience of other jurisdictions in California demonstrate the failure
of housing programs to reduce homelessness.
Less law enforcement also carries costs, including public space increasingly occupied by
encampments (and their attendant crime and public-health burdens) and attracting more street
homeless from neighboring jurisdictions, thus increasing the demand for public services. It is
complicated to compare a housing benefit that someone may well receive for decades with one
that he would receive for only weeks or months. Advocates display rhetorical suggestiveness
about the link between permanent housing and behavioral health that seems intended to convince
the public of evidence that does not exist.
The Bridge House system has systematically failed to engage any of its clients and is, practically
speaking, a “housing only” program. A program that sets no goals other than “residential
stability,” and that specifically does not require sobriety, will not be able to use social pressure to
encourage sobriety.
Housing First is the dominant policy framework for homeless services. Yet, after years of
implementation, communities are not close to ending homelessness. If homeless service systems
cannot focus as much on substance abuse, unemployment, and other social ills as they do on
residential stability, those challenges will simply be left to other social-service systems. In light
of these facts, a certain reorientation is justified.
The housing first approach of this project does nothing to support the upward mobility of the
people it claims to be helping, and there is nothing just or equitable about this approach. By not
pushing clients to improve their social behavior the environmental justice and equity arguments
are illegitimate.
8.

Destruction of Marine Environment

Coastal Act Chapter 3 Article 4 calls for protection of the Marine Environment from spillage of
hazardous substances; and that effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures to
protect the marine environment shall be provided. The runoff and contamination from human
waste, drug-needless, trash, rodents and other biohazards from previous existing homeless
encampments and new spill-over encampments that have resulting from the concentration of
homeless services in Venice. Applicants will argue that "homelessness already existed in
Venice" and/or getting people off the streets and into shelter will solve the problems with
hazardous waste, pollution and runoff. However, as evidenced above and from other well
documented evidence of hazardous waste in drains and storm-run off, the cumulative results of
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similar projects can be intrinsically linked to massive influx of people moving here for services,
and living on the streets and in drainage basins that spill directly to the ocean leading to
increased bio-hazard in the coastal zone at an unprecedented scale.
C.

Non-Compliance With LAMC §12.20.2

Applicants are planning for a total of 26 parking spaces for 33 residents, as well as multiple daily
PATH employees, security workers, and service providers. Street parking on Washington
Boulevard and the surrounding residential streets is already extremely limited. Moreover, the
only EV charging station in the immediate area, which is frequently used by many local residents
and beach tourists, is located at 3016 Washington Blvd. The surrounding residential streets are
already extremely congested with very limited parking for the existing residents.
1.

Changes To The Density Or Intensity Of The Use Of The Land.

Under LAMC §12.20.2B, “Development” includes any change in the density or intensity of the
use of land. (Emphasis added). Here, Applicants propose to convert and develop a former
affordable hotel, which provided coastal access and public recreational opportunities, and which
brought diverse tourists and visitors (and their spending money) to the area, into a full-time
transitional homeless shelter with a revolving door of 33 chronically homeless individuals who
are not housing-ready. The proposed homeless shelter will provide 99 meals per day, laundry
services, storage, and brand new kitchenettes55 for 33 homeless individuals.
Further, as with the Venice Bridge Home shelter on Sunset Avenue, there are likely to be
encampments in the surrounding areas, additional traffic and vehicles of affiliates of PATH
employees, service providers, shelter residents, emergency, fire, and police vehicles, and other
traffic directed to this location.56 There also will be additional noise, pollution, garbage, and
water use from the laundry, food service, and kitchenettes due to full-time maximum occupancy.
Nothing in the permit application addresses these concerns, which unquestionably constitute a
change to the density and intensity of the use of land. The City failed to address or consider
these significant changes when it approved the CDP application.
Further, the CDP application and Final Staff Report fail to include in its description any feasible
alternatives or any feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impact which the development may have on the environment. See LAMC
§12.20.2(D)(1) and Exhibits 3 and 4.
//
//
//
55

The addition of kitchenettes was omitted from the CDP application, but PATH has indicated their plans include
such. (See Exhibit 3).
56
According to the CDP application, the City and PATH are planning for a total of 26 parking spaces for 33
residents, as well as multiple daily PATH employees, security workers, and service providers. Street parking on
Washington Boulevard and the surrounding residential streets is already extremely limited. Moreover, the only EV
charging station in the immediate area, which is frequently used by many local residents and beach tourists, is
located at 3016 Washington Blvd.
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2.

Failure To Protect Public Safety, Health, Welfare, And Property.

LAMC §12.20.2A(c) restates the legislative goals of the Coastal Act, including “to promote the
public safety, health, and welfare” and “to protect public and private property.” Predictably, the
City contends that housing and servicing 33 of the City’s many-thousand chronically homeless
individuals, at great public expense, aligns with “public safety, health, and welfare.” But this is
argument is misleading, at best. There is nothing in the CDP application or Regulatory
Agreement that pertain to maintaining the safety, security, cleanliness, encampment and crime
abatement, or other safety, health, welfare or property concerns of the surrounding
neighborhood.
Moreover, the individuals being moved into the shelter are not required to accept services, get
sober, seek employment, refrain from criminal conduct or maintaining a tent camp outside of the
shelter, or otherwise prepare to reintegrate into society. In fact, LAHSA’s Interim Housing
Minimum Service and Operations Practice Standards require service providers (i.e., PATH) to
adopt a “housing first” approach. According to LAHSA’s standards, “Housing first programs do
not require any preconditions for admittance…In practice, this means that participants shall not
be rejected or exited from interim housing due to lack of sobriety or income…” (See LAHSA
Standards, attached hereto as Exhibit 7). Further, the Regulatory Agreement requires that
PATH must ensure that tenants will not face a loss of housing, ineligibility, or termination
from the program due to their inability to stop engaging in risky or harmful behaviors. (See
Exhibit 1 hereto, Section 3.3, emphasis added).
The City cannot have it both ways by claiming that they are promoting public safety and welfare
by housing the homeless, but doing nothing to ensure that the homeless shelter, its service
provider, and shelter residents are accountable to those goals. There is undeniable evidence that
similar projects in Venice have actually contributed to a substantial decrease in safety and
welfare for the surrounding communities due to the increased crime, violence, encampments,
trash, noise, pollution, detrimental environmental impacts, property damages, and other unsafe
environment issues associated with mismanaged homeless shelters.
D.

This Permit Should Not Be Issued Until The LA Alliance Lawsuit Is
Resolved.

As noted herein, the LA Alliance is currently fighting the overconcentration of services in
Venice, and is currently working with Judge Carter and the defendants in the lawsuit to achieve
oversight and distribution of homeless services across a broader communities.57 Accordingly,
this proposed homeless shelter development should be halted immediately and all further
actions should be stayed until the LA Alliance lawsuit and Judge Carter have had time to
address and resolve this problem.
//
//
//
//
57

https://www.la-alliance.org/
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E.

Significant Due Process Violations.
1.

Appellant’s Communications With Coastal Commission Staff.

Although the City made no effort to notify and engage the local community about its plan to
purchase and convert the former Ramada Inn to a transitional homeless shelter, City staff from
Bureau of Engineering and from Councilman Mike Bonin’s office did discuss the project with
staff from the Coastal Commission on December 1, 2020, in an attempt to get a waiver of the
Coastal Act requirements and otherwise seek approval from the Coastal Commission, without
the need for any permit, hearing, findings, or due process to the local community. Further, the
City did this knowing that Coastal Commission would have jurisdiction over appeals stemming
from the coastal development permit needed to move forward with the project. (See Exhibit 6).
This effort to steer and influence the ultimate decision of the Commission violated transparency
regarding the proposed shelter development, undermined the fairness and integrity of the
permitting and appeal process, and violated the due process rights of the local community.
2.

The January 29, 2020 “Hearing” Violated The Brown Act.

The initial “hearing” on the CDP application was not properly noticed. Multiple requests to the
City for the agenda were ignored. On the day of the “hearing,” numerous would-be attendees
were unable to participate due to the City’s faulty Zoom link. Others were unable to sign in or
otherwise participate during public comments. Instead of pausing the meeting to address the
accessibility issues, the City and PATH plowed forward.
The public has a right to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation,
and development. Despite the requirement of the Coastal Act, to “include the widest opportunity
for public participation” (see Cal. Res. Code §30006), Applicants instead did their best to
provide as little notice or opportunity for public participation as possible. Notice was only given
to a tiny handful of residents near the Ramada,58 and the City intentionally and improperly drew
the radius of the notification circle out into the middle of Washington Boulevard in order to
avoid broader public notice and participation. The radius map should have extended at least 100
feet from the boundaries of the Ramada, excluding public streets, canals, and alleys.59

58

The CDP application requires that stamped envelopes be attached to the application. (See CDP application, pp.
7-8). The handful of envelopes containing the City’s notice for the January 29, 2021 meeting were placed on the
front door of residences on Harrison on January 28, 2021, the day before the meeting. The envelopes were not
stamped, as required. See photo below:

59

The City was required to notify each of the residents of multi-family buildings by mail at least10 days prior to the
hearing. (See LAMC §§12.20.2 E, F). However, individual tenants/occupants of multi-family dwellings were not
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(See Appendix B to CDP Application).
One can see from the long list of appellants, many interested parties were not made aware of the
project and are just now finding out through press and neighborhood outreach. The cities
notification did not in any way include the widest opportunity for public participation.
Although a notice of the hearing was taped to the side of the Ramada on January 12, 2020 prior
to the initial “hearing,” PATH subsequently erected a construction fence around the property
blocking visibility of the posted notice. This constitutes a violation of LAMC §12.20.2(E),
which requires that the notice be posted “at a conspicuous place, easily read by the public.”
The City also failed to comply with LAMC §12.20.2 to the extent that it failed to mail written
notices at least ten calendar days prior to the January 29, 2020 hearing. And, the City failed to
include key information mandated by §12.20.2 in the written notice, including a statement that
the development is within the Coastal Zone, the date of filing of the application and name of the
Applicant, a description of the general procedure concerning the conduct of the public hearing
and City actions,60 a description for City and Coastal Commission appeals, if any, including any
required fees, the criteria for eligibility to appeal to the Coastal Commission, or a statement that
an interested person must request to be on the mailing list for the particular Coastal Development
in order to receive notice of the written determination and in order to appeal to the City.
Moreover, pursuant to LAMC §§12.20.2(E) and (F), the applicant is required to give notice to
“all persons known, or thought to have a particular interest in the application, and all other
persons requesting notice.” Here, given the very limited efforts by PATH and the City to notify
and engage residents – who are in the direct impact zone of this proposed shelter – prior to

provided with notice and compliance with that obligation was never specified in the CDP application. (See
Appendix B to CDP Application).
60
Multiple written requests to the City for information about how the “hearing” would be conducted were ignored,
although Dexter O’Connell of Councilman Bonin’s office stated during an informal Zoom meeting that participants
would find out on the day of the hearing how the hearing would be conducted.
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convening the CDP “hearing,” there is no colorable argument that the City bothered to comply
with notifying those who would likely have a particular interest in the application.61
3.

No Fair, Objective, Or Impartial Proceeding.

Despite the mandate of the Coastal Act that “the public interest and principles of fundamental
fairness and due process of law require that review be conducted in an open, objective, and
impartial manner free of undue influence and the abuse of power and authority (see Cal. Res.
Code §30320(a)),62 the City did not even bother with a pretense of impartiality on January 29,
2020.63
As an initial matter, Applicants were already taking bids for work at the Ramada in midDecember 2020 (which is how the local neighbors found out about the City’s purchase of plans
for the Ramada Inn), and there has been a steady stream of contractors at the location since,
despite the City and PATH not having any coastal development permit, and before any notice
was provided to the impacted neighbors.64 This alone demonstrates that PATH and the City
intend for this project to be rubber-stamped without any actual consideration of the input from
community members or regard to legitimate environmental and other Coastal Act issues.
The lack of independent review, impartiality, and objectivity during the hearing re are
particularly troubling. The CDP application was prepared by Eileen Schoetzow, City of Los
Angeles Environmental Supervisor, 65 and signed by Krista Kline, Mr. Bonin’s chief of staff.66
Mr. Bonin and his staff are primarily responsible for pushing this project forward, over
substantial community opposition to it.67 The CDP application was then heard by Ms. Shoetzow
and decided by the City Engineering Department, not an independent body. Ms. Shoetzow then
prepared the Final Staff report approving the permit, with limited conditions that failed to
address the significant public safety, health, and welfare concerns raised by the community. This

61

For example, the City is well-aware of a significant group of residents who publically opposed another shelter, the
Lincoln Apartments, which is less than 1,000 feet from the proposed Ramada bridge homeless shelter. Common
sense dictates that all of those neighbors would want to know about the second shelter being dropped in their
neighborhood.
62
Public awareness, understanding, support, participation, and confidence are necessary. See Cal. Res. Code
§30320(a)(emphasis added). Likewise, the Coastal Act requires that business within its purview be conducted in
public meetings and on the official record. See Cal. Res. Code §30320(b).
63
https://www.zoomgov.com/rec/share/2uYvKq_f1m1LS5X86l_DBqI4Qr6maaa80ShP__EJnU0UuVuHIyVg5aarl9zW_Qo
Access Passcode: 0w@&gA8r
64
See LAMC §12.20.2C, which provides, “No Development shall be undertaken in the Coastal Zone unless and
until an application for such Development has been submitted to the City for a Coastal Development Permit and
such Permit has been obtained…and become final.” Frankly, the City should have had this permit in hand before it
even purchased the Ramada Inn. Instead, the City spent millions of dollars in taxpayer money to gift the property to
PATH, along with a nearly $400k rehabilitation budget (see CDP application, p. 2), evidently assuming that this
process was not necessary, or in the alternative, that it would exercise undue influence and abuse its power and
authority to affect the outcome.
65
See CDP Application, p. 11.
66
See CDP Application, p. 9.
67
The CDP Application identifies “City of Los Angeles Council District 11, c/o Krista Kline” as the applicant. See
CDP Application, p. 1.
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reinforces the conclusion that this hearing did not actually constitute legal due process or even
comply with basic fundamental fairness.
The “hearing” on January 29, 2020 was jointly run and presided over by Ms. Schoetzow, and
Jennifer Hark-Dietz, Deputy CEO and Executive Director of PATH. Ms. Schoetzow
repeatedly referred to PATH as the City’s “co-applicant” despite PATH not being listed as an
applicant on the CDP permit. Ms. Schoetzow spent the bulk of her time arguing and
advocating the City’s position on why the shelter should be approved, by incorrectly citing to
certain provisions of the Coastal Act and offering her own unsubstantiated testimony about
alleged lack of significant adverse impacts, demand for hotel accommodations, visitor
preferences, and the like, without having considered any scientific, academic, or community
input.68 Her role as both hearing officer and advocate for the CDP constituted a conflict of
interest, failed to provide for an objective and impartial hearing, and violated the due process
rights of interested parties.
In at least one informal meeting with Dexter O’Connell (Mr. Bonin’s A Bridge Home Deputy)
and residents in the proposed shelter’s direct impact zone, Mr. O’Connell intentionally and
misleading directed interested persons that the January 29, 2021 hearing was limited only to
“beach access” issues. Likewise, at the meeting on January 29, 2021, Ms. Schoetzow
improperly directed participants to limit their comments only to public access, low cost visitor
recreational facilities, development, and coastal parking, despite the much broader coverage
of the Coastal Act. This attempt to steer and limit public comments was improper and
unlawful.
The January 29, 2021 hearing also violated LAMC §12.20.2F, which requires that interested
persons be afforded a “reasonable opportunity to testify and present evidence.” Here, the City
did not make the CDP application available until January 26, 2021, which deprived the
community of reasonable time to review the materials and prepare for the January 29, 2021
meeting. Moreover, Ms. Schoetzow improperly limited public comments to two minutes per
person, with Ms. Hark Dietz (the applicant) cutting speakers off when their allotted time was up.
The hearing on January 29, 2021 was a sham and intentionally violated the due process rights
of appellants and all interested persons.
The cities conduct in connection with handling this process suggests that the outcome is foregone
conclusion in violation of due process and fundamental fairness.
4.

The February 11, 2021 “Re-Do” Meeting Was Also Faulty.

Likely in response to the many notice and due process objections raised during the January
29, 2021 meeting, the City scheduled a “re-do” meeting for February 11, 2021. However,
many of the same issues persisted.

68

The Coastal Act provides that coastal planning and development decisions should involve consultation with
experts in the scientific and academic communities. Cal. Res. Code §30006.5. No such effort was undertaken here.
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Once again, there was no meeting notice or agenda posted on the Board of Public Works or the
Engineering Department’s webpage, or anywhere else on the City of Los Angeles website
pertaining to the February 11, 2021 meeting, in violation of the Brown Act.
With respect to the notice posted at the Ramada Inn, as of February 8, 2021, there were four
notices posted, including two on the front of the building, and two on the construction fence
behind the building. All of these notices were for the January 29, 2021 “hearing,” not the
February 12, 2021 “hearing.” (See photos below):

(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of January 29, 2021)
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(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of January 29, 2021)

(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of January 29, 2021)
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(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of January 29, 2021)
Continued below…
As of February 8, 2021, there was one additional notice posted on a sign behind the
construction fence on Harrison Avenue (not the more heavily trafficked Washington
Boulevard side), at a difficult distance to read from the sidewalk, for the February 11, 2021
meeting, which is not in “a conspicuous place, easily read by the public.” (See LAMC
§12.20.2(E). This was the only notice posted at the location as of February 8, 2021 that had
a current meeting date.

(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of February 12, 2021. Very difficult to read
with naked eye).
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(Photo above taken 2/8/21, showing hearing date of February 12, 2021. Used camera zoom
function to make notice readable).
The fact that there were four outdated notices (2 on the front of building, and 2 on the back)
for the January 29, 2021 meeting, and only one notice hanging (in a difficult to read,
inconspicuous place) for the February 11, 2021 meeting, created confusion and detered public
participation, in violation of Cal. Res. Code §30006; Cal. Res. Code §30320(a); and LAMC
§12.20.2(E).
With respect to this “re-do” meeting, the City elected to expand the notification radius to 150
feet, which should have captured 15 properties on Harrison Avenue, based on the City’s
rendering:
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See https://eng.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph726/f/04.1_150ft%20Mailing%20List_Second%20Hearing%20Feb%2011%202021.pdf
However, only seven Harrison Avenue residents are listed on the City’s Second Mailing list.
See: https://eng.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph726/f/04.1_150ft%20Mailing%20List_Second%20Hearing%20Feb%2011%202021.pdf
While the City may have sent notice to some absentee landlords, it does not appear that the
City bothered to provide notice to the rental tenants in the single family homes, duplexes, or
apartment buildings captured inside the new 150-foot radius. See LAMC §§12.20.2 E, F.
https://eng.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph726/f/04.1_150ft%20Mailing%20List_Second%20Hearing%20Feb%2011%202021.pdf
Also, all of the neighborhood residents who requested to be on the “Interested Parties List”
from the first hearing on January 29 were left off of the “Interested Parties List” for the
February 11 hearing. (C.f., CDP Application Appendix B and
https://eng.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph726/f/05.1_Interested%20Parties%20List_Second%20H
earing%20Feb%2011%2021.docx.pdf ). See LAMC §§12.20.2(E) and (F).
As with the Notice for the January 29 “hearing,” the City failed to include key information
mandated by §12.20.2. in the written notice, including a statement that the development is within
the Coastal Zone, the date of filing of the application and name of the Applicant, a description of
the general procedure concerning the conduct of the public hearing and City actions,69 a
description for City and Coastal Commission appeals, if any, including any required fees, the
criteria for eligibility to appeal to the Coastal Commission, or a statement that an interested
person must request to be on the mailing list for the particular Coastal Development in order to
receive notice of the written determination and in order to appeal to the City.
Even with the expanded 150-foot notification radius, the City did not attempt to give notice to
“all persons known, or thought to have a particular interest in the application, and all other
persons requesting notice.” Once again, the City did not notify or engage many of the rental
residents inside the 150-foot radius, and its expanded reach of 150 feet only included 15
properties on Harrison Avenue (with only 7 Harrison residents actually being provided written
notice) – reaching none of the homes, businesses, or schools on adjacent streets or across
Washington Boulevard in the Oxford Triangle, all of which will be directly and adversely
impacted by the proposed homeless shelter development.
Once again, the hearing on February 11, 2021 was run by Ms. Shoetzow and Ms. Hark Dietz,
which presented the same bias and conflict as the initial hearing on January 29, 2021. Ms.
Schoetzow put on the same presentation and argued the same unavailing points on the City’s
behalf. Her role as both hearing officer and advocate for the CDP constituted a conflict of
interest, failed to provide for an objective and impartial hearing, and violated the due process
rights of interested parties.
Multiple written requests to the City for information about how the “hearing” would be conducted were ignored,
although Dexter O’Connell of Councilman Bonin’s office stated during an informal Zoom meeting that participants
would find out on the day of the hearing how the hearing would be conducted.
69
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The proposed homeless shelter development will impact residents and businesses far beyond
the meager 150 foot radius the City ultimately elected to notify. In the spirit of compliance
with Cal. Res. Code Sections 30006 and 30320, the City’s obligations to engage with the
community about this major development should have, and easily could have, extended much
further, to at least 500 feet from the development site.
5.

The BOE Has Violated LAMC 12.20.2 G. And H.

Appellants have requested BOE to provide a copy of the document that shows the approval, with
conditions, of the decision re: local CDP No 21-01 (as stated in the "Notice of Decision”), but such
has not been provided. Rather, the BOE Staff continues to refer to only a Final Staff Report
recommendation and a notice.
In reviewing the documentation provided, it appears that in fact there is no decision that has been
made but rather there is only a recommendation for approval by Maria Martin, based on the staff
report prepared by Eileen Schoetzow, who also prepared the application for the project, and who
oversaw both permit hearings. Given the lack of response and information available to Appellants,
we can only conclude that the notice wrongly states “notice of decision,” when in fact, it is really a
"notice of recommendation."
LAMC 12.20.2 (and the Coastal Act) requires that a copy of the conditional approval be sent to the
applicant and those who request it. LAMC 12.20.2 G. 3. specifically states:
“Notification — A copy of the permit granting authority’s action approving, conditionally approving
or disapproving any application for a Coastal Development Permit, along with any findings made and
conditions imposed in connection therewith, small be mailed to the applicant and to any person or
persons who, in writing, request a copy of such action.” This notification requirement applies to all
projects and does not exempt public projects.”
However, there appears to be no approved document, a copy of which can be sent "to the applicant
and to any person or persons who, in writing, request a copy of such action" that shows the permit
granting authority’s approval action.
Appelants have continued to ask for a copy of the decision we are appealing, and have asked who
made the decision. However, all that has been provided to Appellants is the Notice of Decision,
which refers to the decision and to a staff report that is a recommendation for approval by the BOE
staff. But a staff report recommendation is not a document that can be appealed under LAMC
12.20.2. A documented decision that has been made and that includes the findings, the conditions,
and an indication of the official who is approving that decision is required. Even Michael
Patonai, West Los Angeles District Office | District Engineer, Bureau of Engineering, indicated in an
email to Maria Martin that he expected to find a "copy of the CDP determination letter" on the entire
City's website for land use information, ZIMAS, but did not find it there.
Also, per LAMC 12.20.2 H.2: “...the action of the City Engineer may be appealed to the Board of
Public Works. Such appeal shall be filed with the Office of the City Engineer within ten days of the
mailing of the decision of the permit granting authority." We received an email of a Notice of
Decision on March 5, 2021 at 8:02 pm (dated March 8, 2021) from Eileen Schoetzow indicating that
a CDP had been "approved with conditions" and that we may appeal it through March 17, 2021.
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However, there is no indication of how to obtain a copy of that the CDP decision in order to appeal
it. Some appellants were told verbally by the CD-11 Council Office that Eileen Schoetzow made the
decision on behalf of the City Engineer, who is the authorized approver as per LAMC 12.20.2 H.2;
however, Appellants have not seen that approval in writing, and in any case that would be a conflict
of interest, as Ms. Schoetzow not only prepared the staff recommendation, but she prepared the
application for the project, and presided over both permit hearings.
Because no such decision document with findings, conditions and official approving the decision has
been provided, LAMC 12.20.2 Sections G. and H. and the Coastal Act have been violated. Because
this decision document was never provided, Appellants are, by default, appealing the “Staff
Recommendation” but reserve their rights to challenge the BOE’s violation of LAMC 12.20.2 G. and
H. in this regard.

6.

PATH Was Awarded a No-Bid Contract Worth Millions.

The City failed to conduct any RFP for service providers, and unilaterally awarded PATH a
multi-million dollar contract. The City also used public funds to purchase and deed the Ramada
Inn to PATH the property for which it paid $10M in taxpayer money.
F.

Violation Of City Charter.

This project would have significant effects on a far wider swath than just people within 100
feet. A project such as this warrants significant outreach to the entire community. That never
occurred here. There was one outreach meeting by PATH and the City on February 11, 2021,
the day before the hearing. Only a very small handful of residents were invited to attend. This
falls woefully short of the outreach that needed to be done for a project of this magnitude.
Additionally, the project application package was not mailed to the Venice Neighborhood
Council, as required by the City Charter provisions regarding the neighborhood council system
and consistent with the City Planning CDP process.
A Venice Neighborhood Council hearing is a key part of the outreach for all projects in the
Venice Coastal Zone, and everyone in Venice expects that they will have an opportunity to
weigh in on projects such as this through the Venice Neighborhood Council process. In contrast
to this proposed Ramada Inn homeless shelter, the similar Venice Bridge Home shelter on Sunset
Avenue, had several local meetings, significantly more outreach to the Community than for this
even more significant Ramada CDP change of use project.
See Los Angeles City Charter, IX, Sec. 908 – Powers of Neighborhood Councils.
G.

Waste Of Public Funds.

Proposition HHH (a $1.2B City project), and Measure H (a county-wide tax increase estimated
to net $355M in homeless-relief funding) has been mismanaged and squandered such that those
combined funds will yield only 5,873 supportive units and 1,767 affordable units, nowhere near
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providing shelter for the nearly 36,000+ homeless individuals in the City.70 In addition to these
funds, the City’s 2019-2020 budget included approximately $176M in homeless assistance.71
The Los Angeles City Controller has confirmed that these funds have been squandered by the
City on projects that are too expensive and take too long to meet community needs, thus
constituting a significant waste of taxpayer money.72 PSH might be somewhat effective in a
community where the homelessness crisis hasn’t spiraled out of control like it has in Venice,
but Los Angeles will go bankrupt trying to solve the homeless crisis this way. Based on the City
Controller’s audit findings, PSH is the worst possible solution in which to invest taxpayer
dollars, as it helps the fewest by far. This project would be a terrible waste of Federal, State and
City funds.
Other municipalities in California and around the country have found far more cost-effective and
broader solutions and similar approaches could be adopted here. However, with this proposed
Ramada homeless shelter, the City continues with its plan of taxpayer waste and abuse by
spending $10M+ to purchase (and then gift away) property in the City’s most valuable and
precious coastal community, despite having ample other less expensive and protected locations
where homeless housing could be placed.
The City’s conduct in this regard violates Cal. Code. Civ. Pro. §526a.
H.

State And Local Legislation Exempting This And Similar Proposed Homeless
Shelter Developments Is Unconstitutional.

To the extent that AB-83, AB-1197 or other state or local law purports to exempt this project
(and similar projects) from the usual public, environmental, and other regulatory processes,
procedures, and oversight, or deem them compliant without any regulatory review, oversight, or
public participation, such legislation is unconstitutional and unlawful. Moreover, even if a true
“emergency” could justify temporary exemptions from other governing laws, as noted above, the
emergency doctrine does not warrant a 55-year commitment for using the Ramada Inn as a
homeless housing facility.73
I.

The Proposed Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter Is NOT Part Of Project
Homekey.

The proposed Ramada Inn Homeless shelter was not awarded funds by California Project
Homekey as evident in notice of final Homekey awards on CA State Department of Housing and
Community Development (“HCD”) (see Final Homekey Awards, attached hereto as Exhibit 8),
and therefore should not qualify for the exemptions set forth in California AB83.

70

https://lacontroller.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/The-High-Cost-of-Homeless-Housing_Review-of-PropHHH_10.8.19.pdf
71
https://cao.lacity.org/budget19-20/2019-20Budget_Summary.pdf
72
https://lacontroller.org/press-releases/hhh-plagued-by-rising-costs/
73
See, e.g. 14 CCR §15269(c) provides that “emergency” projects do not include long-term projects.
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When appellant contacted HCD for further clarification, they were told “Several members of
program staff for multiple divisions were asked and that project was not funded by HCD.”

On page 6 of ‘Report Back on the Acquisition of Additional Properties under the CITY of Los
Angeles Homekey Program’ (see Report, attached hereto as Exhibit 10), in the background on
State Homekey NOFA Results (Notice of Funding Availability), the section reads “ Although the
state was oversubscribed in all regions for Homekey funding requests, HACLA and the City
were successful in securing match awards for all 15 sights submitted for funding.” So this begs
the question, if the funds for this project were not from the state Homekey program, where did
they come from? It’s unclear. It is significant however, because depending on the source, this
could disqualify project from the AB83 regulatory exemptions.
The city has started its own program, also called ‘Homekey,’ but just naming it the same does
not give it the same rights and exclusions as the state program. Even if it was a qualifying
Homekey sight, AB 83 does not give cities a blanket exemption. The bill states clearly several
times that “the housing sponsor shall demonstrate that the project complies with all local land
use and zoning ordinances”, which this project clearly does not. As stated previously, this
project should require a Conditional Use Permit and be rezoned as PF or R4.
Applicant’s Notice of Exemption (“NOE”) (see Exhibit 2) is therefore defective. If applicant
cannot provide a specific and thorough accounting for funding sources that shows how this
project qualifies for 50675.1.1 (AB83) exemption, applicant should be required to start over with
standard regulatory procedure including going through the Venice Neighbor Hood Council and
Land Use and Planning.
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J.

Calfornia Public Records Act Violations.

The City has also failed to timely respond to requests for information related to the proposed
Ramada Inn bridge homeless shelter. For example, CPRA requests for all information related to
the proposed shelter on December 12 and 14, 2020 were not responded to by the City until early
March 2021. (See e.g., PRA Request Nos. 20-8778 and 20-8749). When it did finally respond,
the City made baseless objections and failed to produce complete sets of documents. One CPRA
request directly to BOE for all of the written comments was closed with a response that “the
Bureau of Engineering is not in possession of any documents or information relating to your
request,” despite the fact that dozens of community members submitted written comments
regarding the proposed Ramada Inn homeless shelter.74
Not only does this violate the CPRA itself, the failure to timely produce the requested materials
also has impeded Appellants’ ability to prepare for the hearings and this appeal. Accordingly,
Appellants reserve the right to assert any new legal or factual issues in any subsequent
appeal or legal proceeding that may stem from review of the requested materials which the
City has failed and refused to timely produce.
K.

The Proposed Ramada Inn Homeless Shelter Violates Article 34.

California Constitution Article 34 provides that no housing project may be developed,
constructed, or acquired in any manner by any state public body (which includes any City) until
a majority of qualified electors of the city, town or country votes upon the issue, including
housing financed in whole or in part by the federal government. Here, the City claims it spent
federal Coranavirus Relief Funds to purchase the Ramada. (See Exhibit 6). The City’s
unilateral purchase of the project and plans to convert it to housing – without any community
input or due process, much less the electoral referendum process which is guaranteed by the
California Constitution.
V.

THE CONDITIONS IMPOSED ARE INADEQUATE.

On March 8, 2021, BOE finally produced the Final Staff Report (dated March 8), where the
conditions are buried on page 39. (See Exhibit 4). The conditions listed are as follows:







Install and thereafter maintain a rear barrier along Harrison to provide better control over
access to the Project via Washington.
PATH staff on-site
Overnight security guards located on-site
Security cameras
Community hotline
HMIS will assist residents to find permanent housing and homeless services

74

Those comments were not provided to Appellants until two days before this appeal was due, despite multiple
requests from the community, dating back to mid-February 2021.

47
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 76

Numerous other reasonable conditions requested by members of the community pursuant to
LAMC §12.20.2G were not included, and apparently were not even given any consideration or
addressed whatsoever in the Final Staff Report. For example, several conditions were omitted
from the permit, without any explanation, including:


That Applicants not operate or maintain the development in a manner that:
o Jeopardizes or adversely affects the public health, peace, or safety of persons
residing or working on the premises or in the surrounding area; or
o Constitutes a public nuisance; or
o Results in repeated nuisance activities, including, but not limited to, disturbances
of the peace, illegal drug activity, public drunkenness, drinking in public,
harassment of passersby, gambling, prostitution, sale of stolen goods, public
urination, theft, assaults, batteries, acts of vandalism, loitering, excessive littering,
illegal parking, excessive loud noises (especially in the late night or early morning
hours), traffic violations, curfew violations, lewd conduct, police calls for service,
or police detentions and arrests; or
o Adversely impacts nearby uses; or
o Violates any other city, state, or federal regulation, ordinance, or statute.



Shelter to strictly comply with all performance standards and other requirements set forth
in LAMC §14.00-A-12.



An enforcement mechanism to be administered by a neutral third party, board, or
commission and not the City or its agents or appointees, to ensure that PATH and the
City consistently meet and comply with the conditions imposed in the permit. The
process should include remedies of modification, discontinuance, or revocation of the
CDP if PATH fails to strictly comply with the permit conditions.



The permit be limited to development of the interim shelter only and not include any
future changes of use and expressly require a new permit for any future change of use;



Creation of a special enforcement zone in the surrounding neighborhood that will actually
be enforced;



Prohibition against shelter residents also camping or maintaining an encampment on the
street;



Require PATH to extend its security obligations into the surrounding neighborhood,
specifically Harrison Avenue;



Pedestrian gates to Harrison be designated ‘emergency only’, all loading and delivery on
Washington Blvd.



The main entrance for PATH clients will be off Washington Blvd.; gathering outside on
the sidewalk (on both sides of Washington & Harrison) will be discouraged and the
sidewalks around the perimeter of the property will be cleaned daily.
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VI.



In addition to 8’ Wall/Fence; planting trees and hedges to restrict sight-lines from hotel
balcony to surrounding properties.



Intensive Client Screening: Residents should be screened in accordance with the
requirements of the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA) which
under law includes significant prohibitions on residency including but not limited to drug
related criminal background, illegal use of drugs, violent criminal activity (broadly
defined as any criminal activity that has as one of its elements the use, attempted use, or
threatened use of physical force substantial enough to cause, or be reasonably likely to
cause serious bodily injury or property damage”, the abuse or pattern of abuse of alcohol,
and those subject to lifetime sex offender registration.



Meetings will be held with neighbors every six months; and there will be a remedy for
adverse impacts of shelter.



Establish a set of performance and achievement metrics, in a process involving
community input, to which PATH must be accountable for actually moving residents
from the shelter into permanent housing;



Any future conversion to PSH be subjected to a new CDP approval process;



Increased LAPD presence and patrols to the President’s Row and Oxford Triangle
neighborhoods to ensure public safety;



City to install additional street lighting on the south side of Harrison Avenue, directly
across from 1110 to 1140 Harrison Avenue;



No shelter-related parking on Harrison Avenue to the surrounding neighborhoods.



Moratorium on future similar, transitional and permanent supportive housing projects
until LA Alliance lawsuit is resolved.
CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons set forth above, the approval of the CDP application should be reversed,
and the permit should be denied until each of the issues and violations above are addressed and
resolved. Appellants reserve right to supply addendum to appeal by filing deadline.

Traci Park
1137 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
P: 310-435-1212 / E: traciparkesq@gmail.com
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Verification
I, Traci Park, declare under penalty of perjury on March 17, 2021, that the statements and
information contained in this appeal are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and
belief. I understand that failure to provide truthful or accurate information to review the appeal
may be cause for dismissal of the appeal by the Bureau of Engineering.
I further certify that I am expressly authorized to bring this appeal on behalf of all individuals
identified below. All individuals identified below further request that all information and
communications regarding this project and related appeals be provided to each of them at the
mailing addresses included below. At this time, only mailing addresses have been included, but
may be supplemented with email addresses upon request.

March 17, 20201
LIST OF APPELLANTS
Traci Park
1137 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
traciparkesq@gmail.com

Steve Sanders
1137 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
stevesanders497@icloud.com

Adam Carter
1111 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Nathan Richards, Owner of
1133 & 1135 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Lydia Lam
1111 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

David Anthony Jones
1119 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Frank Ball
1029 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Emily Scott
1029 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Maxine Ball
1029 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Derrick Rustiano
1103 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Bradley Barber
1043 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Wendy Vasquez
1139 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Karen Barber
1043 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Austin Rovetti
1123 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Adam Diehl
1115 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Leigh Brown
1047 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Lawson Brown
1047 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Chad Kushner
1039 Harrison Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Lissa Ziranek
1039 Harrison Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Maria Borgese
1054 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Maya Barber
1043 Harrison Ave.
Venice, CA 90291

Clarence Carter
1038 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Daniel Shapiro
1059 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Marjorie Swabeck
1043 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Cale Margol
1133 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Richard Carr
1131 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Kim Caldwell
1147 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Greg Heller
1129 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Byron Peach
1127 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

David Devlin, General Manager
Jolly Roger Hotel
2904 Washington Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Jason Bergsman
1146 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Brennan Lindner
1127 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Jasmine Hamilton
2923 Stanford Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sheena Ahdoot
1051 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sally Umsted
906 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Aneez Lakha
1115 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Reta Moser
3208 Thatcher Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Louise Bee
827 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Owner of
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1123 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90201
And
1127-1129 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
Debbie Sutz
3121 Washington Blvd.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Matt Nuss
1123 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Maria Vlachou-Hahn
1105 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Arasto Ahdoot
1051 Van Buren Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Lynn Appel
2121 Washington Blvd.
Marina del Rey, CA 90291

Joy Mashaal
1123 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Aimie Vaughan-Fruehe
1153 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Wolf Seeberg
3015 Yale Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Ingrid Miles
1017 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Dave Fruehe
1153 Van Buren Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Anna Roca
1030 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Robin Rudisil
3003 Ocean Front Walk
Venice, CA 90291

Tracy Carpenter
1107 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Chris Cerbo
708 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Linda Swanson
1010 Garfield Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Maryann Zukin, M.D.
4414 Stewart Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Jason Geater
505 Grand Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Travis Binen
700 Main Street
Venice, CA 90291

Beronica Martin
1006 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Fernando Valdez
1006 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Keith Fallen
1059 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

David Myers
633 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Bryce Fallen
1059 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, 90291

Dr. Micah Linton
Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Don Nachtwey
1053 Garfield Avenue
Venice, California 90291

Mari Smith
1051 Garfield Avenue
Venice, California 90291

Robert Danelski, Jr.
908 Garfield Avenue
Venice, 90291

Halipah Wulff
1019 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Adam Topol
1043 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Serafino Sini
843 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Samuel Parker
1031 Van Buren Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Antoinette Parker
1031 Van Buren Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Nina Cerbo
708 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Robin Meili
1138 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Polly Dyson
725 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Christopher Dyson
725 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Meleane Gardner
2925 Thatcher Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jennifer Cleveland
3121 Washington Blvd.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Jacqueline Gustafson
3029 Standford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Maria Coray
1000 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sybil Watson
1067 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mary Lane
711 Coeur D’Alene Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Charles Deutsch

Allison Polley Chiu
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1055 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

1035 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90201

Alessandra Alarcon
1137 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mario Quiros
1137 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Rachael Shapiro
1115 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Michael Leneman, Owner of
918 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
and
2814 Abbot Kinney Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Aaron Miles
1017 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sarah Pasquin
1106 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Bjorn Eriksson
1125 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Debi Lee
1125 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Kathleen Conner
1164 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Jonathan Friedland
1139 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Eric Fingleson
1130 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mariko Fingleson
1130 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Marjorie Lazarus White
1102 Garfield Avenue
Venice, Ca 90291

David White
1102 Garfield Avenue
Venice, Ca 90291

Anne Serapiglia
1149 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Clark Hogan
3111 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jessica Abbot
3111 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Julian Hogan
3111 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Leslie Brennan
1055 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Brin Morris
2923 Stanford Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Louise Bee
827 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Laurel Polson
849 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Kevin Scheible
728 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Diana Scheible
728 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jonathan Krogman
726 Oxford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Lauren Darnell
3124 Stanford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Sanam Hendizadeh
4335 Marina City Drive #646E
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Frank Rodd
4335 Marina City Drive #646E
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Farrah Summerford
2337 McKinley Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Susie Bean Breitbart
2606 Grand Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Danny Rojany
637 Olive Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Louis Kruzick
811 Angelus Place
Venice, CA 90291

Benjamin Shahrabani
2601 Grand Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Sharon Hollinger
433 Carroll Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Jen Kurland
4300 Via Dolce #317
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Lori Benson
12825 Gilmore Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Joe Lisanti
2204 Prospect Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Deborah Pitt
2343 Ocean Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Gary Panas
2343 Ocean Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Lois Tartar
2608 Strongs Drive
Venice, CA 90291

Jennifer Luke
Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Elizabeth Michalak
55 27th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Rachel Davis

Ann Marie Luddy
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2620 Oakwood Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

3715 S. Centinela Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Vincent Petrosino
116 Mast Mall
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Selga Sanders
600 Harbor Street
Venice, CA 90291

Christopher Gray
27 Ironsides Street, Apt. D
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Andree Armand
808 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Susan Shatz
310 Tahiti Way #316
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Richard Shiffman
310 Tahiti Way #316
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Matthew Risman
632 Oxford Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Susan Siemsen
1525 Glenavon Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Dionne Aarsen
2321 Boone Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Adam Van Dyck
2321 Boone Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

George Ray
1011 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mr. & Mrs. William Hasbany
3812 Pacific Avenue #2
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Martha McCully
517 Altair Place
Venice, CA 90291

Bonnie Barrett
3117 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 9029

Christine Pierce
4200 Via Dolce Avenue #131
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Anjali Saraf
3111 Via Dolce #803
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Lisa Murphy
13920 NW Passage
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Pamela Capone
27 Ironsides Street, Apt. D
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

John Tapia
3796 Stewart Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Jim Williams
311 Bora Bora Way #318
Venice, CA 90292

Carol Reynes
1344 Glenavon Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Susan Mitchell
663 Mildred Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Christina Ruffalo
12960 Green Ave. #5
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Jane Pressman
3116 Yale Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mark Ryavec
President, Venice Stakeholders Association
435 Rialto Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

James Loynes
2502 Wilson Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90291

Soly Cangarlu
4250 Via Dolce Avenue #320
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Salvador Aldana
2324 Ocean Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Karina Aldana
2324 Ocean Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Kayla Eiten
563 Washington Blvd.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Scott Rothstein
565 Washington Blvd.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Rory Doggett
12700 Greene Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Jordon Connor
12700 Greene Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Susanne Kampe
703 Angelus Place
Venice, CA 90291

Sheela Washington
817 Coeur D Alene Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Gary Frutkoff
819 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Jackie Louie
806 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Alex Otto, Owner of
1111 Berkeley Dr.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
And
3137 Carter Ave.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
And
3139 Carter Ave.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mike Penfold
1126 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Stassi Lasker
1126 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Paul Cromelin
1122 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Elizabeth Cromelin
1122 Grant Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Stephanie Baker
452 Carrol Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Donna Goodley
3008 Yale Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90291

Nathalie Brouwer
3000 Grayson Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sessely McDaniel
721 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Chris Plummer
721 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Helen Fallon
425 Linnie Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Bert Fallon
425 Linnie Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Kristin Austin
906 Howard Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Becky Henricksen
13953 Panay Way
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

David Karlsberg
739 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Sandy Funk
739 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Cilmara Santos
2923 Yale Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jason Scott
800 Howard Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Amy Hammond
3008 Dell Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Kenneth Hammond
3008 Dell Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Alexandra Jamison
740 Oxford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Michael Benveniste
732 Oxford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Stephanie Peters
1050 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mark Peters
1050 Garfield Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Deepa Lani
648 Santa Clara Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Peter McNulty

Bridget Rohmer
3212 Viola Place
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648 Santa Clara Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
Joseph Swinger
307 Rose Avenue
Venice, CA 90921

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Doris Perry
3029 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jill Hyman
862 Burrell Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Diane Laurino
3133 Carter Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Judy White
4 Jib Street
Marina del Rey 90292

Alan Goldberg
Alan Goldberg Contractors
688 Olive Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Janet Sherry
688 Olive Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Melissa Foucher, Founder & Owner of Young
Minds Learning Academy
7409 Alverstone Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Nathan Janos
1111 Berkeley Drive
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Megan Asarnow
2337 Clement Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Dave Asarnow
2337 Clement Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Karen Manfield
3009 Clune Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Nicholas Spike
4241 Redwood Avenue # 2309
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Marcela De la Vega
4241 Redwood Avenue # 2309
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Andrea Ennis
4817 Ocean Front Walk
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Oliver Edwards
817 Angelus Place
Venice Beach CA 90291

Cydney Morris
817 Angelus Place
Venice Beach CA 90291

Peter Gaughan
704 Angelus Place
Venice, CA 90272

Claire Buchanan-Gaughan
704 Angelus Place
Venice, CA 90272

Barbara Toennies
452 Carroll Canal

Alexander Brownstein
4907 Roma Court

Manny Perry
3029 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
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Venice, CA 90291

Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Gabrielle Brownstein
4907 Roma Court
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Bonnie Barrett
3117 Stanford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

James Chandler
3117 Stanford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

EunJin Suh
4225 Via Marina G204
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jill Lincoln
3124 Thatcher Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Dominic Russo
3124 Thatcher Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Brian Leinbach
3108 Thatcher Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Tracy Leinbach
3108 Thatcher Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Allison Gruber
3007 Thatcher Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Jamie Barton
3001 Carter Avenue
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Jason Kuna
3001 Carter Avenue
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Ryan Gillette
3124 Stanford Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Charlie Webber
3025 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mindy Taylor-Ross
1033 Nowita Place
Venice, CA 90291

April McKay
822 Crestmoor Place
Venice, CA 90291

Carly Duguid
3112 Yale Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Stuart Duguid
3112 Yale Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Jennifer Zonas
40 26th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Jason Fineis
3499 Sawtelle Blvd. Apt. 18
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Andreea Alexiu
3021 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Claudiu Alexiu
3021 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Judson Kennedy
847 Dickson Street
Marina del Rey CA 90292
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Vlad Alexiu
3021 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey 90292

Heather Kahler
3012 Thatcher Avenue
Marina deal Rey CA 90292

Sarah Kahler
3012 Thatcher Avenue
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Sean Kahler
3012 Thatcher Avenue
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Mark Shockley
922 Dickson Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Laura Shockley
922 Dickson Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Elizabeth Gorcey
913 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Martin Amiri
910 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Karen Kennedy
847 Dickson Street
Marina del Rey CA 90292

Jessica Kase
592 Olive Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Marjorie Jones
913 Howard Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Judy Mansfield
748 Howard Street
Marina del Ray 90292

Jennifer Everhart
1520 Abbot Kinney Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Olivia Shores
2333 Clement Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Anna Dubin
2924 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jean Marie Webster
2100 Abbot Kinney Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Kelly Kruzick
812 Angelus Place
Venice 90291

Kevin Root
1115 Van Buren Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Rachel Joynes
628 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Kim Pappaterra
703 Crestmore Place
Venice, CA 90291

Lucas Hakim de Rezende
3000 Yale Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Stacy Fong
2326 Cloy Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Natalie Schell
1013 Berkeley Drive
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Naomi Hirata
633 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291

John Fincher
3846 Lyceum Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Sean Costello
1172 Nelrose Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Martin Flynn, MD
905 Howard Street
Venice, CA 90292

John Tripp
944 Harding Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Joshua Blacker Ph.D.
146 Westwind Mall
Marina Del Rey, CA. 90292

Karen Moses
821 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Darlene Davis
914 Burrell Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Rebecca Pitts
3012 Yale Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Yunghwa Kim
909 Burrell Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Robert Levy
3140 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Samuel Moses
821 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Alison Chamas
802 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Kevin Chamas
802 Dickson Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Gene Siegrist
920 Burrell Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mike Morini, Owner of
5314 and 5310 Pacific Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
And
13456 Beach Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Constance Morini, Owner of
5314 and 5310 Pacific Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
And
13456 Beach Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Eileen Koster
3132 Yale Ave.
Venice CA 90292

Ken Halloway
3013 Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Matt Bass
4115 Glencoe Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mariapia Altavilla
1001 Indiana Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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John Baginski
Windward Avenue
Venice, CA

Steven Pearl
225 Carroll Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Alan Shaffer
572 Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291
Nanette Reed, Esq.
408 Sherman Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Suellen Mayfield
1102 Superba Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
Stefanie Holmes
29 26th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Devonne Daley
411 Carroll Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Stanley Falkenstein
4 Lighthouse St. #12
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Chris Hartman
1102 Marco Place
Venice, Ca 90291

Bill Gross
456 Howland Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Gerald Selvo
720 Nowita Place
Venice, CA 90291

Nicholas Wild
513 Victoria Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Terry Ballentine
513 28th Avenyue
Venice, CA 90291

Tamra Johnson
2620 Pacific Avenue #B
Venice, CA 90291

Timothy Johnson
2620 Pacific Avenue #B
Venice, CA 90291

Teri Eaton
441 Sherman Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Gary Panas
2343 Ocean Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Jeannie White
456 Howland Canal
Venice, CA 90291

James D. Bowen
13600 Marina Pointe Dr., Unit 1812
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Max Ancar
715 Ocean Front Walk, Apt 4
Venice, CA 90291

Carmen Carpenter
2342 Clement Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Lori Christensen
2217 Grand Canal
Venice 90291

Ken Englert
MARITIME COMMUNICATIONS INC

Silvia Aldana
2324 Ocean Avenue
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766 Washington Blvd.
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Venice, CA 90291

Stefanie Cho
3003 Grand Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Mark Quin
1045 Amoroso Place
Venice, CA 90291

Craig Ghiglione
100 South Venice #9
Venice, CA 90291

Jack Smiler, Owner of
915 Main Street
And
22 Navy Street
Unit 105
Venice CA 90291

Joseph Lawson, Owner of
915 Main Street
And
22 Navy Street
Unit 105
Venice CA 90291

Amber Hartgens
736 San Miguel Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Rita Silverman
229 Howland Canal
Venice, CA 90291

John R. Baudhuin
Founder/CEO
Mad Dogg Athletics, Inc.
2111 Narcissus Court, Venice, CA 90291

Michelle Zweig
124 Topsail Mall
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mike Malloy
440 N Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Charles Hicks
4316 Marina City Drive, unit CTN523
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Georgianne Levangie
24 25th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Janet Jung
1063 Indiana Court
Venice, CA 90291

Tom Breen
438 Sherman Canal
Venice Ca 90291

Enid Baron
707 Marr Street, Unit 204
Venice, California 90291

Sasha Shturma
487 Carroll Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mitchel Kadish
410 Howland Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Susan Beckman
466 1/2 South Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291
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Michael Lerner
749 Milwood Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Ron Robinson
401 Sherman Canal
Venice 90291

Stacy Robinson
401 Sherman Canal
Venice 90291

Max Robinson
401 Sherman Canal
Venice 90291

Jennifer Green
19 1/2 20th Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Kurt Richter
19 20th Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Nancy Goodstein
735 Nowita Place
Venice, CA 90291

Linda Giella
803 Milwood Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Hugh Fitzpatrick
803 Milwood Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Krista Hopkins
3001 Grayson Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Dean Hopkins
3001 Grayson Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Alli Hopkins
3001 Grayson Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Emma Hopkins
3001 Grayson Avenue
Venice, CA 9029

Carol Poshepny
412 Grand Blvd
Venice CA 90291

Mark Van Gessel
100 Drfitwood st #7
Venice, CA 90292

Gary Pearl
409 Linnie Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Deborah Keaton
1694 Electric Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Cheryl Scaccio
201 6th Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Adam Holcomb
114 Vista Place
Venice, Ca 90291

Albert Cho
3003 Grand Canal
Venice, Ca 90291

Dana Millikin
411 28th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Paul Abascal
35 Thornton Avenue
Venice 90291

Mark Nedlin
2554 Lincoln Blvd., #348

Jerome Metivier
2603 Beach Avenue
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Venice CA 90291

Venice, CA 90291

Rochelle Hochberg
2602 Beach Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Mary Hruska
3216 Grand View Blvd.
LA CA 90066

Steven Ruedaflores
814 Flower Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Rachel Plasencia
814 Flower Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Bruce Rapport
848 Harbor Crossing Lane
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

JT Rapport
848 Harbor Crossing Lane
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Monica Geise
209 N Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Lorna Loopesko
1024 Vernon Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Vicki Halliday
114 Paloma Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sean Obrien
426 South Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Joe Cholewinski
42 20th Avenue # 4
Venice CA 90291

Margaret Michon
920 Amoroso Place
Venice, CA 90291

Lisa Schmidt
2826 Sanborn Avenue
Venice, VCA 90291

Howard Giller
806 Amoroso Place
Venice, CA 90291

Oreet Rees
914 Venezia Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Martin Wertlieb
5505 Via Donte
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Gloria Wertlieb
5505 Via Donte
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Gwen Zeller
40 S. Venice Blvd.
Venice, CA 90291

Joe Trojan
115 1/2 Fleet Street
Marina Peninsula, CA 90292

Andrew Clark
2409 Grand Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Leora Barish
668 Westminster Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Henry Bean
668 Westminster Avenue
Venice, CA 90291
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Susan Fair Clark
129 Fleet Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Emily Olson
4131 Lyceum Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Eric Olson
4131 Lyceum Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Hailey Magana
3458 S Centinela Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Jessica Nail
808 Vernon Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Eric Hartnack
2445 Glyndon Avenue
Venice, CA 90921

Erica Moore, Proprietor
Bonne Bouffe Catering & Events
1521 Venice Boulevard
Venice, CA 90291

Holly Riordan
728 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Kathryn Kind
904 Nowita Place
Venice, CA 90291

Aria Yarmand
14 28th Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

David Calandra
613 Westminster Avenue Apt 4
Venice, CA 90291

Wynn Katz
740 Howard Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Gene Cunningham
243 San Juan Avenue
Venice CA 99291

Stephen Michael
4355 McConnell Blvd.
LA CA 90066

Diedmar van der Ryst
4776 La Villa Marina
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Andrew Shores
212 Carroll Canal
Venice CA 90291

Claudette Shores
212 Carroll Canal
Venice CA 90291

Doug Miller
4600 Via Marina #308
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Eryn Miller
4600 Via Marina #308
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Mary Catalano
2500 Pacific Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Carlos de Castro
412 Howland Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Jennie Waddington
4737 La Villa Marina
Venice, CA 90291
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Jennifer Sorg
680 Harbor Street, Unit 2
Venice, CA 90291

Marjorie Weitzman
440 Sherman Canal
Venice, CA 90291

Tova Kitron
12 29th Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Miri Lerner
12 29th Avenue
Venice CA 90291

Tony Bill
1393 Rose Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Sheri Magid
3846 Via Dolce
Marina Del Rey, CA90292

Brent Roberts
2922 Beach Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Vanessa Roberts
2922 Beach Avenue
Venice, CA 90291

Patrice Le Goy
3201 Viola Place
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Addie Van Gessel
100 Driftwood Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Kelly Levy
21 Reef Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Matthew Levy
21 Reef Street
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Gina Greco
12740 Pacific Avenue #1
Mar Vista, CA. 90066

Daniel Landau
2529 Stoner Avenue
Los Angeles CA 90064

Andrew Utas
10919 Exposition Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Sheri Odere
3650 Wade Street
Mar Vista, CA 90066

Ken Rizzo
4449 Harding Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066

Joseph Lieske
2924 Stanford Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Jennifer Barry
7857 W. 83rd Street
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293

Sean Barry
7857 W. 83rd Street
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293

John Keefer
1229 23rd Street
Santa Monica 90404

Brian Bodnar
11877 Pierce Street
Lakeview Terrace, CA 91342

Eg Mahan
2554 Lincoln Blvd. #234

Bethany Gorfine
3950 Via Dolce, Suite 517
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Venice, CA 90291

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Sima Sherman
17 Voyage Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Peter Sherman
17 Voyage Street
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292
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EXEMPTION NARRATIVE
The Project includes the acquisition of an existing single-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel that
will be initially rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the long
term, it will eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project includes
minor tenant improvements to the existing interior and exterior to accommodate American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing and vision impaired upgrades, path of travel
improvements, and life and safety upgrades, to an existing motel building. The address is 3130
W. Washington Blvd., Venice, CA, 90291, located within the Venice Community Plan Area of
Council District 11. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 4237-027-035, as shown in Figure 1 Project Location Map. (City of Los Angeles, 2020).
The Project site is located within an urban area on a parcel that is currently developed as a
Ramada Inn motel. The Project is C2 zoned with a General Commercial land use designation.
(City of Los Angeles, 2020) The Project location is on a 17,422 square foot, rectangular-shaped
parcel that includes three (3) lots. The motel has approximately 33 beds that will provide shelter
with supporting spaces, including living room areas, toilets, showers, laundry services, storage,
food services, and case management to approximately 33 individuals experiencing
homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness and who are impacted by the COVID-19
pandemic.
The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within the single
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone. The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) §
12.20.2 applies to projects within the California Coastal Zone. The proposed Project will include
obtaining any necessary Coastal Act approvals.
Figure 1
Project Site Location Map

Project Location
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I.

PROJECT HISTORY: HOMELESS SHELTER CRISIS AND EMERGENCY
A.

Homelessness Imposes a Loss of, or Damage to, Life, Health, Property, and
to Essential Public Services in the City

Homelessness presents a danger of loss or damage to the health and property of the people of
the City and an undue burden on essential public services. Homeless persons constitute
approximately 0.78 percent of the City’s population (Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority,
2018).
In 2018, homeless persons constituted 13.5 percent of LAFD’s total patient transports to a
hospital, meaning a homeless person is 17 percent more likely to require emergency hospital
transportation than the general population (LAFD Battalion Chief and Paramedic Douglas
Zabilski, 2019). Studies have shown that individuals identified as homeless utilize health care
services more frequently than comparable non-homeless individuals of the same age, gender,
and low-income status, particularly high-cost services such as ER visits and psychiatric
hospitalizations (Hunter, 2017) (Hwang SW, 2013).
Los Angeles County’s Chief Executive Officer reported the County spent $965 million on health,
law enforcement, and social services toward individuals experiencing homelessness in fiscal
year 2014–2015 (Wu, 2016). Consistent with that report, a 1998 study in the New England
Journal of Medicine found that homelessness was associated with substantial excess costs per
hospital stay in New York City, with homeless patient staying in the hospital 36 percent longer
per admission on average than other patients (Salit, Hospitalization Costs Associated with
Homelessness in New York City, 1988).
Homelessness also causes significant danger to the health and lives of persons who are
homeless. Homeless individuals living in the City are frequent crime victims. In 2018, LAPD
reported 2,965 instances where a homeless individual was a victim of a serious crime, including
homicide, rape, aggravated assault, theft, and arson (also known as “Part 1 Crimes.”)
(Commander Dominic H. Choi, 2019). This compares to 1,762 such crimes in 2017, a 68
percent increase (Id.). This dramatic increase in Part 1 Crime statistics may be due to more
rigorous LAPD data collection methodologies, but is consistent with the increasing incidence of
homelessness documented in June of 2019 detailed below (Id.).
Overall, in 2018, the LAPD reported 6,671 instances in total where a homeless individual was a
Part 1 Crime victim and/or suspect, among the 31,285 estimated homeless individuals
throughout the City (Id.). This means that in 2018 there was approximately one Part 1 Crime
per every 4.68 homeless individuals in the City. By comparison, for the same year LAPD
reported 129,549 total Part 1 Crimes Citywide among an estimated population of 4,054,400 City
residents, or approximately one Part 1 crime per every 31.29 City residents. Accordingly, the
rate of Part 1 crimes among homeless individuals in 2018 was approximately seven times
higher than the rate among the City population as a whole (Id.).
On October 4, 2018 and again on February 6, 2019, the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health identified an outbreak of endemic flea-borne typhus in downtown Los Angeles
among persons experiencing homelessness. On September 19, 2017, the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health declared a Hepatitis A virus outbreak among persons who are
homeless and/or use illicit drugs in the County. Likewise, a January 2018 report from the Los
Angeles County Department of Mental Health reported that data from the Los Angeles County
Medical Examiner-Corner’s showed that a significant number of deaths in the homeless
population were caused by treatable conditions such as arteriosclerotic cardiovascular disease,
pneumonia, diabetes, cancer, cirrhosis, severe bacterial infections and other conditions (Choi,
2019). As noted more recently by the Board of Supervisors for the County of Los Angeles on
October 29, 2019:
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Mortality rates for people experiencing homelessness are much higher than
those for the general population, have risen in the County over the past five
years, and are expected to increase again for 2019. A recent analysis by the
County’s Department of Public Health on mortality rates and causes of death
among people experiencing homelessness shed critical light on this issue and
provided sobering data on recent trends. The overall mortality rate, which
accounts for increases in the total homeless population over the 6-year period
from 2013 to 2018, increased each year from 1,382 per 100,000 to 1,875 deaths
per 100,000, with the total number of deaths among people experiencing
homelessness increasing each year from 536 in 2013 to 1,047 in 2018. The
leading causes of death included coronary heart disease (22%) and unintentional
drug and alcohol overdose (21%), indicating that there are opportunities for
interventions to prevent premature deaths (Supervisor Ridley-Thomas,
Supervisor Solis, 2019) (Department of Public Health, 2019).
These significant adverse health impacts suffered by the homeless in the City and County of
Los Angeles are consistent with the impacts identified by a well-established body of expert
social science studies that document the significant adverse health and welfare impacts
experienced by homeless persons in the United States and in other countries, which the
homeless in the City and County experience as well. Some of that research has documented
the following impacts upon homeless persons:
Mortality Rates. A study of the mortality rates of sheltered homeless people in New York City
between 1987 and 1994 documented that homeless men died at a rate more than twice that of
other residents of New York, and that homeless women died at a rate more than 3.7 times
greater than other New York residents (Barrow ,Susan M., PhD, Daniel B. Herman, DSW, Pilar
Cordova, BA, and Elmer L. Struening, PhD, 1999). A study conducted between 1985 and 1988
in Philadelphia found that the mortality rate among homeless persons in Philadelphia was nearly
four times greater than for the general population ( Hibbs, Jonathan R., MD, et. al., 1994). A
review of five years of data between 2000 and 2005 in Glasgow, Scotland found that
homelessness is, itself, is an independent risk factor for death, distinct from other specific
causes (Morrison, 2009).
Access to Healthcare. A 2003 nationwide survey of homeless persons documented that
homeless adults reported substantial unmet needs for multiple types of health care (Baggett,
Travis P., MD, MPH, James J. O’Connell, MD, Daniel E. Singer, MD, and Nancy A. Rigotti, MD,
, 2010). The report found 73 percent of the respondents reported at least one unmet health
need, including an inability to obtain needed medical or surgical care (32%), prescription
medications (36%), mental health care (21%), eyeglasses (41%), and dental care (41%) (Id.).
AIDs Impacts. A study of San Francisco residents diagnosed with AIDS from 1996 through 2006
and reported to the San Francisco Department of Public Health demonstrated that homeless
persons with HIV/AIDS have greater morbidity and mortality, more hospitalizations, less use of
antiretroviral therapy, and worse medication adherence than HIV infected persons who are
stably housed (Schwarcz, Sandra K, Ling C Hsu,, Eric Vittinghoff, Annie Vu, Joshua D
Bamberger and Mitchell H Katz, 2009).
Cancer Impacts. A study of 28,000 current and formerly homeless individuals in Boston
documented that homeless men saw a significantly higher cancer incident rate than expected
compared to the general Massachusetts general population, and that homeless women and
men experienced significantly higher cancer mortality rates than the Massachusetts general
population (Baggett, Travis P et al., 2015).
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B.

Unexpected and Unabated Dramatic Surge in Homelessness

A 2017 Rand Corporation study reported the County of Los Angeles as having the highest rate
in the United States of unsheltered individuals who experience homelessness (Hunter, Sarah
B., Melody Harvey, Brian Briscombe, and Matthew Cefalu, 2017). The impacts of homelessness
upon the homeless and upon the community, in terms of the danger to or loss of life, property,
health and burden on public services is exacerbated in the City due the very size of the City’s
homeless population. The homeless shelter crisis and the rise in homelessness are the type of
emergency situations that led the State to adopt AB 1197, an urgency statute addressing
homelessness that was deemed necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace,
health, or safety and for the critical necessity to address the shelter and homeless crisis within
the City of Los Angeles.
The City of Los Angeles (the City) City Council declared a homeless shelter crisis pursuant to
Government Code Section 8698, et seq. on April 17, 2018 (The Honorable M. Bonin & M.
O'Farrell , 2019), which is currently in effect (The Honorable M. Bonin & M. Harris-Dawson,
2019). Following significant investment of resources by both the County and City, the 2018
Homeless Count showed progress in reducing homelessness, documenting a 5.5 percent
overall decrease in the number of persons experiencing homelessness in LA County (LAHSA,
2020).
Table 1 - 2018 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2018
Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2018 Data
Summary in Table 1 (LAHSA, 2020).

Table 1
2018 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2017

Sheltered Homeless

8,398

6% Decrease

Unsheltered Homeless

22,887

5.3% Decrease

Total Homeless Persons

31,285

5.5% Decrease

Despite these efforts and the initial progress shown in 2018, the revised 2019 Homeless Count,
released in July 22, 2020, unexpectedly documented a dramatic increase in the number of
individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness in (LAHSA, 2020) Table
2 - 2019 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2019 Homeless
Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2019 Data Summary as shown
in Table 2 (LAHSA, 2020):
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Table 2
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary (Revised 07/20/2020)
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

8,944

6.5% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

26,606

16.2% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

35,550

13.7% Increase

LAHSA recently published its 2020 Homeless Count, released in July 20, 2020, which shows
that the homelessness emergency in the City of Los Angeles continues unabated. The
documented number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness
dramatically increased yet again, as shown in Table 3 - 2020 Homeless Count Data Summary.
(LAHSA, 2020)
Table 3
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

12,438

39% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

28,852

8.4% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

41,290

16.1 % increase

C.

Emergency
Community

Related

to

COVID-19

Pandemic

Impacting

Homeless

In addition to the crisis of growing homelessness, the COVID-19 pandemic is impacting
homeless persons. On March 4, 2020, the Governor proclaimed a State of Emergency for the
State of California (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020), and the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles
declared a local emergency related to the threat of the COVID-19 pandemic affecting the local
population (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City is facing an unprecedented emergency at the
current time due to the sudden occurrence of the COVID-19 pandemic, and this emergency is
particularly concerning for the imminent threat it poses to the City’s homeless population.
On March 11, 2020, the State Department of Health issued guidance for protecting homeless
Californians from COVID-19, which noted the following:
“We know that individuals experiencing homelessness are at greater risk of
having an untreated and often serious health condition. This vulnerable
population also has a higher risk of developing severe illness due to COVID-19,”
said Dr. Mark Ghaly, Secretary of the California Health and Human Services
Agency. “It is important that we act now to protect this population and the
compassionate people who serve them.” (Corey Egel, 2020)
6
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 137

The homeless often live unsheltered, unprotected from the elements and in close contact and
proximity to other individuals in the homeless community. As noted above, the homeless
population is substantially more prone to underlying health conditions. The State Department of
Public Health additionally states that populations “with compromised immune systems, and
people with certain underlying health conditions like heart disease, lung disease and diabetes,
for example, seem to be at greater risk of serious illness.” (California Dept. of Public Health,
2020) Thus, exposure to COVID-19 in the homeless population is an imminent concern for the
damage it will cause on these susceptible individuals.
On March 12, 2020, the Governor’s Executive Order No. N-25-20 noted the “need to secure
numerous facilities to accommodate quarantine, isolation, or medical treatment of individuals
testing positive for or exposed to COVID-19.” (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020) On March 18,
2020, the Governor issued Executive Order No. N-32-20 (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020),
which further noted imminent impacts to the homeless, as follows:
[T]he emergency of COVID-19 necessitates a more focused approach, including
emergency protective measures to bring unsheltered Californians safely indoors,
expand shelter capacity, maintain health and sanitation standards and institute
medically indicated interventions, and add new isolation and quarantine capacity
to California’s shelter and housing inventory to slow the spread of the
pandemic….
The Governor has stated that “[p]eople experiencing homelessness are among the most
vulnerable to the spread of COVID-19,” and “California is deploying massive resources to get
these vulnerable residents safely into shelter, removing regulatory barriers and securing trailers
and hotels to provide immediate housing options for those most at risk. Helping these residents
is critical to protecting public health, flattening the curve and slowing the spread of COVID-19.”
(California Governor, Press Release (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020)
On March 19, 2020, the Governor issued a stay-at-home order directing residents to stay home
or at their place of residence (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). It noted “in a short period of
time, COVID-19 has rapidly spread throughout California, necessitating updated and more
stringent guidance from federal, state, and local public health officials.” (Governor Gavin
Newsom, 2020). Similar local Safer-at-Home orders followed (County of Los Angeles Public
Health Department, 2020) (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City’s Safer at Home order
particularly noted the following:
City of Los Angeles officials and contracted partners responsible for
homelessness outreach shall make every reasonable effort to persuade such
residents to accept, if offered, temporary housing or shelter, as the Health Officer
of the County of Los Angeles recommends that sheltering individuals will assist in
reducing the spread of the virus and will protect the individual from potential
exposure by allowing the individual access to sanitation tools.
(Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020)
In the United States District Court Central District of California case of LA Alliance for Human
Rights Et Al. vs. the City of Los Angeles, Et al. Case No. CV 20-02291 DOC (The Honorable
Judge David O. Carter, 2020), concerning homelessness, the Court entered a May 2020
injunction that had ordered the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the County of Los
Angeles, to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing homelessness, finding they are
exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a result of where they live. (The
Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020) Although the Court vacated that order on June 18,
2020, in favor of a homeless shelter agreement between the City and County, the Court
retained its right to re-impose the May 2020 injunction. The Court’s May 2020 findings
concerning the emergency situation faced by homeless persons, therefore, is relevant to
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understanding the emergency situation.
The Injunction found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near freeways and the
on-going Covid-19 pandemic constitute an emergency. The Court found that it is unreasonably
dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious health impacts and can shorten a
homeless person’s life expectancy by decades. These locations near freeways, for example,
could be contaminated with lead or other carcinogenic substances and also increase the danger
that a homeless person will be struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or
crash. Camps in these locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing
potential hazards to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way
inaccessible to individuals with disabilities.
The Court further found that providing housing for persons experiencing homelessness will help
stop the spread of COVID-19 persons experiencing homelessness and will also help reduce the
likelihood that the disease will spread throughout the greater Los Angeles community
Taken together, the unexpected and dramatic increase in homelessness in the City and County
of Los Angeles identified first in 2019 continues unabated in 2020, which is now exacerbated by
the COVID-19 pandemic posting a critical emergency situation in the City of Los Angeles. This
situation presents documented dangers to health, life, property and a burden on public
resources which presents an emergency as defined by CEQA as explained below. Furthermore,
the State has created additional CEQA exemptions applicable in the City of Los Angeles
concerning homelessness and homeless shelters.
II.

THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW
A.

The Project is Exempt Pursuant to the Emergency CEQA Statutory
Exemption (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section (§) 21080[b][4])

PRC § 21080(b)(4) provides that CEQA does not apply, to “specific actions necessary to
prevent or mitigate an emergency.” PRC § 21060.3 defines Emergency as, “a sudden,
unexpected occurrence, involving a clear and imminent danger, demanding immediate action to
prevent or mitigate loss of, or damage to, life, health, property, or essential public services.”
Section 21060.3 further provides that Emergency, “includes such occurrences as fire, flood,
earthquake, or other soil or geologic movements, as well as such occurrences as riot, accident,
or sabotage.”
Finally, 14 California Code of Regulations (Governor's Office of Planing and Research, 2018) §
15269, “Emergency Projects,” provides examples of emergency projects exempt from the
requirements of CEQA, including the following:
(c) Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency. This does not
include long-term projects undertaken for the purpose of preventing or mitigating a
situation that has a low probability of occurrence in the short-term, but this exclusion
does not apply
(i) if the anticipated period of time to conduct an environmental review of
such a long-term project would create a risk to public health, safety or
welfare, or
(ii) if activities (such as fire or catastrophic risk mitigation or modifications
to improve facility integrity) are proposed for existing facilities in
response to an emergency at a similar existing facility.
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The Project is a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency – the
conditions arising from a sudden and unexpected dramatic rise in the City’s already
dangerously large homeless population, now adversely impacted by the COVID-19
pandemic for all of the reasons set forth above in Part I (Project History). The Project,
therefore is exempt from CEQA environmental review pursuant to Section 21080(b)(4).
B.

The Project is Exempt Pursuant to the Statutory CEQA Exemption Provided
in AB 83, As Codified at Health & Safety Code Section 50675.1.2

Assembly Bill 83 was signed into law on June 29, 2020, which added Health & Safety Code
§50675.1.1 and §50675.1.2, creating a statutory exemption for compliance with CEQA for
Project Homekey Program or similar projects funded from the 2020 Budget Act or any related
acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal CARES Act (Public Law 116-136)
with funds disbursed in accordance with the Multifamily Housing Program for the acquisition of
motel and hotels to be used as shelters.
AB 83 took immediate effect as a budget bill. As noted in the following sections, the acquisition
of motels and hotels for use as shelters under this Project complies with the requirements in
Health & Safety Code Sections 50675.1.1 and 50675.1.2, and thus the Project is exempt from
CEQA under Health & Safety Code Section 50675.1.2.
1.

The Project is a Qualifying Homekey Program Project

Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2(a) and 50675.1.1(a) explain the qualifications for
the statutory exemption from CEQA under Section 50675.1.2. Particularly, Health and Safety
Code Sections 50675.1.2(a) states that if certain requirements are met, as discussed in the
following sections, below, CEQA “shall not apply to any project, including a phased project,
funded pursuant to Section 50675.1.1.” Section 50675.1.1(a) provides that funds appropriated
in the 2020 Budget Act or an act related to the 2020 Budget Act, including, but not limited to,
moneys received from the Coronavirus Relief Fund established by the federal Coronavirus Aid,
Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act (Public Law 116-136), to provide housing for
individuals and families who are experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of
homelessness, as defined in Section 578.3 of Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulation, and
who are impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, shall be disbursed in accordance with the
Multifamily Housing Program, including as grants to cities, counties, and other local public
entities, as necessary, created by this chapter for the following uses, consistent with applicable
federal law and guidance . . . (1) Acquisition or rehabilitation of motels, hotels, or hostels.”
Section 50675.1.1(g) additionally states that “Any project that uses funds received from the
Coronavirus Relief Fund for any of the purposes specified in subdivision (a) shall be deemed
consistent and in conformity with any applicable local plan, standard, or requirement, and
allowed as a permitted use, within the zone in which the structure is located, and shall not be
subject to a conditional use permit, discretionary permit, or to any other discretionary reviews or
approvals.”
This Project qualifies under these requirements because the Project is part of the City’s
Homekey Program that provides interim homeless housing, that will be funded through that
program with remaining qualifying funds from the program appropriated from the Coronavirus
Relief Fund established by the federal Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES)
Act (Public Law 116-136). The Project includes the acquisition and rehabilitation of one motel to
rehabilitate the motel units into housing for persons experiencing homelessness or who are at
risk of homelessness; which may include lower income, and very low income households.
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Therefore, the Project involves qualifying activities and funding for the exemption from CEQA in
Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2.
2.

No units will be acquired through eminent domain

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(1) requires
that, if applicable, no units were acquired by eminent domain. Here, the acquisition will be
purchased through a voluntary negotiated sale with the owner, using public funds and will not be
acquired using eminent domain.
3.

Units will be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of their
occupancy

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(2) requires
that, if applicable, “units will be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of their
occupancy.”
The existing motel units will be rehabilitated for use as crises and bridge homeless shelter
rooms and will be upgraded, as needed, to a decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of
their occupancy.
4.

The Project contractors and subcontractors will be required to pay
prevailing wages

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(3) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent shall require all contractors and subcontractors
performing work on the project to pay prevailing wages for any rehabilitation, construction, or
alterations in accordance with Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 1720) of Part 7 of Division 2
of the Labor Code.”
If applicable, the Department of Public Works (DPW) Bureau of Contract Administration's (BCA)
Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) administers the City of Los Angeles' Labor Compliance
Program (LCP). The City's LCP is certified under California Code of Regulations Chapter 8,
Section 16425 and adheres to the statutory requirements as stated in California's Labor Code
Section 1771.5. The OCC's Labor Compliance Section (LSC) is responsible for educating,
assisting, monitoring and enforcing prevailing wage requirements of the applicable labor laws to
ensure that all contractors working on City projects are in compliance with State (California
Labor Code Chapter 1 of Part 7 of Division 2) and Federal (Code of Federal Regulations 29)
prevailing wage statutes and regulations. (City of Los Angeles, 2020)
The Bureau of Engineering’s Project Award and Control Division (PAC) is an engineering
support division of BCA that provides procurement of contracts, and assures compliance with all
Labor Codes. PAC is committed to paying prevailing wages and using a skilled and trained
workforce to ensure that contractors will hire qualified workers and the City will therefore receive
quality work.
Any contractors/subcontractors working on the project rehabilitation work will be required to
comply with prevailing wage requirements given that the source of the funding for the work
requires the payment of prevailing wages.
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5.

Enforceable commitment will be obtained ensuring contractors and
subcontractor perform work with a skilled and trained workforce for any
rehabilitation, construction, or alterations in accordance with Public
Contract Code Section 2600 et seq.

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(4) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent obtains an enforceable commitment that all contractors
and subcontractor performing work on the project will use a skilled and trained workforce for any
rehabilitation, construction, or alterations in accordance with Chapter 2.9 (commencing with
Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code.”
As noted above, the Department of Public Works (DPW) Bureau of Contract Administration's
(BCA) Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) administers the City of Los Angeles' Labor
Compliance Program (LCP). The City's LCP is certified under California Code of Regulations
Chapter 8, Section 16425 and adheres to the statutory requirements as stated in California's
Labor Code Section 1771.5. The OCC's Labor Compliance Section (LSC) is responsible for
educating, assisting, monitoring and enforcing prevailing wage requirements of the applicable
labor laws to ensure that all contractors working on City projects are in compliance with State
(California Labor Code Chapter 1 of Part 7 of Division 2) and Federal (Code of Federal
Regulations 29) prevailing wage statutes and regulations. (City of Los Angeles, 2020)
The Bureau of Engineering’s Project Award and Control Division (PAC) is an engineering
support division of BCA that provides procurement of contracts, and assures compliance with all
Labor Codes. PAC is committed to paying prevailing wages and using a skilled and trained
workforce to ensure that contractors will hire qualified workers and the City will therefore receive
quality work.
6.

A letter of support from a county, city, or other local public entity will be
provided to the lead agency for any rehabilitation, construction, or
alteration work

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(5) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent submits to the lead agency a letter of support from a
county, city, or other local public entity for any rehabilitation, construction, or alteration work.”
Rehabilitation, construction, and alteration work at the properties will require additional review
by City departments, and the relevant department, HACLA, or other local public entity will
provide a letter of support as needed through the review of that rehabilitation, construction, or
alteration work.
7.

Acquisitions will be paid for exclusively by public funds

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(6) requires
that, if applicable, “any acquisition is paid for exclusively by public funds.” Here, the Project is
anticipated to be entirely funded from the Coronavirus Relief Fund for the federal CARES Act.
for acquiring this property. Additional public funds may be used for the Project if they become
available and/or are needed for the acquisition. No private funds will be used. Therefore, the
acquisition will be paid for exclusively by public funds.
8.

The project will provide housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(7) requires
that, if applicable, “the project provide housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness.” The Project includes the
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acquisition and rehabilitation of a motel to convert the motel units into housing for persons
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness; which may include lower
income, and very low income households. This Project is considered part of the City’s
Homekey Program and is required for the State’s Homekey Program. Therefore, this
requirement is met.
9.

The Project will require long-term covenants and restrictions requiring the
units to be restricted to persons experiencing homelessness or who are at
risk of homelessness, which may include lower income, and very low
income households for no fewer than 55 years.

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2(a)(8) requires
that, if applicable, “long-term covenants and restrictions require the units to be restricted to
persons experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness, which may include
lower income, and very low income households, as defined by Section 50079.5, for no fewer
than 55 years.”
The Project will convert motel rooms into housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness as part of the City’s Project
Home Key program. Long-term covenants and restrictions, no fewer than 55 years, requiring the
units be restricted to persons experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness will put in
place through recorded deeds of trust and regulatory agreements, which will be coordinated
with HACLA by the City.
10.

The Project does not increase the existing footprint

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(9) requires
that, if applicable, the Project cannot “increase the original footprint of the project structure or
structures by more than 10 percent, [and a]ny increase to the footprint of the original project
structure or structures shall be exclusively to support the conversion to housing for the
designated population, including, but not limited to, both of the following: (A) Achieving
compliance with local, state, and federal requirements[;] (B) Providing sufficient space for the
provision of services and amenities.”
Here, the Project involves the acquisition and improvement of motels and hotels without
increasing the original footprint of the Project structure or structures by more than 10 percent.
The only planned additions to the existing motel will be for fire, life and safety upgrades and
Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. The existing units will be improved to be crises
and bridge homeless shelter rooms and to provide necessary homelessness services and
amenities.
11.

Conclusion Regarding Health & Safety Code § 50675.1.2 CEQA Exemption

Based on the above-noted information, the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Health &
Safety Code § 50675.1.2. The City is committed to providing crises and bridge housing to
people experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness through the acquisition
and rehabilitation of this motel into a shelter.
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION
INSTRUCTIONS
A completed application includes the APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT,
the appendices to the application, and Required Attachments.
▪
Please answer all questions. If a question is not applicable to your project, indicate
“N.A.”
▪
Refer to Section IV of the APPLICATION for a list of Required Attachments.
▪
Incomplete applications will not be accepted for filing.
▪
All exhibits must be legible.
The following checklist is provided for the convenience of applicants in gathering
necessary application materials; it is not a complete statement of filing requirements.
Application Checklist

Section
IV

Item
1

Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the proposed development site and all
adjacent properties within 100 feet of the property boundary.
Stamped envelopes (no postage meter please) addressed to neighboring property
owners and occupants and other interested parties and a list of the same.
Vicinity Map

IV

2

IV

4, 5

IV

6

Two sets of project plan(s), site plan(s), and applicable other plans.

IV

7

Copy of any environmental documents (DRAFT AND FINAL EIRs, EISs,
NEGATIVE DECLARATION) if prepared for the project and any comments and
responses.
Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted
by public agencies.
Copy of geology or soils report (if necessary).

IV

9

IV

10

IV

11

Proof of applicant’s interest in the property

Complete Section A of Local Agency Review Form.

Appendix A

RETAIN Declaration of Posting, complete and return when site has been posted.

Appendix C

Have you and the agent (if appropriate) signed the application at the appropriate lines in Sections
VII and VIII?

From City CDP Application Revised 2/18/15
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APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
SECTION I. APPLICANT
1. Name, mailing address, and telephone number of all applicants.
City of Los Angeles Council District 11
℅ Krista Kline
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 475
Los Angeles, CA. 90015
(213) 444-3508
(Area code/daytime phone number)

2. Name, mailing address and telephone number of applicant’s representatives, if
any. Please include all representatives who will communicate on behalf of the applicant
or the applicant’s business partners, for compensation, with the City Engineer or the
staff. (It is the applicant’s responsibility to update this list, as appropriate, including after
the application is accepted for filing. Failure to provide this information prior to
communication with the City Engineer or staff may result in denial of the permit or
criminal penalties.)
City of Los Angeles, Council District 11
C/O Krista Kline, Deputy Chief of Staff
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 475
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

(213) 444-3508
(Area code/daytime phone number)

SECTION II. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Please answer all questions. Where questions do not apply to your project (for instance,
project height for a land division), indicate Not Applicable or N.A.
1. Project Location. Include street address, city, and/or county. If there is no street
address, include other description such as nearest cross streets.
3130 West Washington Blvd.
Number
Venice, CA 90292
City

street
Los Angeles
county

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) (obtainable from tax bill or County Assessor):
4237027035

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
21-01
APPLICATION NUMBER

Form
City Works
CDP Application
Board of
Public
Meeting Revised 2/18/15
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FILED
FEE
DATE PAID
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2. Describe the proposed development in detail. Include secondary improvements such
as grading, septic tanks, water wells, roads, driveways, outbuildings, fences, etc. (Attach
additional sheets as necessary.)
a. If multi-family residential, state:
Number of units

Existing
units

33

Number of bedrooms per
unit (both existing and
proposed)

☐rental
☐condominium
☐stock cooperative
☐time share
x other: interim
homeless housing

Proposed Net number of
new units
units on
completion of
project

0

Type of ownership
proposed

33

1

b. If land division or lot line adjustment, indicate:
Number of lots
Size of lots to be created (indicate net or
gross acreage)
Existing
Proposed Net number
Existing
Proposed
Lots
new lots
of lots on
completion
of project
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
3.

Estimated cost of development (not including cost of land)

4.

Project height:
Maximum height of structure (ft.)
above existing (natural) grade
above finished grade
as measured from centerline of frontage road

$382,220

21-ft
21-ft
21-ft
21-ft

5. Total number of floors in structure, including subterranean floors, lofts, and
mezzanines:
1
6.

Gross floor area excluding parking (sq.ft.)
Gross floor area including covered parking and
accessory buildings (sq.ft.)

Form
City Works
CDP Application
Board of
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Meeting Revised 2/18/15
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7.

Lot area (within property lines) (sq.ft. or acre)
Lot coverage

Existing
(sq.ft. or acre)
12,220

17,422 s.f.
New proposed
(sq.ft. or acre)
0

Total
(sq.ft. or acre)
12,220
5,202

Building
Paved area
Landscaped area
Unimproved area
Grand Total (should equal lot area as shown in #7 above)

17,422 SF

☐Yes x No

8. Is any grading proposed?
If yes, complete the following.
a) Amount of cut
cu. yds.
b) Amount of fill

cu. yds.

c) Amount of import
or export (circle
which)

cu. yds.

d) Maximum height
of cut slope
e) Maximum height
of fill slope
f) Location of
borrow or disposal
site

ft.
ft.

Grading, drainage, and erosion control plans must be included with this application, if
applicable. In certain areas, an engineering geology report must also be included. (See
Section IV, items 7 and 11.)
Please list any geologic or other technical reports of which you are aware that apply to
this property:
N/A
9. Parking:
Number of parking spaces (indicate whether standard or compact)
Existing Spaces
Proposed new spaces
Net number of spaces on
completion of project
26
0
26
Is any existing parking being removed?
If yes, how many spaces?
N/A
Is tandem parking existing and/or proposed?
If yes, how many tandem sets?

☐ Yes X No
size
☐ Yes X No
size

10. Are utility extensions for the following needed to serve the project? (Please check
yes or no)
a) water
b) gas
c) sewer
d) electric e) telephone
☐Yes
☐Yes
☐Yes
☐Yes
☐Yes
X No
X No
X No
X No
X No
Form
City Works
CDP Application
Board of
Public
Meeting Revised 2/18/15
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Will electric or telephone extensions be above-ground?
11. Does project include removal of trees or other vegetation?
If yes, indicate number, type and size of trees
N/A
or type and area of other vegetation
N/A

☐Yes X No
☐Yes X No

SECTION III. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The relationship of the development to the applicable items below must be explained fully.
Attach additional sheets if necessary.
1.

Present use of property.
a. Are there existing structures on the property?

X Yes ☐No

If yes, describe
Motel

b. Will any existing structures be demolished?
Will any existing structures be removed?

☐Yes X No
☐Yes X No

If yes to either question, describe the type of development to be demolished or
removed, including the relocation site, if applicable.

X Yes ☐No

2.

Is the proposed development to be governed by any
Development Agreement?

3.

Has any application for development on this site including any ☐Yes X No
subdivision been submitted previously to the California Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission or the Coastal Commission?
If yes, state previous application number(s)

4.

N/A

a. Is the development between the first public road and the
sea (including lagoons, bays, and other bodies of water
connected to the sea)

Form
City Works
CDP Application
Board of
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Meeting Revised 2/18/15
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b. If yes, is public access to the shoreline and along the
coast currently available on the site or near the site?

☐Yes X No

If yes, indicate the location and nature of the access, including the distance from
the project site, if applicable.
N/A

c. Will the project have an effect on public access to and
along the shoreline, either directly or indirectly (e.g., removing
☐Yes X No
parking used for access to the beach)?
If yes, describe the effect
N/A

5.

Does the development involve diking, filling, draining, dredging or placing structures
in open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, or lakes? (Please check yes or no)

a) diking
☐Yes
X No

b) filling
☐Yes
X No

c) dredging d) placement of structures
☐Yes
☐Yes
X No
X No

Amount of material to be dredged or filled (indicate which)
Location of dredged material disposal site

6.

cu. yds

N/A

N/A

Has a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ permit been applied for?

☐Yes X No

Will the development extend onto or adjoin any beach,
tidelands, submerged lands or public trust lands?

☐Yes X No

For projects on State-owned lands, additional information may be required as set
forth in Section IV, paragraph 10.
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7.

Will the development protect existing lower-cost visitor and
recreational facilities?

☐Yes X No

Will the development provide public or private recreational
opportunities?

☐Yes X No

If yes, explain.

8.

Will the proposed development convert land currently or
previously used for agriculture to another use?
If yes, how many acres will be converted?

9.

N/A

Is the proposed development in or near:
a. Sensitive habitat areas (Biological survey may be required)

☐Yes X No

b. Areas of state or federally listed rare, threatened, or
endangered species

☐Yes X No

c. 100-year floodplain (Hydrologic mapping may be required)

☐Yes X No
☐Yes X No

d. Park or recreation area
10
.

☐Yes X No

Is the proposed development visible from:
a. State Highway 1 or other scenic route

☐Yes X No

b. Park, beach, or recreation area

☐Yes X No

c. Harbor area

☐Yes X No

Form
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11
.

12

Does the site contain any: (If yes to any of the following, please explain on an attached
sheet.)
a. Historic resources

☐Yes X No

b. Archaeological resources

☐Yes X No

c. Paleontological resources

☐Yes X No

Where a stream or spring is to be diverted, provide the following information:
Estimated streamflow or spring yield (gpm)

N/A

If well is to be used, existing yield (gpm)

N/A

If water source is on adjacent property, attach Division of Water Rights approval and
property owner’s approval.

SECTION IV. REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS
The following items must be submitted with this form as part of the application.
1. Proof of the applicant’s legal interest in the property. A copy of any of the following
will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, lease, easement, or current policy of
title insurance. Preliminary title reports will not be accepted for this purpose.
Documentation reflecting intent to purchase such as a signed Offer to Purchase along
with a receipt of deposit or signed final escrow document is also acceptable, but in such
a case, issuance of the permit may be contingent on submission of evidence satisfactory
to the Executive Director that the sale has been completed. The identity of all persons or
entities which have an ownership interest in the property superior to that of the applicant
must be provided.
2. Assessor’s parcel map(s) showing the page number, the applicant’s property, and
all other properties within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project
site. (Available from the County Assessor.)
3. Copies of any local approvals received for the proposed project, including zoning
variances, use permits, etc., as noted on Local Agency Review Form, Appendix A.
4. Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property
situated within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding roads),
along with a list containing the names, addresses and assessor’s parcel numbers
of same. The envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business size
(9 1/2" x 4 1/8"). Include first class postage on each one. Metered postage is not
acceptable. Use Appendix B, attached, for the listing of names and addresses, or attach
pages with this information. (Alternate notice provisions may be employed at the
discretion of the City Engineer under extraordinary circumstances.).
5. Stamped, addressed envelopes (no metered postage, please) and a list of names
and addresses of all other parties known to the applicant to be interested in the
proposed development (such as persons expressing interest at a local government
Form
City Works
CDP Application
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hearing, etc.).
6. A vicinity or location map (copy of Thomas Bros. or other road map or USGS quad
map) with the project site clearly marked.
7. Copy(s) of plans drawn to scale, including (as applicable):
• site plans
• floor plans
• building elevations
• grading, drainage, and erosion control plans
• landscape plans
• septic system plans
Trees to be removed must be marked on the site plan. In addition, a reduced site plan, 8
1/2" x 11" in size, must be submitted. Reduced copies of complete project plans will be
required for large projects. NOTE: See Instruction page for number of sets of plans
required.
8. Where septic systems are proposed, evidence of County approval or Regional Water
Quality Control Board approval. Where water wells are proposed, evidence of County
review and approval.
9. A copy of any Draft or Final Negative Declaration, Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the project. If
available, comments of all reviewing agencies and responses to comments must be
included.
10. Verification of all other permits, permissions or approvals applied for or granted
by public agencies such as:
• Department of Fish and Game
• State Lands Commission
• Army Corps of Engineers
• U.S. Coast Guard
For projects such as seawalls located on or near state tidelands or public trust lands, the
Coastal Commission must have a written determination from the State Lands
Commission whether the project would encroach onto such lands and, if so, whether the
State Lands Commission has approved such encroachment. See memo to “Applicants
for shorefront development” dated December 13, 1993.
11. For development on a bluff face, bluff top, or in any area of high geologic risk, a
comprehensive, site-specific geology and soils report (including maps) prepared in
accordance with the Coastal Commission’s Interpretive Guidelines. Copies of the
guidelines are available from the District Office.
SECTION V. NOTICE TO APPLICANTS
Under certain circumstances, additional material may be required prior to issuance of a
coastal development permit. For example, where offers of access or open space dedication
are required, preliminary title reports, land surveys, legal descriptions, subordination
agreements, and other outside agreements will be required prior to issuance of the permit.
SECTION VI. COMMUNICATION WITH COMMISSIONERS
This section of the state application is not used for applications to the Los Angeles City
Engineer.
Form
City Works
CDP Application
Board of
Public
Meeting Revised 2/18/15

- April 14, 2021 -

8

PAGE 155

SECTION VII. CERTIFICATION
1. I hereby certify that I, or my authorized representative will complete and post the Notice
of Pending Permit in a conspicuous place on the property within three days of receiving
the Notice of Pending Permit form from the City Engineer. Once the site has been
posted I will complete and return the Declaration of Posting (Appendix C).
2. I hereby certify that I have read this completed application and that, to the best of my
knowledge, the information in this application and all attached appendices and exhibits is
complete and correct. I understand that the failure to provide any requested information
or any misstatements submitted in support of the application shall be grounds for either
refusing to accept this application, for denying the permit, for suspending or revoking a
permit issued on the basis of such misrepresentations, or for seeking of such further relief
as may seem proper to the City Engineer.
3. I hereby authorize representatives of the City Engineer to conduct site inspections on
my property. Unless arranged otherwise, these site inspections shall take place between
the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M.

Signature of Authorized Agent(s) or if no agent, signature of Applicant
NOTE: IF SIGNED ABOVE BY AGENT, APPLICANT MUST SIGN BELOW.
SECTION VIII. AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT
I hereby authorize
to act as my representative and to bind me in all matters concerning this application.

Signature of Applicant(s)
(Only the applicant(s) may sign here to authorize an agent)

Form
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APPENDIX A

LOCAL AGENCY REVIEW FORM
SECTION A (TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT )
Applicant
City of Los Angeles, Council District 11, c/o Krista Kline
Location
3130 West Washington Blvd. Venice, CA. 90292
Project Description:
The Project includes the acquisition of an existing single-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel
that will be initially rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the
long term, it will eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project
includes minor tenant improvements to the existing interior and exterior to accommodate
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing and vision impaired
upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and safety upgrades, to an existing motel
building.

Assessor's Parcel Number 4237027035
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SECTION B (TO BE COMPLETED BY BUREAU OF ENGINEERING)
Zoning Designation
C2-1
du/ac
General or Community Plan Designation General Commercial
du/ac
Local Discretionary Approvals
Proposed development meets all zoning requirements and needs no local permits other
☐
than building permits.
Proposed development needs local discretionary approvals noted below.
☐
Needed Received
Design/Architectural review
☐
☐
Variance for
☐
☐
Rezone from
☐
☐
Tentative Subdivision/Parcel Map No.
☐
☐
Grading/Land Development Permit No.
☐
☐
Planned Residential/Commercial Development Approval
☐
☐
Site Plan Review
☐
☐
Condominium Conversion Permit
☐
☐
Conditional, Special, or Major Use Permit No.
☐
☐
Other
☐
☐
CEQA Status
Categorically Exempt Class
Item
☐
Item
Negative Declaration Granted (Date)
☐
Environmental Impact Report Required,
☐
Final Report Certified (Date)
X
Other Statutorily Exempt per CA Pub. Resources Code § 21080(b)(4)
Health & Safety Code § 50675.1.2; State CEQA Guidelines 15269(c).
Prepared on December 16, 2020, for the City of Los Angeles by Eileen Schoetzow,
Environmental Supervisor I, Bureau of Engineering, Homeless Program Division
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS WITHIN 100 FEET AND LIST OF
INTERESTED PARTIES AND ADDRESSES
(ATTACH ADDITIONAL PAGES AS NECESSARY)
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City of Los Angeles
C/O Meg Barclay
200 N. Main St., Ste. 1500
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

City of Los Angeles
C/O Yolanda Chavez
200 N. Main St., Ste. 1500
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

City of Los Angeles
C/O Allison Wilhite
200 N. Main St., Ste. 1500
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

City of Los Angeles
C/O Krista Kline – CD 11
200 N. Spring St., 4th Fl
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

CA Coastal Commission
C/O Steve Hudson
301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300
Long Beach, CA. 90802

CA Coastal Commission
C/O Zach Rehm
301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300
Long Beach, CA. 90802

CA Coastal Commission
C/O Eric Stevens
301 E. Ocean Blvd., Suite 300
Long Beach, CA. 90802

City of Los Angeles
C/O Maria Martin – BOE|EMG
1149 S. Broadway Ave. Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA. 90015

City of Los Angeles
C/O Mary Nemick – BOE
1149 S. Broadway Ave. 7th FL
Los Angeles, CA. 90015

City of Los Angeles
C/O Norman Mundy – BOE|EMG
1149 S. Broadway Ave. Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA. 90015

City of Los Angeles
C/O Shilpa Gupta – BOE|EMG
1149 S. Broadway Ave. Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA. 90015

City of Los Angeles
C/O Eileen Schoetzow–BOE|EMG
1149 S. Broadway Ave. Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA. 90015
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4229006033
2905 S STANFORD AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4229006033
3125 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4229006034
3121 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027014
3112 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027014
3114 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027016
1108 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027016
1110 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027033
1130 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027033
3200 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027033
3206 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027035
1114 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027035
1120 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027035
1124 E HARRISON AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90291

4237027035
3120 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027035
3126 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027035
3130 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292

4237027035
3142 N WASHINGTON BLVD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90292
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ZIMAS PUBLIC

Generalized Zoning

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning

01/07/2021

Address: 3130 N WASHINGTON BLVD

Tract: TR 5454

Zoning: C2-1

APN: 4237027035

Block: None

General Plan: General Commercial

PIN #: 108B149 1296

Lot: FR 10
Arb: None
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LEGEND
GENERALIZED ZONING
OS, GW
A, RA
RE, RS, R1, RU, RZ, RW1
R2, RD, RMP, RW2, R3, RAS, R4, R5, PVSP
CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, CW, WC, ADP, LASED, CEC, USC, PPSP, MU, NMU
CM, MR, CCS, UV, UI, UC, M1, M2, LAX, M3, SL, HJ, HR, NI
P, PB
PF

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE
LAND USE
RESIDENTIAL

INDUSTRIAL

Minimum Residential

Commercial Manufacturing

Very Low / Very Low I Residential

Limited Manufacturing

Very Low II Residential

Light Manufacturing

Low / Low I Residential

Heavy Manufacturing

Low II Residential

Hybrid Industrial

PARKING

Low Medium / Low Medium I Residential
Low Medium II Residential

PORT OF LOS ANGELES

Medium Residential
High Medium Residential

General / Bulk Cargo - Non Hazardous (Industrial / Commercial)

High Density Residential

General / Bulk Cargo - Hazard

Very High Medium Residential

Commercial Fishing

COMMERCIAL

Recreation and Commercial
Intermodal Container Transfer Facility Site

Limited Commercial

LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

Limited Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential
Highway Oriented Commercial

Airport Landside

Highway Oriented and Limited Commercial

Airport Airside

Highway Oriented Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential

Airport Northside

OPEN SPACE / PUBLIC FACILITIES
Community Commercial

Open Space

Community Commercial - Mixed High Residential

Public / Open Space

Regional Center Commercial

Public / Quasi-Public Open Space
Other Public Open Space

FRAMEWORK
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial
General Commercial

Public Facilities

INDUSTRIAL
Limited Industrial
Light Industrial

Community Commercial
Regional Mixed Commercial
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CIRCULATION
STREET
[[[[[[[[[[[

Arterial Mountain Road

[[[[[[[[[[[

[[[[[[[[[[[

Collector Scenic Street

[[[[[[[[[[[[[[[[

Collector Street

[[[[[[[[[[[

Collector Street (Hillside)

Major Scenic Highway
Major Scenic Highway II
Mountain Collector Street
Park Road

[[[[[[[[[[[

[ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [[

Collector Street (Proposed)

Parkway

Country Road

Principal Major Highway

Divided Major Highway II

Private Street

Divided Secondary Scenic Highway

[[[[[[[[[[[

Local Scenic Road
Local Street

Scenic Divided Major Highway II
Scenic Park

[[[[[[[[[[[

Scenic Parkway
Secondary Highway

Major Highway I
Major Highway II

[[[[[[[[[[[

Secondary Scenic Highway
Special Collector Street
Super Major Highway

FREEWAYS
Freeway
Interchange
Railroad
[[[[[[[[[[

Scenic Freeway Highway

MISC. LINES
Airport Boundary
Bus Line

(

!

(

(

!

!

) )

(

!

!
(

)

##########

(

(

!

(

!

Coastline Boundary

Natural Resource Reserve

Collector Scenic Street (Proposed)

Park Road

Commercial Areas

Park Road (Proposed)

Commercial Center

Quasi-Public

Community Redevelopment Project Area

Rapid Transit Line

Country Road

Residential Planned Development

DWP Power Lines

Scenic Highway (Obsolete)

Desirable Open Space

(

U

(

U

(

(

Secondary Scenic Controls
Secondary Scenic Highway (Proposed)
Site Boundary

?

Hiking Trail

!

Major Scenic Controls
Multi-Purpose Trail

Equestrian and/or Hiking Trail
!

U

Endangered Ridgeline

8 8 8 8 8 8

!

U

Coastal Zone Boundary

Detached Single Family House

(

MSA Desirable Open Space

Southern California Edison Power
Special Study Area

Historical Preservation
Horsekeeping Area
Local Street
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POINTS OF INTEREST
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SCHOOLS/PARKS WITH 500 FT. BUFFER
Planned School/Park Site

Existing School/Park Site

Aquatic Facilities

Other Facilities

OS

Opportunity School

Beaches

Park / Recreation Centers

CT

Charter School

Child Care Centers

Parks

ES

Elementary School

Dog Parks

Performing / Visual Arts Centers

SP

Span School

Golf Course

Recreation Centers

SE

Special Education School

Historic Sites

Senior Citizen Centers

HS

High School

MS

Middle School

Horticulture/Gardens

EEC

Skate Parks

COASTAL ZONE

Early Education Center

TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES (TOC)

Coastal Zone Commission Authority

Tier 1

Tier 3

Calvo Exclusion Area

Tier 2

Tier 4

Not in Coastal Zone
Note: TOC Tier designation and map layers are for reference purposes only. Eligible projects shall demonstrate compliance with Tier eligibility standards
prior to the issuance of any permits or approvals. As transit service changes, eligible TOC Incentive Areas will be updated.

Dual Jurisdictional Coastal Zone

WAIVER OF DEDICATION OR IMPROVEMENT
Public Work Approval (PWA)
Waiver of Dedication or Improvement (WDI)

OTHER SYMBOLS
Lot Line
Tract Line

Airport Hazard Zone

Flood Zone

Census Tract

Hazardous Waste

Lot Cut
Easement
Zone Boundary

Coastal Zone
Council District

High Wind Zone
Hillside Grading
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Building Line
Lot Split

Downtown Parking
Fault Zone
Fire District No. 1

Community Driveway

Building Outlines 2014
Building Outlines 2008
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RETAIN THIS PAGE --COMPLETE WHEN SITE HAS BEEN POSTED WITH NOTICE
OF PENDING PERMIT AND THEN RETURN TO ADDRESS BELOW
APPENDIXC
DECLARATION OF POSTING

After the application is submitted for filing, the applicant must post, at a conspicuous place, easily
read by the public and as close as possible to the site of the proposed development, a Notice of
Pending Permit that an application for the proposed development has been submitted to the City
Engineer. Such notice shall contain a general description of the nature of the proposed
development. The City Engineer will furnish the applicant with a standardized form to be
used for such posting. If the applicant fails to post the completed Notice of Pending Permit and
sign and return this Declaration of Posting, the city staff shall refuse to file the application. Please
sign and date this Declaration of Posting form when the site is posted; it serves as proof of posting.
Then return the completed form to our office: BOE Environmental Management Group, 1149 S.
Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles 90015.
'Pursuant to the requirements of California Administrative Code Section 13054(b ), I hereby
certify that on January 12, 2020 I or my authorized representative posted the Notice of
Pending Permit for application to obtain a coastal development permit for the development

described below.
The Project includes the acquisition of an existing single-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel that will
be initially rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the long term, it will
eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project includes minor tenant
improvements to the existing interior and exterior to accommodate American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards; including hearing and vision impaired upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and
safety upgrades, to an existing motel building.
Located at:

(description of development)
3130 West Washington Blvd.
Venice, CA. 90292

(address of development or assessor's parcel number)
The public notice was posted at:
!3130 W. Washington Blvd, Venice, CA. 90292
Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 4237-027-035
(a conspicuous place, easily seen by the public and
as close as possible to the site of the proposed development)
Eileen Schoetzow
(signature)
��
'.�
January 12, 2021

(date)

c�.�,,,,

J;,

i/121-2 .l

NOTE: Your application cannot be processed until this Declaration of Posting is signed and
returned to this office.
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
PERMIT NUMBER
RECEIVED

21-1
1-12-21

12

Form City CDP Application Revised 2/18/15
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS
MEMBERS

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS

CALIFORNIA

GREG GOOD
PRESIDENT

BUREAU OF

ENGINEERING

AURA GARCIA
VICE PRESIDENT

GARY LEE MOORE, PE, ENV SP

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

DR. MICHAEL R. DAVIS

1149 S. BROADWAY, SUITE 700
LOS ANGELES, CA 90015-2213

JESSICA M. CALOZA
COMMISSIONER

http://eng.lacity.org

CITY ENGINEER

ERIC GARCETTI

M. TERESA VILLEGAS
COMMISSIONER

MAYOR

DR. FERNANDO CAMPOS
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

JANUARY

12, 2021

NOTICE OF pUBLIC HEARING
Hearing Date, Time, and Location: This notice is for a public hearing scheduled for
January 29, 2021 beginning at 3:00PM and to be held via Zoom webinar for the
Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter Coastal Development Permit.
Please use the link below to join the webinar:
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1612643150
Passcode: 700293
Or Dial In (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 669 254 5252 or
+1 669 216 1590 or
+1 551 285 1373 or
+1 646 828 7666 or
833 568 8864 (Toll Free)
Webinar ID: 161 264 3150
Project Title: Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Application No. 21-01 for the
Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter Coastal Development Permit.
Project location: The project site is located on 3130 W. Washington Blvd., Venice, CA,

90291, within the Venice Community Plan Area of Council District 11. Assessor's Parcel
Number (APN) 4237-027-035, as shown in Figure 1 - Project Site Location. (City of Los
Angeles, 2020).

Project Background: The Project site is located within an urban area on a parcel that is
currently developed as a Ramada Inn motel. The motel has approximately 33 beds that will
provide shelter with supporting spaces, including living room areas, toilets, showers, laundry
services, storage, food services, and case management to approximately 33 individuals
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness and who are impacted by the
COVID-19 pandemic. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean
within the single jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone. The City of Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC) § 12.20.2 applies to projects within the California Coastal Zone.
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January 12, 2021
Page 3

CDP Application No. 21-01
Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter.

Figure 1
Project Site Location Map
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 21-01
FINAL STAFF REPORT

(Under authority of the California Coastal Act, Section 30600(b) of the California Public Resources Code and
Chapter 1, Article 2, Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles City Municipal Code)

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Title: Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter.
C.F. No. 20-0941 (Dec. 10, 2020 Final City Council Approval)
Applicant(s): City of Los Angeles, Council District 11
Project Location:
Council District: 11
Community: Venice
District: West Los Angeles
A. Project Description:
Coastal Development Permit Number 21-01 includes the change of use from a motel to
an interim crisis and bridge housing homeless shelter; and the alteration of the existing
two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) Ramada Inn Marina motel. The address is 3130
Washington Blvd., Venice, CA, 902921, located within the Venice Community Plan Area
of Council District 11. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 4237-027-035, as shown in
Figure 1 - Project Location Map. (City of Los Angeles, 2020). The Project includes minor
tenant improvements to the existing motel building’s interior and exterior, to
accommodate American with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing and
vision impaired upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and safety upgrades. The
motel has approximately 33 beds that will provide emergency shelter with supporting
spaces, including living room areas, toilets, showers, laundry services, storage, food
services, and case management to approximately 33 individuals experiencing
homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness and who are impacted by the COVID19 pandemic.
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Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
The nature of this Project is to serve the local homeless community within the vicinity of
the Project. The purpose of the Project is to provide emergency shelter for individuals
experiencing homelessness to help bridge their transition from living on the streets to
finding services and, ultimately, living in transitional and/or permanent housing. Project
beneficiaries include the homeless community, the public and local businesses.
B. Project Background
1. Existing Conditions – Environmental Setting
The Project site is located within an urban area on a parcel that is currently developed as
the shuttered two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) Ramada Inn Marina motel. The Project
site is C2 zoned with a General Commercial land use designation. (City of Los Angeles,
2020) The Project location is on a 17,422 square foot, rectangular-shaped parcel that
includes three (3) lots. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific
Ocean within the single jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone. The City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) § 12.20.2 applies to projects within the California
Coastal Zone.
On December 10, 2020, the Los Angeles City Council (City Council) approval of the
Project was final. The City Council determined that it was exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and filed a Notice of Exemption with the County
Registrar-Recorder/Clerk, noting the project is statutorily exempt under the Public
Resources Code § 21080(b)(4) as a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an
emergency as also reflected in CEQA Guideline § 15269(c); Health and Safety Code §
N
50675.1.2 (AB 83); applicable to any project funded from the 2020 Budget Act or any
related acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal (Coronavirus Aid,
Relief, and Economic Security) CARES Act, with funds disbursed in accordance with the
Multifamily Housing Program for the acquisition and rehabilitation of motels and hotels to
be used as Project Homekey Program shelters such as this property on December 10,
2020. The supporting information for the City Council’s decision approving the project is
found in Council File No. 20-0914 in the City Clerk’s Council File Management System,
and those documents are incorporated by reference into this report. This includes the
December 4, 2020 Public Works Engineering report discussing the homelessness
emergency facing the City, City’s CEQA determinations, and that the project approved by
City Council included obtaining any necessary Coastal Act approvals, such as this
Coastal Development Permit. (C.F. No. 20-0941, BOE Report 12/4/2020, at p. 2.)
2. Project History: Homeless Shelter Crisis and Emergency
a. Homelessness Imposes a Loss of, or Damage to, Life, Health, Property, and to
Essential Public Services in the City

Homelessness presents a danger of loss or damage to the health and property of the
people of the City and an undue burden on essential public services. Homeless persons
constitute approximately 0.78 percent of the City’s population (Los Angeles Homeless
Services Authority, 2018).
Page 2
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Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
In 2018, homeless persons constituted 13.5 percent of Los Angeles Fire Department’s
(LAFD’s) total patient transports to a hospital, meaning a homeless person is 17 percent
more likely to require emergency hospital transportation than the general population
(LAFD Battalion Chief and Paramedic Douglas Zabilski, 2019). Studies have shown that
individuals identified as homeless utilize health care services more frequently than
comparable non-homeless individuals of the same age, gender, and low-income status,
particularly high-cost services such as (Emergency Room) ER visits and psychiatric
hospitalizations (Hunter, 2017) (Hwang SW, 2013).
Los Angeles County’s Chief Executive Officer reported the County spent $965 million on
health, law enforcement, and social services toward individuals experiencing
homelessness in fiscal year 2014–2015 (Wu, 2016). Consistent with that report, a 1998
study in the New England Journal of Medicine found that homelessness was associated
with substantial excess costs per hospital stay in New York City, with homeless patient
staying in the hospital 36 percent longer per admission on average than other patients
(Salit, Hospitalization Costs Associated with Homelessness in New York City, 1988).
Homelessness also causes significant danger to the health and lives of persons who are
homeless. Homeless individuals living in the City are frequent crime victims. In 2018, Los
Angeles Police Department (LAPD) reported 2,965 instances where a homeless
individual was a victim of a serious crime, including homicide, rape, aggravated assault,
theft, and arson (also known as “Part 1 Crimes.”) (Commander Dominic H. Choi, 2019).
This compares to 1,762 such crimes in 2017, a 68 percent increase (Id.). This dramatic
increase in Part 1 Crime statistics may be due to more rigorous LAPD data collection
methodologies, but is consistent with the increasing incidence of homelessness
documented in June of 2019 detailed below (Id.).
Overall, in 2018, the LAPD reported 6,671 instances in total where a homeless individual
was a Part 1 Crime victim and/or suspect, among the 31,285 estimated homeless
individuals throughout the City (Id.). This means that in 2018 there was approximately
one Part 1 Crime per every 4.68 homeless individuals in the City. By comparison, for the
same year LAPD reported 129,549 total Part 1 Crimes Citywide among an estimated
population of 4,054,400 City residents, or approximately one Part 1 crime per every 31.29
City residents. Accordingly, the rate of Part 1 crimes among homeless individuals in 2018
was approximately seven times higher than the rate among the City population as a whole
(Id.).
On October 4, 2018 and again on February 6, 2019, the Los Angeles County Department
of Public Health identified an outbreak of endemic flea-borne typhus in downtown Los
Angeles among persons experiencing homelessness. On September 19, 2017, the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Health declared a Hepatitis A virus outbreak among
persons who are homeless and/or use illicit drugs in the County. Likewise, a January
2018 report from the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health reported that data
from the Los Angeles County Medical Examiner-Corner’s showed that a significant
number of deaths in the homeless population were caused by treatable conditions such
as arteriosclerotic cardiovascular disease, pneumonia, diabetes, cancer, cirrhosis, severe
bacterial infections and other conditions (Choi, 2019). As noted more recently by the
Board of Supervisors for the County of Los Angeles on October 29, 2019:
Page 3
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Mortality rates for people experiencing homelessness are much higher than
those for the general population, have risen in the County over the past five
years, and are expected to increase again for 2019. A recent analysis by
the County’s Department of Public Health on mortality rates and causes of
death among people experiencing homelessness shed critical light on this
issue and provided sobering data on recent trends. The overall mortality
rate, which accounts for increases in the total homeless population over the
6-year period from 2013 to 2018, increased each year from 1,382 per
100,000 to 1,875 deaths per 100,000, with the total number of deaths
among people experiencing homelessness increasing each year from 536
in 2013 to 1,047 in 2018. The leading causes of death included coronary
heart disease (22%) and unintentional drug and alcohol overdose (21%),
indicating that there are opportunities for interventions to prevent premature
deaths (Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, Supervisor Solis, 2019) (Department of
Public Health, 2019).
These significant adverse health impacts suffered by the homeless in the City and County
of Los Angeles are consistent with the impacts identified by a well-established body of
expert social science studies that document the significant adverse health and welfare
impacts experienced by homeless persons in the United States and in other countries,
which the homeless in the City and County experience as well. Some of that research
has documented the following impacts upon homeless persons:
Mortality Rates. A study of the mortality rates of sheltered homeless people in New York
City between 1987 and 1994 documented that homeless men died at a rate more than
twice that of other residents of New York, and that homeless women died at a rate more
than 3.7 times greater than other New York residents (Barrow ,Susan M., PhD, Daniel B.
Herman, DSW, Pilar Cordova, BA, and Elmer L. Struening, PhD, 1999). A study
conducted between 1985 and 1988 in Philadelphia found that the mortality rate among
homeless persons in Philadelphia was nearly four times greater than for the general
population ( Hibbs, Jonathan R., MD, et. al., 1994). A review of five years of data between
2000 and 2005 in Glasgow, Scotland found that homelessness is, itself, is an independent
risk factor for death, distinct from other specific causes (Morrison, 2009).
Access to Healthcare. A 2003 nationwide survey of homeless persons documented that
homeless adults reported substantial unmet needs for multiple types of health care
(Baggett, Travis P., MD, MPH, James J. O’Connell, MD, Daniel E. Singer, MD, and Nancy
A. Rigotti, MD, , 2010). The report found 73 percent of the respondents reported at least
one unmet health need, including an inability to obtain needed medical or surgical care
(32%), prescription medications (36%), mental health care (21%), eyeglasses (41%), and
dental care (41%) (Id.).
AIDs Impacts. A study of San Francisco residents diagnosed with AIDS from 1996
through 2006 and reported to the San Francisco Department of Public Health
demonstrated that homeless persons with HIV/AIDS have greater morbidity and mortality,
more hospitalizations, less use of antiretroviral therapy, and worse medication adherence
than HIV infected persons who are stably housed (Schwarcz, Sandra K, Ling C Hsu,, Eric
Vittinghoff, Annie Vu, Joshua D Bamberger and Mitchell H Katz, 2009).
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Cancer Impacts. A study of 28,000 current and formerly homeless individuals in Boston
documented that homeless men saw a significantly higher cancer incident rate than
expected compared to the general Massachusetts general population, and that homeless
women and men experienced significantly higher cancer mortality rates than the
Massachusetts general population (Baggett, Travis P et al., 2015).
b. Unexpected and Unabated Dramatic Surge in Homelessness
A 2017 Rand Corporation study reported the County of Los Angeles as having the highest
rate in the United States of unsheltered individuals who experience homelessness
(Hunter, Sarah B., Melody Harvey, Brian Briscombe, and Matthew Cefalu, 2017). The
impacts of homelessness upon the homeless and upon the community, in terms of the
danger to or loss of life, property, health and burden on public services is exacerbated in
the City due the very size of the City’s homeless population. The homeless shelter crisis
and the rise in homelessness are the type of emergency situations that led the State to
adopt (Assembly Bill) AB 1197, an urgency statute addressing homelessness that was
deemed necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, or safety
and for the critical necessity to address the shelter and homeless crisis within the City of
Los Angeles.
The City of Los Angeles (the City) City Council declared a homeless shelter crisis
pursuant to Government Code Section 8698, et seq. on April 17, 2018 (The Honorable
M. Bonin & M. O'Farrell , 2019), which is currently in effect (The Honorable M. Bonin &
M. Harris-Dawson, 2019). Following significant investment of resources by both the
County and City, the 2018 Homeless Count showed progress in reducing homelessness,
documenting a 5.5 percent overall decrease in the number of persons experiencing
homelessness in LA County (LAHSA, 2020).
Table 1 - 2018 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2018
Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2018 Data
Summary in Table 1 (LAHSA, 2020).
Table 1
2018 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2017

Sheltered Homeless

8,398

6% Decrease

Unsheltered Homeless

22,887

5.3% Decrease

Total Homeless Persons

31,285

5.5% Decrease

Despite these efforts and the initial progress shown in 2018, the revised 2019 Homeless
Count, released in July 22, 2020, unexpectedly documented a dramatic increase in the
number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness in
(LAHSA, 2020) Table 2 - 2019 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data
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revealed by the 2019 Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as
documented in the 2019 Data Summary as shown in Table 2 (LAHSA, 2020):
Table 2
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary (Revised 07/20/2020)
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

8,944

6.5% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

26,606

16.2% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

35,550

13.7% Increase

LAHSA recently published its 2020 Homeless Count, released in July 20, 2020, which
shows that the homelessness emergency in the City of Los Angeles continues unabated.
The documented number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered
homelessness dramatically increased yet again, as shown in Table 3 - 2020 Homeless
Count Data Summary. (LAHSA, 2020)

Table 3
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

12,438

39% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

28,852

8.4% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

41,290

16.1 % increase

c. Emergency Related to COVID-19 Pandemic Impacting Homeless
Community
In addition to the crisis of growing homelessness, the COVID-19 pandemic is impacting
homeless persons. On March 4, 2020, the Governor proclaimed a State of Emergency
for the State of California (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020), and the Mayor of the City of
Los Angeles declared a local emergency related to the threat of the COVID-19 pandemic
affecting the local population (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City is facing an
unprecedented emergency at the current time due to the sudden occurrence of the
COVID-19 pandemic, and this emergency is particularly concerning for the imminent
threat it poses to the City’s homeless population.
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On March 11, 2020, the State Department of Health issued guidance for protecting
homeless Californians from COVID-19, which noted the following:
“We know that individuals experiencing homelessness are at greater risk of
having an untreated and often serious health condition. This vulnerable
population also has a higher risk of developing severe illness due to COVID19,” said Dr. Mark Ghaly, Secretary of the California Health and Human
Services Agency. “It is important that we act now to protect this population
and the compassionate people who serve them.” (Corey Egel, 2020)
The homeless often live unsheltered, unprotected from the elements and in close contact
and proximity to other individuals in the homeless community. As noted above, the
homeless population is substantially more prone to underlying health conditions. The
State Department of Public Health additionally states that populations “with compromised
immune systems, and people with certain underlying health conditions like heart disease,
lung disease and diabetes, for example, seem to be at greater risk of serious illness.”
(California Dept. of Public Health, 2020) Thus, exposure to COVID-19 in the homeless
population is an imminent concern for the damage it will cause on these susceptible
individuals.
On March 12, 2020, the Governor’s Executive Order No. N-25-20 noted the “need to
secure numerous facilities to accommodate quarantine, isolation, or medical treatment of
individuals testing positive for or exposed to COVID-19.” (Governor Gavin Newsom,
2020) On March 18, 2020, the Governor issued Executive Order No. N-32-20 (Governor
Gavin Newsom, 2020), which further noted imminent impacts to the homeless, as follows:
[T]he emergency of COVID-19 necessitates a more focused approach,
including emergency protective measures to bring unsheltered Californians
safely indoors, expand shelter capacity, maintain health and sanitation
standards and institute medically indicated interventions, and add new
isolation and quarantine capacity to California’s shelter and housing
inventory to slow the spread of the pandemic….
The Governor has stated that “[p]eople experiencing homelessness are among the most
vulnerable to the spread of COVID-19,” and “California is deploying massive resources
to get these vulnerable residents safely into shelter, removing regulatory barriers and
securing trailers and hotels to provide immediate housing options for those most at risk.
Helping these residents is critical to protecting public health, flattening the curve and
slowing the spread of COVID-19.” (California Governor, Press Release (Governor Gavin
Newsom, 2020)
On March 19, 2020, the Governor issued a stay-at-home order directing residents to stay
home or at their place of residence (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). It noted “in a short
period of time, COVID-19 has rapidly spread throughout California, necessitating updated
and more stringent guidance from federal, state, and local public health officials.”
(Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). Similar local Safer-at-Home orders followed (County
of Los Angeles Public Health Department, 2020) (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City’s
Safer at Home order particularly noted the following:
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City of Los Angeles officials and contracted partners responsible for
homelessness outreach shall make every reasonable effort to persuade
such residents to accept, if offered, temporary housing or shelter, as the
Health Officer of the County of Los Angeles recommends that sheltering
individuals will assist in reducing the spread of the virus and will protect the
individual from potential exposure by allowing the individual access to
sanitation tools.
(Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020)
In the United States District Court Central District of California case of LA Alliance for
Human Rights Et Al. vs. the City of Los Angeles, Et al. Case No. CV 20-02291 DOC (The
Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020), concerning homelessness, the Court entered a
May 2020 injunction that had ordered the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the
County of Los Angeles, to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing
homelessness, finding they are exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a
result of where they live. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020) Although the
Court vacated that order on June 18, 2020, in favor of a homeless shelter agreement
between the City and County, the Court retained its right to re-impose the May 2020
injunction. The Court’s May 2020 findings concerning the emergency situation faced by
homeless persons, therefore, is relevant to understanding the emergency situation.
The Injunction found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near freeways
and the on-going Covid-19 pandemic constitute an emergency. The Court found that it
is unreasonably dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious health
impacts and can shorten a homeless person’s life expectancy by decades. These
locations near freeways, for example, could be contaminated with lead or other
carcinogenic substances and also increase the danger that a homeless person will be
struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or crash. Camps in these
locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing potential hazards
to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way inaccessible to
individuals with disabilities.
The Court further found that providing housing for persons experiencing homelessness
will help stop the spread of COVID-19 persons experiencing homelessness and will also
help reduce the likelihood that the disease will spread throughout the greater Los Angeles
community
Taken together, the unexpected and dramatic increase in homelessness in the City and
County of Los Angeles identified first in 2019 continues unabated in 2020, which is now
exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic posting a critical emergency situation in the City
of Los Angeles. This situation presents documented dangers to health, life, property and
a burden on public resources
C. Project Cost:
The Project cost will be approximately $382,220.
D. Previous Coastal Commission Actions:
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There are no previous Coastal Commission Actions for this Project.
II. STAFF FINDINGS
A. Regulatory Basis of Review
PRC Section 30600(b) allows local governments to assume authority to issue coastal
development permits within its jurisdiction before certification of its local coastal program
and the Project is within the City Engineer’s jurisdiction (LACMC Section 12.20.2 et seq.).
The application filed with the City Engineer was deemed adequate.
The project is located entirely within the California Coastal Zone and is considered ‘single
coastal jurisdiction’ (i.e., within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles).
Within this single jurisdiction, a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) must be issued by
the City of Los Angeles. This coastal development permit is processed pursuant to the
requirements of the California Coastal Act. The proposed improvement in the coastal
zone is considered a development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act.
Section 30106 states that:
‘Development’ means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any
solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any
gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or
extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including,
but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with
Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot
splits, except where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase
of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of
use of water, or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration
of the size of any structure, including any facility of any private, public, or municipal
utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other than agricultural
purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance with a
timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provision of the Z’berg-Nejedly
Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511).
Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Chapter 1, Article 2, Section 12.20.2.G gives the City
Engineer the authority to approve, conditionally approve or disapprove any application for
a Permit under the provisions of the California Coastal Act of 1976; standards as
established by Division 5.5 Title 14 of the California Administrative Code (CAC); and, by
the passage of the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 151,603 on November 25, 1978.
The proposed Project will change the use of the land and alter the existing structure,
therefore it is considered a “development” as defined in the California Coastal Act. The
Venice Community of the City of Los Angeles does not have a certified Local Coastal
Program. However, after certification of the Local Coastal Program, permit processing
procedures for coastal permits in the Venice coastal zone are controlled by the Coastal
Page 9
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 187

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
Act and the California Code of Regulations. The City’s permit issuing ordinances must be
certified as part of the Local Implementation Plan. After certification of the Local Coastal
Program by the Coastal Commission, the authority of the Coastal Commission is limited
to development within the retained or original jurisdiction and to appeals of locally issued
coastal development permits. The Coastal Commission will also retain jurisdiction over
amendments to coastal development permits that it approved before certification of the
Local Coastal Program. Section 30519(a) of the Coastal Act provides that, except for
appeals to the commission (as provided in Section 30603) after a Local Coastal Program,
or any portion thereof, has been certified and all implementing actions have become
effective, the development review authority provided for in Chapter 7 (commencing with
Section 30600) of the Coastal Act shall no longer be exercised by the Coastal
Commission and shall at that time be delegated to the local government that is
implementing the Local Coastal Program. Section 30519(b) states that 30519(a) does not
apply to development proposed or undertaken on any tidelands, submerged lands, or on
public trust lands. The Commission also retains jurisdiction over coastal development
permits that were previously approved by the Commission as well as amendments to
such permits.
B. Issues of Legal Adequacy of the Application
None
C. Findings

Six findings are required in order for a Coastal Development Permit to be issued. The six
findings are:
(1) That the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public Resources Code
(PRC)).
(2) That the permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles
to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.
(3) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by
the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of the
individual project in making its determination.
(4) That the decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any applicable
decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the
Public Resources Code.
(5) If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline
of any body of water located within the coastal zone that the development is in
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conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.
(6) Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the California
Environmental Quality Act.
Staff finds as follows:
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public Resources Code).
The following Sections of the California Coastal Act were considered and found to be
consistent, but not applicable to the proposed Project.
a) PUBLIC ACCESS (Article 2, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30210 through 30214).
Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, and 30212.5.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the
Project does not interfere with coastal or oceanfront areas. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impede coastal or oceanfront recreation
activities. This is consistent with the Public Access policies in Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act.
b) RECREATION (Article 3, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections 30220
through 30224).
Sections 30220, 30221, 30222.5, 30223, and 30224.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the
Project does not interfere with upland, coastal or oceanfront areas. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impede coastal or oceanfront recreation
activities. This is consistent with PRC Sections 30220 – 30221, 30222.5, 30223,
and 30224 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
c) MARINE ENVIRONMENT (Article 4, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code,
Sections 30230 through 30236).
Sections 30230 – 30236.
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The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east of
the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the Project
does not interfere with any marine environment. Therefore, the proposed Project is
not expected to impact any marine environment. This is consistent with PRC
Sections 30230 – 30236 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
d) LAND RESOURCES – ARCHEOLOGICAL OR PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Article 5 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections 30240 through 30244).
Sections 30240 – 30244.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing single-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. There are no
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, archaeological or paleontological
cultural resources, agricultural lands, and timberlands adjacent or near the site. As
such, the Project does not interfere with any coastal land resources. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impact any coastal land resources. This is
consistent with PRC Sections 30240 – 30244 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal
Act.
e) DEVELOPMENT (Article 6 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30250 through 30255).
Sections 30250(b), 30250(c), 30251, 30252(2), 30252(5), 30252(6), 30254, 30254.5,
30255.
The proposed Project does not include new development. The proposed Project
includes the change of use from a shuttered motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east of
the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. It is not located along
the ocean or a scenic coastal area. There are existing commercial uses adjoining
the proposed Project. There is no industrial development adjacent or near the site.
The proposed Project is consistent with the character of the surrounding development
because it is already part of the urban fabric. The proposed Project will not adversely
impact coastal resources; including coastal views, or coastal areas. Further, the
proposed Project is not a commercial facility, public works project, a sewage
treatment plant, a new hazardous development, high density high-rise building or a
visitor-serving recreation facility. As such, the proposed Project does not interfere
with any coastal resources. Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to impact
any coastal land resources. Thus, this is consistent with the Development policies,
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Sections 30250(b), 30250(c), 30251, 30252(2), 30252(5), 30252(6), 30254, 30254.5,
and 30255, in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
f) INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT (Article 7 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code,
Sections 30260 through 30265.5).
Sections 30260-30265.5.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the
Pacific Ocean within an urban area along West Washington Blvd. There is no
industrial development at the site or adjacent or near the site. Therefore, the proposed
Project is not expected to create an industrial development impact. This is consistent
with PRC Sections 30260 – 30265.5 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
REVELVENT SECTIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT
The relevant Coastal Act Policies analyzed for consistency are the Public Access,
Recreation, and Development policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. They
are as follows:
a) PUBLIC ACCESS (Article 2, of Chapter 3 of the Public Resources Code,

Sections 30210 through 30214).
Coastal Act §§ 30210, 30213, 30214(a)2 state:
Coastal Act § 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of
the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of
private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Coastal Act § 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.
Coastal Act § 30214(a). The public access policies of this article shall be
implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time,
place, and manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances in
each case including, but not limited to, the (2) The capacity of the site to sustain
use and at what level of intensity.
b) RECREATION (Article 3, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30220 through 30224).
Coastal Act § 30222 states:
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Coastal Act § 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent
industry.
d) DEVELOPMENT (Article 6 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30250 through 30255).
Coastal Act §§ 30250(a), 30252, and 30253 state:
Coastal Act § 30250(a). New residential, commercial, or industrial development,
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or,
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other
than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.
Coastal Act § 30252. The location and amount of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or
extension of transit service, (3) providing non-automobile circulation within the
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute
means of serving the development with public transportation.
Coastal Act § 30253. New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, (b) Assure
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any
way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs, (c) Be consistent with requirements
imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Board as to
each particular development, (d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles
traveled, (e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.
Environmental Justice
The Coastal Act’s mandates to provide maximum Public Access, Recreational, and
Development opportunities for all, and to protect, encourage, and provide lower-cost
visitor and recreational opportunities embody fundamental principles of environmental
justice. (California Coastal Commission, 2019) The Commission acknowledges the
historical use of discriminatory housing policies in California and their impact on present
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day demographics in the coastal zone. (Calfiornia Coastal Commission, 2019) The CA
Coastal Commission’s commitment to diversity, equality and Environmental Justice to
protect the coast for the benefit of all people includes the protection and provision of new
affordable housing units within the Coastal Zone as a fundamental part of coastal access.
Historic inequalities, population growth, dynamic demographics, discriminatory socioeconomic factors, biased judicial decisions, and policy choices have and continue to
shape Coastal development patterns that widen the economic disparity gap.
Marginalized populations, including persons experiencing homelessness, low-income
communities, and non-white communities have been historically denied affordable
housing in the coastal zone. Lack of social equity in housing continues today, in fact,
there have only been 13 new affordable housing units constructed in the community of
Venice in the last 11 years. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Only about 9 percent of
the new units added over the past five years have been affordable to households earning
less than the area median income. (UCLA, 2021).
Coastal Act § 30604(g) states “the Legislature finds and declares that it is important for
the commission to encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new
affordable housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the coastal
zone.” Further, Coastal Act § 30604(h) states “when acting on a coastal development
permit, the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, may consider environmental
justice, or the equitable distribution of environmental benefits throughout the state.”
The Coastal Act prefers that low-cost visitor recreation facilities are built when feasible
within the Coastal Zone, however, the lack of affordable housing within the City as a
whole, as well as in the Venice community has exacerbated the homeless crises in the
area. The homelessness crises should be taken into account to assess the need to
regulate the time, place, and manner of low cost visitor and recreation access depending
on the facts and circumstances. The proposed Project provides interim housing units;
100% of which are designated as interim affordable with supporting homeless services,
including drug and mental health counseling; and housing case management.
This is consistent with Coastal Act §§ 30604(g)&(h) regarding new affordable housing
and is also favored by the Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy (adopted in March
2019), encouraging equitable access to coastal resources and low-cost visitor and
recreation opportunities as required by the Public Access, Recreation, and Development
policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will not adversely affect access for
coastal visitors.
ARTICLE 2 PUBLIC ACCESS
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses
The proposed Project includes the introduction of interim affordable homeless housing
into the Venice Coastal Zone. The Project would convert 33 motel rooms to interim
supportive housing units for people experiencing homelessness. According to PATH, the
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Ramada Inn Marina was being used to house people experiencing homeless through
housing vouchers before it was acquired by the City. There were only three people living
in the motel when it was purchased in December 2020. (PATH, Operations, 2020)
Ramada is a large hotel chain owned and operated by Wyndham Hotels &
Resorts. Ramada Limited hotels are budget -oriented properties.
Coastal Act Section 30210 requires the provision for maximum access and recreational
opportunities for "all people" including the people occupying the interim housing. The
Project will prioritize people experiencing homelessness from the Venice community that
surround the site, with a service provider that will be located on-site to address issues.
Converting this hotel to a shelter that provides interim housing for homeless individuals
will not negatively impact public access or recreation opportunities. There are a total of
about 7 other low cost budget hotels in the Venice area. They are listed in the following
table.
Table 4
Venice Low Cost Budget Hotels
HOTEL NAME
ADDRESS
Jolly Roger Hotel
2904 W Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Encore Hotel
13432 Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90292
The Kinney Venice Beach
737 Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90292
Tripper Electric Beach Suites & Pods
23 Paloma Ct, Venice, CA 90291
AIR Venice
5 Rose Ave, Venice, CA 90291
Marina Venice
2435 Lincoln Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Inn at Venice Beach
327 W Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Samesun Venice Beach
25 Windward Ave, Venice, CA. 90291
Source: Google
There is low demand for low-cost lodging in Venice, such as this hotel, since most tourists
who visit Venice prefer destination type and boutique brand hotels. For those visitors who
do prefer low-budget coastal accommodations, there are options to stay at a bed and
breakfast or at other low-budget visitor accommodations in the Coastal Zone communities
adjacent to Venice for a comparable price.
The low budget motel accommodations in Venice and the adjacent coastal communities
within the Coastal Zone are supplemented by an ample supply of Air BNB low cost room
accommodations. As of Fiscal Year 2020/2021 Q2, Venice has 100 Air BNB rooms for
overnight accommodations. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) Empirical data was analyzed
regarding publicly available information about Airbnb listings in Venice, Los Angeles, CA
(Air BnB, 2021) The collection sample included approximately 90 Airbnb listings filtered
by "Entire Place" and located within Venice's boundaries. "Entire Place" is a listing in
which the guest would have the whole accommodation to themselves. This usually
includes a bedroom, a bathroom, and a kitchen. The cost of each Airbnb listing was
recorded and, of the 90 listings, the average cost per night was approximately $139 USD.
Page 16
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 194

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
The hotel room rate at a Ramada by Wyndham hotel in the area ranges between $99 $159.. (Wyndham Hotels, 2021) This is comparable in price and therefore can be a
supplement to low cost visitor uses.
Further, Council District 11 also includes the coastal communities of Los Angeles south
of Venice. These coastal communities share coastal resources and are connected via
multi-modal transportation access. Venice is very close to the Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX), which is also within the Coastal Zone of Los Angeles. The Venice Coastal
Zone is easily accessible via public transportation from LAX to the south and Santa
Monica to the north along Pacific Coast Highway and Sepulveda Blvd. The City of Santa
Monica, that is located just to the north of Venice also has low-cost budget motels and
hotels; and is also in the Coastal Zone. These low-cost visitor accommodations in other
coastal communities directly adjacent to Venice to the north and south are also coastal
resources, and can be considered to supplement the low-cost visitor recreation
accommodation supply in Venice. This shows that Venice and it’s adjacent Coastal Zone
communities have access to an ample supply of comparably priced motels, hotels, and
short term rental properties which are considered low cost visitor recreation
accommodations, within Council District 11, and within the City of Santa Monica, both
located in the California Coastal Zone.
Even with the ample low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations
surrounding the Project site, the occupancy rate for California declined approximately
36% in 2020 and is not forecasted to recover for several years (only back to 94% of 2019
levels in 2023). The immediate impact was a 77% decline in 2020 Transient Occupancy
Tax revenues – a shortfall that is not recoverable. (Hotel Association Los Angeles, 2021)
Tourism spending in California was expected to drop to $66.1 billion in 2020, erasing a
decade of growth. Travel-related spending from visitors is not expected to recover for
several years (Domestic visitors 74% of 2019 levels in 2021; International 54%; Leisure
85%; Business-related 56%). Travel-related spending in California is not expected to
reach pre-coronavirus levels until 2024. (Visit California, 2021) Average Daily Rate in
California is forecast to grow 9% in 2021, following a 24.2% projected decline in
2020. (Visit California, 2021) By introducing housing for people experiencing
homelessness in Venice, tourism will improve because it would lessen the amount of
encampments directly around the Project site.
The Wyndham Hotel chain, who owns the Ramada Inn brand, stock trending is negative
(WH -2.97%) as of January 23, 2021 (The New York Stock Exchange, 2021) and the
occupancy rate is down 30% as of December 2020 per the CEO. (Barron's, 2020) Other
low-cost hotels in the area are selling to boutique chains or participated in Project
Homekey to relieve financial hardship from underperforming motels. (Department of City
Planning, 2021)
As noted above, the visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers more destination
type experiences in boutique or upscale lodging. There is low tourist demand for lowcost budget motels in the surrounding area and an ample supply of low cost hotel and
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motel accommodations, and low cost bed and breakfast accommodations within the
Venice community and adjacent coastal communities.
Low-cost chain motels and hotels in the area have not been performing well and were
used for low-income housing that allow for low-income housing vouchers for payment
(Venice Housing Corps, 2020). Occupancy rates for motels such as the Ramada Inn
Marina will not rebound for at least 3 years. Some of these low-cost visitor hotels have
been sold to boutique hotel chains since occupancy rates for the last couple of years were
not sustainable. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Further, the demand for motel
rooms plummeted when Covid-19 hit Los Angeles in March, 2020, forcing further
economic hardship for lodging in the area.
The visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low cost hotel and
motel visitor accommodations, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows
that the loss of this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging
choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. The capacity
for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable since the
hotel would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project. The change of
use from a low cost visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to respond to the current emergency
homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project.
New affordable housing is the more sustainable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole. This is
consistent with the Public Access policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and
will not adversely affect access for coastal visitors.
Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations
Coastal Act § 30210 Public Access “guarantees maximum access….shall be provided for
all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights,
rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.” There are
several elements that will be included in the Project’s operations that enhance the public
safety aspect of the Project. They include a rear barrier along Harrison St. to provide
better control over access to the Project via Washington, PATH on-site staff that are well
trained and are effective in working with the population, overnight security guards located
on-site, security cameras, and a community hotline.
A safety perimeter boundary will be installed on the rear property line as a fire life safety
design element for residents who live along Harrison St., residents of the Ramada Inn
Homeless Shelter, and pedestrians walking westbound down Harrison St. from Lincoln
Blvd. to Washington Blvd., eventually accessing Venice Beach. The 8-foot height of the
safety perimeter boundary would be in compliance with the design guidelines applicable
to the Project site. Appropriate plantings (such as climbing vines) can turn separation of
homeless facility use and pedestrian access way into a “green wall” that adds comfort to
the pedestrian environment, while keeping beach access open. Such a design element
would reduce the incidence of graffiti and affiliated loitering concerns and enhance the
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rustic appearance (as encouraged in the Venice Land Use Plan) of the exterior Ramada
Inn Homeless Shelter to fit in with the surrounding single family uses. Additionally, any
utility areas adjacent to Right-a-way would need to be screened by landscaping, shrubs,
or hedges.
The boundary would also be accompanied by shelter staff on-site that are well trained
and are effective in working with the population, overnight security guards, security
cameras, a community hotline; and security lights as safety measures as recommended
in the Venice Land Use Plan. Lighting would also improve nighttime security for passerby
and nearby uses, and as required by the Complete Street Design Guidelines, appropriate
plantings (such as climbing vines) would separate pedestrians from unsightly land uses
and adds safety to passersby. A safety perimeter boundary, overnight security personnel,
on-site staff that are familiar with the population, a community hotline, and security lights
in the design does not preclude the City or the operator to committing to the request for
these. Any such elements must have a direct correlation and must be in relation to the
California Coastal Act.
ARTICLE 5 RECREATION
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses
Converting this hotel to a shelter that provides interim housing for homeless individuals
will not impact low-cost visitor recreation opportunities. The change of use from a low cost
visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable housing is more feasible,
and it allows the City to begin to respond to the current emergency homeless crises and
the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project. New affordable
housing is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole.
Affordable Housing
There have only been 13,000 new affordable housing units built in the City of Los Angeles
in the past 11 years. Only 29 affordable units have been added to the Venice Coastal
Zone in the same period. (Department of City Planning, 2021)
The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) estimated that 509,000 new
affordable housing units are needed to meet current affordable housing demand without
taking into account the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.
LAHSA’s COVID-19 recovery plan seeks to house 15,000 vulnerable people experiencing
homelessness. (UCLA, 2021) Also, the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los
Angeles recently reached an agreement in litigation before U.S. District Judge David O.
Carter how to address the unsheltered and unhoused people in makeshift encampments
near freeways. Based upon this lawsuit, the City and County have committed to provide
an additional 6,000 new beds in 2021 for unhoused residents currently living near
freeways. (UCLA, 2021)
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A dramatic expansion in low-income housing stock is urgently needed, and the largescale public acquisition of vacant hotels and motels is the most effective model to expand
low-income affordable housing by shifting property use from hospitality to housing.
(UCLA, 2021) Project Homekey provides a unique opportunity to obtain Federal funding
as a statewide strategy to purchase empty or struggling low-end motels, especially those
that are in financial hardship, and use them for affordable housing.
Affordable housing is the most effective solution to homelessness. The proposed Project
is 100% interim affordable housing. So, even though visitor recreation facilities are
preferred when feasible within the Coastal Zone, the lack of affordable housing in Venice
has created an emergency homeless crisis in the area.
Homelessness
The Venice community of Los Angeles (Venice) has experienced a substantial increase
in homelessness over the last two years. As of January 2020, there are a total of 1,981
people experiencing homeless in Venice. The number of people experiencing
homelessness in Venice increased more than 57% from 2019 to 2020. Sheltered people
experiencing homelessness increased more than 33%, and unsheltered people
experiencing homelessness increased more than 65% over the same period. (LAHSA,
2020) The number of people experiencing homelessness in the City of Los Angeles
during the same period increased only 16%. Please refer to Tables 5 and 6. City of Los
Angeles’ Bureau of Sanitation is the City's designated administrative agency on matters
pertaining to homeless encampments. LAMC § 56.11 and its adopted protocols relate to
the storage of personal property within the public right-of-way.
The total population of the City of Los Angeles is 4 million, with a total of 41,290 people
experiencing homelessness. Approximately, one percent of people in the City are
homeless. The total population of the community of Venice is 36,898, with a total of 1,981
people experiencing homelessness. Approximately, five percent of people living in the
community of Venice are homeless. This equates to the fact that a person is 5 times
more likely to be homeless in Venice, compared to the greater City of Los Angeles as a
whole. The number of people experiencing homelessness in Venice is trending upwards,
increasing more than 57% from 2019 to 2020. These numbers show that chronic
homelessness is more severe in the community of Venice where the project is located
compared to the City as a whole. Therefore, affordable housing in Venice is in more
demand than it would be in the rest of the City.
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Table 6
VENICE
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

80

33.3% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

1,901

65% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

1,981

57.2% Increase

Project Homekey
The downturn of the tourism and travel related spending over the last year negatively
affected the economic vitality of the Ramada Inn Marina. Project Homekey provided
financial relief for struggling motels and hotels that were in poor economic health, and
that were not going to make it through the economic downturn brought on by Covid-19 by
providing funds to local agencies to purchase the distressed businesses and use them
for homeless interim housing. This particular Project is unique because it is the only
acquired Project Homekey motel site within the City of Los Angeles’ Coastal Zone.
Project Homekey is California’s innovative real estate acquisition program to purchase
Table 5
VENICE
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

60

-50.4% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

1,200

40.52% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

1,260

84.6 % Increase

and rehabilitate housing, including hotels, motels, vacant apartment buildings and other
properties, and convert them into permanent, long-term housing for people experiencing
or at risk of experiencing homelessness. (State of California, 2020) Project Homekey is a
historic investment opportunity for the City and State to use Federal funding to purchase
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affordable housing. This unique benefit put the City and State in a strong economic
position to make historic infrastructure investments in affordable housing. It is the second
phase (following Project Roomkey) in the state’s response to protecting Californians
experiencing homelessness who are at high risk for serious illness and are impacted by
COVID-19. It was funded by a $600 million in grant funding that was made available to
local public entities, like the City of Los Angeles within California, to purchase and
rehabilitate housing, including motels, and convert them into interim or permanent, longterm housing. (State of California, 2021)
The data shows that the capacity for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would
not be sustainable considering the economic impacts of dismal hotel occupancy rates,
the lack of affordable housing, and chronic homelessness in the surrounding area. The
visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers more destination type experiences
in boutique or upscale lodging to low-cost budget lodging. Tourism, travel-related
domestic and international, leisure, business related spending are all in economic
recovery. The Wyndham Hotel chain, who owns the Ramada Inn brand occupancy rate
is down 30% as of December 2020. Hotel occupancy rates in California are recessed
approximately three years. All the while, the lack of affordable housing in Venice has
created an emergency homeless crises in the Venice public realm, including the beach.
Affordable housing is the most effective solution to homelessness. Affordable housing in
Venice is in more demand than it would be in the rest of the City.
Therefore, in consideration of environmental justice and the equitable distribution of
environmental benefits throughout the state, the change of use from a low cost visitor
recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable housing is more feasible, and it
allows the City to begin to respond to the current emergency homeless crises and the
lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project. New affordable housing
is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole.
Therefore, the removal of the 33 beds at the Ramada Inn Marina will not adversely affect
the supply for low-cost visitor recreation uses. This is consistent with the Public Access,
Recreation, and Development policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will
not adversely affect access for coastal visitors.
City’s Homeless Program Outreach Strategy
The City’s Homeless Program Outreach Strategy prioritizes two primary populations. 1)
Those who live near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on all freeways and City and
County streets; and 2) Targeted encampments surrounding the Project vicinity and
demobilizing Project Roomkey participants.
This is done with a Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). HMIS is a webbased application that is designed to collect information on the characteristics and service
needs of homeless persons. The system allows agency users and the Los Angeles
Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) to use collected information for informed
programmatic decision-making. Participating agencies collect and input standardized
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client-level and demographic data into the system, including client/household
demographic details; relationships within a family and household; client/household
income; client/household documents; case management and services; housing
placements; and progress for housing retention. The HMIS includes a focus on
Outcomes Management that sets and measures milestones and target achievements of
clients and program performance.
On May 22, 2020, a Preliminary Injunction issued by the United States District Court
Central District of California heard through a case titled, LA ALLIANCE FOR HUMAN
RIGHTS ET AL. v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL., ordered the City and County of Los
Angeles to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing homelessness, those who
live near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on all freeways and City and County
streets, who are exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a result of where
they live. The Court found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near
freeways, and the Covid-19 pandemic public health efforts constitute an emergency and
that a response cannot wait until this case is resolved by settlement or trial. The Court
sited that it is unreasonably dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious
health impacts and can shorten a homeless person’s life expectancy by decades.
Locations near freeways could be contaminated with lead or other carcinogenic
substances. These locations also increase the danger that a homeless person will be
struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or crash. Camps in these
locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing potential hazards
to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way inaccessible to
individuals with disabilities. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The City’s the efforts to shelter vulnerable residents of the City and County of Los Angeles
during the COVID-19 pandemic complies with the Court’s preliminary injunction. It
broadens — not replaces — COVID-19 emergency public health efforts, parallel to each
other, rather than sequentially. The City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles have
the capacity and resources to comply with the injunction while maintaining our
unprecedented efforts to protect vulnerable residents from COVID-19. (The Honorable
Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The Court ordered that the City and County of Los Angeles must humanely relocate
and provide shelter—or alternative housing options, such as government encampments
following the existing Veterans Affairs model, safe parking sites, or hotel and motel rooms
contracted following the Project Roomkey model—to individuals experiencing
homelessness camped within 500 feet of an overpass, underpass, or ramp in the City
and County of Los Angeles, no later than September 1, 2020. (The Honorable Judge
David O. Carter, 2020)
Through this Project Homekey Project, the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the
County of Los Angeles (County) and the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
(LAHSA) are taking action and providing solutions to homelessness. The City committed
to creating 6,100 new shelter opportunities in the next 10 months following the agreement
with the court, which must be done by December 2021. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) The
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City’s plan is contingent upon each shelter location receiving the appropriate levels of
necessary County-funded support and operating services under the voter approved tax
initiative Measure H, the County funds operating services for homeless facilities called for
in the County Homeless Strategy. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The City and LAHSA have developed a sustainable outreach strategy that is customized
for this specific location for prioritizing interim housing resources to reach targeted
encampments surrounding the Project vicinity and demobilizing Project Roomkey
participants. This collaboration includes the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Health, LA Family Housing, and LAHSA who have dedicated staff that familiarize
themselves with the people who are living on the streets surrounding the City’s interim
housing shelters. A dedicated team go out and get to know the needs of this population
to match people who they assess can thrive in a single-room environment.
The Ramada Inn Marina will be in a much smaller setting, scope, and scale compared to
other City shelters so outreach teams will assess who are more better suited for the
space. The ratio of staff to residents at this site is higher than some of the other sites that
house up to 100 people experiencing homelessness.
The homeless count is done in different zones that span out from the interim housing
shelters’ locations. Counts are completed at “a point in time” to include the number of
people experiencing homelessness surrounding the site multiple times to confirm that the
population who shows interest are indeed from the adjacent Venice community
surrounding the site. Identifying interest lists are generated from this population who are
encouraged to join the list as clients. Interest lists for interim housing are built initially from
encampments identified by Council Districts. Other areas of the Council District will be
considered if all beds cannot be filled from target encampments.
This prioritization for interim housing resources considers that people entering and
prioritized for interim housing have permanent housing resources available to transition
into exit destinations and pathways to permanent housing. This ensures that interim
housing beds can serve more individuals. A variety of housing interventions through
collaboration with homeless service providers who provide the appropriate level of care
required to support each participant as they transition into permanent housing. This
strategy prioritizes the best target population; clients that are matched to a housing
subsidy (Roadmap, Recovery Rehousing, Rapid Rehousing, or other permanent
supportive housing), whether from other demobilizing Project Room Key sites or targeted
encampments surrounding the shelters. Different interim housing bed types prioritize
clients differently depending upon their needs. In order to maximize bed turnover in the
interim housing portfolio, clients should be provided the financial and case management
support they need to exit into successful permanent housing interventions for which they
are eligible, and which best meet their needs. The more clients that come to the interim
housing shelter with housing subsidies, the more clients will exit to permanent housing,
allowing for new clients to access the interim housing beds. (LAHSA, 2021)
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In conclusion, as noted above, the visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers
more destination type experiences in boutique or upscale lodging. There is low tourist
demand for low-cost budget motels in the surrounding area; and an ample supply of low
cost hotel and motel accommodations, and low cost bed and breakfast accommodations
within the Venice community and adjacent coastal communities.
Low-cost chain motels and hotels in the area have not been performing well and were
used for low-income housing that allow for low-income housing vouchers for payment
(Venice Housing Corps, 2021). Occupancy rates for motels such as the Ramada Inn
Marina will not rebound for at least 3 years. Some of these low-cost visitor hotels have
been sold to boutique hotel chains since occupancy rates for the last couple of years were
not sustainable. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Further, the demand for motel
rooms plummeted when Covid-19 hit Los Angeles in March, 2020, forcing further
economic hardship for lodging in the area.
The visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low-cost hotel and
motel visitor accommodations, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows
that the loss of this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging
choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. The capacity
for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable since the
hotel would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project. The change of
use from a low cost visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to respond to the current emergency
homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project.
New affordable housing is the more sustainable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole. This is
consistent with the Recreation policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will
not adversely affect low cost visitor recreation access for coastal visitors.
ARTICLE 6 DEVELOPMENT
The Project does not include new development. The Project includes the change of use
from a shuttered motel to an interim crisis and bridge housing homeless shelter; and the
interior and exterior tenant improvements of the existing two-story motel. The Project site
is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along
Washington Blvd. There are no scenic corridors, and there are no coastal dependent
resources adjacent or near the site.
The project is consistent with the character of the surrounding development and will not
adversely impact coastal resources consistent with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
including but not limited to Public Access, Recreation, and Development.
The Project is a change of use from a motel to a residential, interim housing use on an
existing development located in a dense, urban, primarily commercial inland area of the
Coastal Zone, in close proximity to other residential uses (Section 30250). This project
is not considered a “new” development and is located in a developed area that can
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accommodate the re-use of an existing failed, defunct motel. Therefore, the Project will
not be inconsistent with the character of the surrounding uses or create any significant
adverse effects.
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act protects public views to and along the coast and requires
permitted development be sited and designed to be visually compatible with the character
of surrounding areas. The Proposed Project is an existing shuttered motel that includes
a change of use to interim affordable housing, and minor tenant improvements. The site
is already part of the urban fabric. The project site is located in an area designated
General Commercial. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) This land use designation is intended
to maintain the uses, density, and character of existing low intensity commercial areas.
Thus, the Project, with interim affordable housing will provide social programs and
services for the residents; is allowed under the certified Venice LUP. (Department of City
Planning, 2021)
The project would not affect geologic, flood, or fire risks (30253(1) (2)), would not conflict
with any requirements of the State Air Resources Control Board or South Coast Air Quality
District (30253(3)), would not affect energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled
(30253(4)), and would not permanently affect the local community (30253(5)).
Section 30252(1) of the Coastal Act encourages facilitating the provision or extension of
transit service, and (2) providing non-automobile circulation within the development. The
proposed Project is within 600 feet of a regional transit stop at the intersection of Lincoln
Blvd. and Washington Blvd. Also, the Project site includes landscaped grounds and open
space. The proposed Project includes bicycle parking. This provides for active
transportation opportunities in biking and walking. This is consistent with the Chapter 3
Development policies of the Coastal Act and will not adversely impact coastal resources.
Parking
Coastal Act § 30252(4). Requires new development to maintain public access to
the coast by providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of
serving the development with public transportation.
Per the Venice Specific Plan, the prior motel has legal non-conforming parking that
displaces on-street coastal parking. The prior motel building was originally constructed
as a 30 guest room hotel with 3 additional dwelling units. The original permit shows 18
parking stalls provided (tucked under the building). The required parking at the time was
for 0.5 stalls per guest room. (City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety,
2021) The motel use requires much more parking than the 18 parking spaces that were
originally provided. Today, the motel occupancy would require 86 parking spaces (66
spaces for 33 residential units, 12 beach impact parking, 8 spaces for guest parking).
(Department of City Planning, 2021) So, the proposed Project improves coastal on-street
parking by changing the use of the motel to interim homeless housing, and providing
adequate parking that complies with the lower parking utilization rates of those who are
experiencing homelessness.
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AB 744 amended Section 65915 of the Government Code to include provisions for
reduced parking rates for affordable housing. Legislature finds that there exists a severe
shortage of affordable housing, especially for persons and families of extremely low, very
low, and low income, and there is an immediate need to encourage the development of
new housing. AB 744, Section 65915(p)(2), 65915(p)(3), and 65915(p) (3)A, state that if
a development includes the maximum percentage of low- or very low income units or if a
development consists solely of rental units, exclusive of a manager’s unit or units, with an
affordable housing cost to lower income families, and is located within one-half mile of a
major transit stop, and there is unobstructed access to the major transit stop from the
development; then, a vehicular parking ratio, should not exceed 0.5 spaces per bedroom.
(State of California, 2015)
Further, in a recent study conducted by Fehr & Peers in April 20, 2017, 42 affordable
housing sites within the City of Los Angeles were surveyed for vehicle trip generation and
parking. The results indicate that parking utilization ratios are less than the ratios required
in the certified Venice LUP. The study indicated that permanent supportive affordable
housing, created a demand between 0.2 and 0.48 spaces per unit. (Fehr and Peers,
2017). Additionally, in March 2019, Crain and Associates produced a report on the effects
of a 100% affordable housing project and transit availability on personal vehicle
ownership and parking demand. That study concluded that substantial evidence and
academic research support reduced car ownership and parking utilization by lower
income households and housing in close proximity to public transit. (Crain and
Associates, 2019)
Applying a parking ratio of 0.2 to 0.48 parking spaces per unit for affordable supportive
housing, as suggested in the Fehr & Peers April 2017 study, between 7 and 16 spaces
would be required for the 33 housing units. Applying AB 744 parking ratio of .5 spaces
per unit for affordable supportive per AB 744, 16.5 spaces would be required for the same
amount of units.
Currently, the Los Angeles zoning code requires 1 stall per guestroom for the first 30
guest rooms of a hotel and 0.5 stalls for the next 30 guest rooms. Also, up to 15% of
these parking stalls may be replaced with bicycle parking because the Project is within
1,500 ft of a major transit stop at Lincoln Blvd. and Washington Blvd., (service at no more
than 15 minute intervals). The Project can further apply incentives to reduce parking via
Affordable Housing Incentives - Density Bonus (Section 12.22 A.25 of the LAMC). This
section allows for parking to be calculated at the ratio of 0.25 stalls per restricted,
affordable residential hotel unit. As these guest rooms would be used for non-transient
residents (Residential Hotel), the parking would be based on the quantity of habitable
rooms per unit. For less than 3 habitable rooms (the majority of the affordable units), the
code requires 1 parking stall. (City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety,
2021)
The proposed Project includes 100% interim affordable housing for people experiencing
homelessness. Further, the proposed Project is located approximately 528 feet from
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public transit located at Lincoln Blvd. and Washington Blvd. It provides affordable
supportive housing for a minimum of 55 years, and generates a significantly lower
demand for parking then a market rate residential development. The Project qualifies for
bicycle parking, and an affordable housing density bonus. Therefore, a reduced parking
ratio for the development is appropriate to apply in this case.
The Project’s reduced demand for parking (due to the restricted income levels of the
residents and the project site’s proximity to public transit), the addition of 15 bicycle
parking spaces, and the application of a density bonus for affordable housing supports
the Los Angeles zoning code parking ratio. Based on the Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety (DBS), the parking for the 33 affordable units, 9 employees who work
in three shifts, and 3 spaces for operations is calculated to be approximately 33 required
parking stalls, given its close proximity to major transit stops, (31.5 parking spaces, plus
6 employee and operations parking stalls, minus 4.725 spaces for bicycle parking). Since
LAMC 12.22A.25 also applies, only 8.25 parking spaces will be needed.
The Project includes the required 9 spaces and a surplus of 17 parking spaces, for a total
of 26 on-site parking spaces, and up to 15 bicycle parking spaces. (PATH, 2020). This is
appropriate for 33 interim affordable housing units, 3 employee spaces, and 3 spaces for
daily operations. Therefore it is consistent with the Development policies in Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act, and will not adversely affect coastal parking for coastal visitors.
2. The permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los
Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976.
Since the project conforms to the applicable Community Plan and Specific Plans, and
relevant provisions and policies of the Coastal Act, the Project will not prejudice the ability
of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Plan in conformity with the Coastal Act and
amendments.
3. The Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established
by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of
the individual project in making the City Engineer’s determination.
As noted in the preceding Sections, the California Coastal Commission’s interpretive
guidelines (State and Regional) for the Venice area have been reviewed and considered
in preparation of these findings and recommendations. However, following prevailing
case law (e.g., Pacific Legal Foundation v. Coastal Commission (1982) 33 Cal.3d 158),
the City Engineer’s determination is based on the cited provisions of the California
Coastal Act and other legally established laws and regulations.
4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code.
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The decision of the permit granting authority, as evidenced in the staff report of this
project, has been guided by any applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission
pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code.
5. If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea or
shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, the development is
in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976.
The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline
of any body of water located within the coastal zone. The Project site is located
approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along West
Washington Blvd. Therefore, the development is in conformity with the public access
and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.
6. Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Los Angeles City
Council found the Project to be a Categorical statutorily exempt on December 10, 2020.
There are no additional evaluations required by the California Environmental Quality Act
in connection with the approval of this permit.
III. PUBLIC COMMENTS
There were over 200 comments received by the community via verbal comments at the
two Hearings that were held for this Project, via emailed, written comments, and via USPS
mail. There were five primary Coastal issues the commenters raised concerns about.
They are as follows:
PUBLIC ACCESS

Public Safety
Coastal Act § 30210. [M]aximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted,
and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
This Project removes people from living on the streets into homeless housing, which helps
alleviate public safety issues and improves public access, and according the LAPD, the
project will not impact the LAPD's ability to fight crime. (Los Angeles Police Department,
2021) Further, it protects public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural
resource areas from overuse by beginning to remove encampments that surround the
Project site. It places homeless persons into an organized setting managed by a service
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provider with counselors, it provides housing and safety and coastal access to the
homeless people that already exist in Venice that use the interim housing. This project
removes people experiencing homelessness from living on the street and provides them
with resources to survive and get the help they need, which is consistent with public safety
needs. Moreover, it fosters other important Coastal Act policies, such as to "encourage .
. .the provision of new affordable housing opportunities . . . in the coastal zone," which is
found in Public Resources Code section 30604(g) and improves public safety by reducing
homelessness. So this Project does not create any inconsistency with public safety
needs. This Project does not impede public access, but rather facilitates it and does so
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Also, the public safety issues raised by the community already historically existed in
Venice. The public comments generally discussed existing public safety issues with the
community’s existing homeless population. Some commenters stated that the new
homeless shelter on Sunset Avenue in Venice caused the existence of homeless people,
the shelter caused violence that resulted in calling the police upon occupants of the
shelter, and it caused associated safety issues. But, those issues existed before the
shelter was built, and they were identified as existing conditions by the neighborhood
residents back then, just as they are being raised now with this project involving interim
housing. The fact that police assistance was called by the Sunset Avenue shelter’s
operators shows that the shelter setting was providing managed oversight of the
homeless population and addressing safety concerns among the homeless population
and the community. Comments then opposing the Sunset Avenue shelter’s development
pointed to several instances of violence among the homeless living on the streets. It is
unlikely that homeless individuals, living in fear on the street with no resources, would be
able to call the police for that same help and protection afforded in the shelter setting.
The issues raised are not new to Venice. They were not caused by a shelter, and building
a homeless shelter did not cause the homeless crisis that is facing this region. Increasing
the ability to house the homeless by building shelters and interim housing will support
improving the existing homelessness conditions in the Venice area and it will improve
safety. It does not cause these issues.
Also, the comments aimed at the Sunset Avenue shelter are not relevant to this type of
Project. The interim housing proposed for this project involves 33 beds in 33 individual
rooms in a former motel structure that will be managed by a service provider. This project
is very different from a congregate 154-bed shelter operated with a large common tent
structure at the Sunset Avenue shelter. The safety concerns in a congregate temporary
tent shelter setting are not the same and do not exist in this interim housing setting that
provides greater privacy and separation of individuals in the program and greater focus
on individualized assistance to the participants.
This does not preclude the City of Los Angeles and PATH to report to the Venice
Neighborhood Council and the Del Rey Neighborhood Council monthly status reports
related to coastal Public Safety needs that directly affect the adjacent neighborhood.
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Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations
Please refer to the Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations analysis above
in Section II.C.1., Article 2 - Public Access § 30210.
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Facilities vs. Affordable Housing
Coastal Act § 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.
As more fully explained in the report, above, the ample supply of low cost motel, hotel,
and bed and breakfast accommodations in the Venice area and adjacent Coastal Zone
shows that the loss of this underperforming low-cost motel is insignificant to the overall
lodging choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone.
There is low demand for low-cost lodging in Venice, including this low-cost hotel, since
most tourists who visit Venice prefer destination type and boutique brand hotels. For
those visitors who do prefer low-budget coastal accommodations, there are options to
stay at a bed and breakfast or at other low-budget visitor accommodations in the Coastal
Zone communities in and adjacent to Venice for a comparable price. There are ample
bed and breakfasts and low-cost motel hotel accommodations in Venice and in other
coastal communities directly adjacent to Venice to the north and south, which are also
coastal resources. These can be considered to supplement the low-cost visitor recreation
accommodation supply in Venice.
Even with the ample low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations
surrounding the Project site, the occupancy rate for California declined approximately
36% in 2020 and is not forecasted to recover for several years (only back to 94% of 2019
levels in 2023). The immediate impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was a 77% decline in
2020 Transient Occupancy Tax revenues – a shortfall that is not recoverable. (Hotel
Association Los Angeles, 2021) Tourism spending in California was expected to drop to
$66.1 billion in 2020, erasing a decade of growth. Travel-related spending from visitors
is not expected to recover for several years (Domestic visitors 74% of 2019 levels in 2021;
International 54%; Leisure 85%; Business-related 56%). Travel-related spending in
California is not expected to reach pre-coronavirus levels until 2024. (Visit California,
2021) Average Daily Rate in California is forecast to grow 9% in 2021, following a 24.2%
projected decline in 2020. (Visit California, 2021)
Also, under the Los Angeles region’s particular COVID-19 constraints on the hotel
industry, it is even more speculative to presume there will be a rebound, considering that
currently, over a year has passed since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, and
the hotel industry is still suffering. In an announcement only as recent as January 25,
2021, the Los Angeles County Public Health Department began allowing occupancy of
local hotels and motels for “tourism and individual travel.” (Los Angeles County Public
Health Department, Jan, 2021) The County’s new order provides that hotels “may reopen
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out-of-state reservations for non-essential travel,” after meeting certain required COVID19 protocols that continue to constrain the use of hotels in the Los Angeles region. (Los
Angeles County Public Health Department, Jan, 2021) The capacity for the site to remain
a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable. By introducing housing for people
experiencing homelessness in Venice, tourism will improve because it would remove
homeless people from the streets into interim housing and that helps the efforts to lessen
the amount of encampments directly around the Project site.
Data shows that Venice has an ample supply of comparably priced motels, hotels and
short term rental properties for temporary accommodations that are also within Council
District 11, and within the City of Santa Monica, both located nearby in the Coastal Zone.
Further, the visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low cost
motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows that the loss of
this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging choices in Venice
and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. Therefore, this Project will not
negatively affect public access to low cost visitor recreations uses.
Impacts from the Project on low-cost visitor facilities (and other coastal policies identified
in this report), if any, by converting one motel into interim housing also needs to be
considered in the context of how the Project protects other important coastal resources
under the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act section 30007.5.) The Project will provide interim
housing for the homeless and it will remove those homeless people from living on the
streets. Addressing the homelessness crisis is necessary to protect coastal resources in
this area. By doing so, it improves public access and supports the financially viability of
other nearby low-cost visitor facilities to continue providing their short-term
accommodations by improving coastal access for visitors staying at those
accommodations. (Coastal Act Chapter 3, Article 2.) As discussed, above, the Project
is consistent with public safety needs because it protects these homeless individuals by
placing them into a safer, managed environment with resources to help them. (Coastal
Act section 30210.) It also strongly supports the Coastal Act’s broader “important” policy
goal of encouraging new affordable housing opportunities in the Coastal Zone for low
income persons, and it does so in an existing facility in an existing developed urban area.
(Coastal Act section 30604(g).) Since it is within an existing development (not a new
development) and it is in an existing urban area, it also fosters maintaining development
within an urban and employment center. (Coastal Act sections 30007.5, 30250.) On
balance, the Project’s support for these broader important Coastal Act policies is more
protective of coastal resources than preventing the conversion of a single specific small
and unviable motel in an urban area where there are abundant alternative options for lowcost short-term lodging in the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act section 30007.5.)
RECREATION
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses vs. Affordable Housing
Coastal Act § 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for
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coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent
industry.
Section 30222 is not relevant to this Project because the Project does not involve a
“private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development.” Therefore,
the prioritization of commercial recreation facilities over other private uses, is not
implicated in the City’s Project providing interim housing to the homeless public that are
living on City streets since it is not considered a private residential development. Also,
potential impacts upon “low cost visitor facilities” from converting this motel to a shelter
that provides interim housing for homeless individuals is addressed in the preceding
section, above, related to Coastal Act section 30213. As more fully explain above, the
ample supply of low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the
Venice area and adjacent Coastal Zone shows that the loss of this low-end
underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging choices in Venice and the
adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone.
The change of use from a low-cost visitor use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to begin to respond to the current
emergency homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding
the Project. New affordable housing is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action
towards addressing chronic homelessness in the community of Venice and, as noted
above, on balance, addressing the homelessness crisis provides more protection for
coastal resources by supporting important broader Coastal Act policies that will enhance
access and recreation for visitors to the Coastal Zone. Therefore, the Project is consistent
with this policy.
DEVELOPMENT
Cumulative Impact
Coastal Act § 30250(a). New residential, commercial, or industrial development,
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or,
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other
than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.
This Section 30250(a) is not relevant because the Project is not a “new” development,
and it does not present any question about where the Project can be located or sited
because it involves the re-use of an existing, failed, and defunct motel. Also, it is
unquestionably located in an “existing developed area” that is “able” to accommodate it
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because it is a former motel that is capable of housing homeless people with interim
housing. This same motel was previously temporarily used to house people experiencing
homelessness, which shows it is capable of housing homeless people under Project
Homekey since it is essentially the same type of program and use as its prior use under
the predecessor State program. Because of this, the Coastal Act section 30250 does
not require analyzing any cumulative impacts on coastal resources.
Even assuming the Project could be considered new development being sited in an area
that is not an “existing developed area able to accommodate it” — all of those
presumptions are false —this Project is nevertheless located “where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources,” and
thus it would comply with this policy from a cumulative standpoint.
Regarding low-cost visitor facilities, the data shows there are many other low-cost
accommodations available in Venice and the adjacent coastal communities, and the hotel
would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project.
Parking
Coastal Act § 30252. The location and amount of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (4) providing adequate parking
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation.
As more fully described above related this Report’s analysis of this Coastal Act policy, the
parking requirements and needs for this Project are met through the parking available onsite. This Project has more than adequate parking, which thus will not cause any impact
to public parking within the Coastal Zone, and thus the Project will not impact coastal
access. The proposed Project also improves coastal on-street parking by changing the
use of the “under-parked” motel to interim homeless housing that provides adequate
parking that complies with the lower parking utilization rates of those who are
experiencing homelessness.
Please refer to the Parking analysis above in Section II.C.1. Article 6 Development –
Parking.
Protect Special Communities
Coastal Act § 30253. New development shall do all of the following: (e) Where
appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.
Based on the public comments the City received related to Section 30253, it is difficult to
discern how this policy applies to this Project. The commenters did not provide an
adequate explanation or support for what particular “special communities or
neighborhoods” exist and what “unique characteristics” have been affected, or how this
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particular Project affected them by failing to protect them. The City only received
generalized comments about general homelessness impacting the general Venice area,
which does not provide any insight into how this Project fails to protect special
communities and neighborhoods under this Coastal Act policy.
As discussed more fully, above, homelessness issues in Venice have long predated this
Project and this Project does not cause homelessness. Quite the opposite. This Project
removes homeless people from living on the streets. Removing people from the streets
into homeless housing unquestionably helps protect special communities and
neighborhoods, if such communities and neighborhoods and their unique characteristics
are affected by homelessness. The Project allows the City to begin to remove
encampments that surround the Project site. It places homeless persons into an
organized setting managed by a service provider with counselors, it provides housing and
safety; and coastal access to the homeless people that already exist in Venice that use
the interim housing. Therefore, this project removes people experiencing homelessness
from living on the street, it provides them with resources to survive and get the help they
need. Moreover, it fosters other Coastal Act policies such as to “encourage . . .the
provision of new affordable housing opportunities . . . in the coastal zone,” which is found
in Public Resources Code section 30604(g) and improves public safety by reducing
homelessness.
More importantly, this Project involves only the reuse of an existing motel property, and it
does not make any change that would impact the architectural “character” of the
neighborhood. The Project does not alter the scale or appearance of the existing building
relative to the neighborhood’s character, and only involves negligible minor
improvements. If anything the Project supports the neighborhood’s existing character by
avoiding leaving the property sitting vacant and boarded-up as a former motel.
Assuming that the vicinity of the Project contains special communities and neighborhoods
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses, this Project is consistent with the Coastal Act policies protecting such
areas.
NOTICING
The noticing was completed for both hearings by mail, posting onsite, and by BOE staff
being available virtually online for the community’s convenience to access project
information. Also, a Project website was created that provided access to the Project’s
Hearing Notices, CDP Application, Staff Report, and Notice of Exemption. A second
hearing was conducted to correct a gap in the mailing radius and additionally provide
ample opportunity to the community to comment on the Project.
Posting
The site was posted within 3 days of Hearing #1 and #2 in a conspicuous place for both
hearings, with a notice easily read by the public on the property site and containing
specific information as to the nature of the proposed development. Staff found that all
Hearing Notices for Hearing #1 were vandalized by ripping them off the side of the building
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after they were posted. So, for the Hearing Notice #2 posting, an additional posting was
placed on a sign behind a chain link fence to protect it from vandalism. BOE Homeless
Program Staff’s email contact information was included on the notices, so the community
or any interested party could conveniently contact BOE Staff if they had any questions or
concerns. Posting photos are attached. This satisfies this requirement for posting the
Project site.
Mailing
Hearing Notice #1 was mailed within 10-days of Hearing #1, to a list containing the name
and address of each property owner, within one hundred feet from the front lot of the
proposed development. The gap in mailing addresses was correct by scheduling a
second hearing immediately. The second hearing was done because the mailing list was
100-ft from the front lot boundary. Hearing Notice #2 was mailed within 10-days of
Hearing #2, to each property owner within one hundred feet from each boundary of the
site of the proposed development. This satisfies this requirement for mailing notices to
neighboring addresses of the Project site.
Virtual
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, BOE Staff telecommute and work from home through
virtual accessibility. BOE staff was available, virtually, online which allowed for the public
to easily access Project information in preparation for the hearings. This ensured the
community had continued access to BOE staff and allowed the Project information to be
effectively communicated to the public.
These virtual elements included the following:
1. The Project Website address was created for a central virtual depository of Project
documents. BOE Staff created the site with the intention to provide our constituents
the ability to conveniently access Project files while they wrote their Reponses to
Comments.
Here is the Project's Website Address:
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
2. February 1, 2021, Hearing Notice #2 was sent by email to all participants of Hearing
#1. Hearing Notice #2 contained BOE Staff email contact information for the
community’s convenience and consideration.
Hearing Notice #2
To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for your interest in the Ramada Inn Marina Interim Housing Project's
Coastal Development Permit hearing. Your comments are appreciated.
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Please see the attached Public Hearing Notice #2 for your reference.
Here is digital access or your convenience and consideration:
Hearing Date, Time, and Location: This notice is for a public hearing scheduled
for February 11, 2021 beginning at 3:00 PM and to be held via Zoom webinar for
the Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter Coastal Development Permit.
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1602707432
Passcode: 875893
Or Telephone:
Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 669 254 5252 or
+1 669 216 1590 or
+1 551 285 1373 or
+1 646 828 7666 or
833 568 8864 (Toll Free)
Webinar ID: 160 270 7432
Also, please visit the Project's website for more information.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Code (LAMC) § 12.20.2 applies to projects within the California Coastal Zone. The first
public hearing for this Project was held on Friday, January 29, 2021 at 3:00 pm via Zoom.

Project Description: The project proposed under CDP 21-01 includes the
acquisition of an existing two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel that will be initially
rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the long term,
it will eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project
includes minor tenant improvements to the existing interior and exterior to
accommodate American with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing
and vision impaired upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and safety
upgrades, to an existing motel building.
Interested persons, as well as the applicant may speak at the hearing or submit
written information. All written comments must be received on or before 4:00
PM on Friday, February 12, 2021 to be considered, prior to a decision on the
case. Written comments should be sent by email to: Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org,
or delivered, or mailed to:
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
Attention: Eileen Schoetzow Environmental Supervisor I
Page 37
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 215

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213
The application, exhibits and other information relating to the case are available for
your review at 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213 in the
Office of the Environmental Management Group. If you have any questions, please
contact at Eileen Schoetzow at via email at Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org or at
(213) 485-5751.
3. February 5, 2021, An email was sent RE: Comment Period for Ramada Inn Marina Interim
Shelter Project CDP Clarification. This was because there was a gap in the comment period
between Hearing #1 and Hearing #1. This email communicated to our constituents that the
comment period would be extended one more week for their convenience until the day after
Hearing #2. This provided the community with more time to prepare their comments.

Good day,
For your information, we are conducting an additional hearing to accommodate as
many comments from the community.
Even though the comment period ended February 4th at 4pm per the first hearing,
we will continue to allow comments up until the end of the comment period of the
second notice. For your convenience and consideration we are accepting
comments up until February 12th @ 4pm.
Please see the Project website for the Hearing Notice #2.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Thank you for your interest in this Project,
4. February 11, 2021, Public Testimony Guidelines were emailed to all commentors that emailed
BOE up until that day at 1:00 pm. The purpose of this was to provide participants with clear
guidance on how the ZOOM hearing would be conducted. BOE Staff was able to review
lessons learned from Hearing #1 and enhance the community’s ability to comment efficiently
during Hearing #2. We shared our Project web address again for everyone’s convenience.

Public Testimony Guidelines
The Bureau of Engineering would like to provide our constituents Public
Testimony Guidelines for today's Coastal Development Permit Hearing.
Please follow the following guidelines during the ZOOM hearing:
• Make sure you have signed in
For your convenience, there will be two ways to access the sign in sheet:
1. Via the Project Website
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
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2. Via the ZOOM chat box
• Use the "raise your hand" function in ZOOM or press *9 on your phone to
make a verbal comment
• When speaking state your first and last name for the record
• You will get 3 minutes to make your comments, with a 1 minute warning
• After the public hearing, written comments can also be sent to
Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org by Friday, February 12, 2021 @ 4pm.
IV. STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the City Engineer’s Office.
Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
permit date as reported from the Coastal Commission.
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period
of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.
Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the City Engineer.
Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.
Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
V. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. PATH shall provide the following elements for operations:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Install and thereafter maintain a rear barrier along Harrison to provide better
control over access to the Project via Washington.
PATH staff on-site
Overnight security guards located on-site
Security cameras
Community hotline
HMIS will assist residents to find permanent housing and homeless services

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the preceding analysis and the comments received prior to, during and after
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the public hearing, we recommend that the City Engineer issue a Coastal Development
Permit for this project.
3/5/2021
________________________________
Maria Martin
Date
Environmental Affairs Officer
Environmental Management Group
Bureau of Engineering
DOCUMENT PREPARED BY:

________________________________
Eileen Schoetzow
Date
Environmental Supervisor I
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FIGURE 1 – PROJECT LOCATION MAP
3130 WASHINGTON BLVD, VENICE, CA 90292

PROJECT
LOCATION
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Fwd: Bridge Home Successful Discharges
March 15, 2021 at 2:01 PM
From traci park
To Steve Sanders
Not sure how to get this into a PDF. I will send you the LAHSA standards after my witness interview.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Dexter O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>
Date: Wed, Feb 10, 2021 at 9:10 AM
Subject: Bridge Home Successful Discharges
To: Vicki Halliday <vickihalliday@gmail.com>, traci park <traciparkesq@gmail.com>
Vicki and Traci,
I'm emailing you together because by coincidence you both reached out yesterday with the same
question about the number of housing placements at the Bridge Home in 2020.
I was able to speak to both PATH and SPY about this yesterday. In 2020, PATH had 7 and SPY had 13
successful housing placements. SPY also noted that they had a number of discharges that did not
technically count as housing placement success, like moving in with friends, that were still
positive moves to stable housing.
I am hopeful that this year thanks to more housing options becoming available and deeper
partnerships with shared housing providers, as well as the long-hoped-for end of the pandemic, the
providers will be able to build on this success. January has already been pretty successful (One PATH
and seven SPY successful housing placements, as well as one of the somewhat-more-ambiguouslypositive outcomes I mentioned above) so I am hopeful that this represents a trend.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks,
Dexter
-Dexter N. O'Connell

A Bridge Home Deputy
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-468-2276 | www.11thdistrict.com
pronouns: he/him/his
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Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>

Fwd: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
13 messages
Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
To: Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 1:56 PM

Elyse, Pls get this info from HACLA ASAP for Krista. Thanks.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 12:18 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Tricia Keane
<tricia.keane@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>
Questions from Coastal staff:
1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?
Thanks!
-kk
Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected with their
local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:38 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Okay, I sent you the meeting appointment and added the item to the agenda.
Talk with you soon,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org
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Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended
recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:28 AM Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org> wrote:
hi Eileen!
I'm happy to join your call with Coastal at noon. Just send the call-in info whenever you have a second!
Thank you-kk
Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected with
their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:27 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi,
I actually have a meeting with the Coastal Commission today at 12pm on the Venice Auxilliary Pumping Plant,
another project in CD11. I can bring it up to them then?? Or maybe the Council Office can join the call?? That
would be a fast track way of making this happen.
I'm finishing up the NOE today for City Attorney's review. I can work on the Approval in Concept after.
Let me know what you think.
Thanks,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015

Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 228

Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any
manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:07 AM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,
Following up on this. We need help with the pathway on Coastal Commission approval in order to get this hotel
into our report for approval before the recess. Eileen, I think we need help from the CD to get the "Approval in
Concept" and we need it this week, but can you correct me if I'm wrong?
Thanks,
Meg
On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 4:27 PM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,
Are you able to help us out with this? (I'm cc'ing Tricia since she worked on the Sunset site) We need some
help getting this Approval in Concept next week (by 12/3) so we can take the authority to purchase to Council
by 12/9.
Can you help?
Thanks,
Meg
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Date: Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Cc: Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Steve Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>
Hi,
The Washington Blvd. site is in the Dual Coastal Zone, meaning that it is under the CA Coastal Commission's
jurisdiction and they have to provide us with a waiver to the CA Coastal Act. Please see CCR Title 14 §§
13136-13144 Emergency Permits for your information.
We need to issue an "Approval in Concept", similar to the Venice one attached, for the Local Coastal
Development Permit first, then we can go to the State Coastal Commission. Same process as the
Venice shelter. We need to discuss your schedule so that BOE can work with the CA Coastal Commission to
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get this done for you in an efficient manner. The next step for BOE would be to have the BOE Executive
Office - in this case Mahmood & Maria - reach out to the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.
Let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you
are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without
reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:33 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Thank you! Pls see below. Like the other HomeKey sites (CF 20-0941), we are using CRF $ and these
units will be used as interim housing. Same project description as you used for the other Homekey sites.
Let me know if you need anything else. Thanks again! I promise this is the last rush on this given the
deadline of 12/30.
9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334-- 74 units/CD 6
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032 - 52 units/CD 14
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045 -- 44 units/CD 11
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292- 33 units/CD 11
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342 -- 87 units/CD
On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:21 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
If you can get me the info ASAP, I can start now.
I have a major EIR due on Monday as well, not homeless related.
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org
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Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information
is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message
and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:05 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Do you have to? Even if these are basic NOE?
On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:01 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Please forward site plans for each.
It's possible, but I have to work over the weekend to make this happen.
Thanks,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work
product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete
the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:47 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Maria and Eileen,
I am so sorry for another rush, but it seems that HACLA is moving on purchasing 5 additional
motels/hotels on behalf of the City. The Council wants to consider this item on Nov 9th, so we
have to release a report by COB 12/3/20. These sites include:
9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342
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Can you release your report on 12/4/20? We are also providing funding for the sites in CD 9, but
at this point we don't have addresses for these. Can the NOE wait on these if we provide rehab at
a later date?.
Please let me know if you need to discuss. Thank you!

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
-Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681
-Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681
--

Yolanda Chavez
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Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 2:04 PM
To: Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, "Gerson (Tony) Munoz" <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri
<Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey <Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>
Hi Tina and Julie, we have a couple questions from CD 11 for an upcoming meeting with the Coastal Commission 1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?
If you could provide this as soon as possible, we would greatly appreciate it.
Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org
[Quoted text hidden]

Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:23 PM
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin
<Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai
<Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey <Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>

Hello Elyse,

The property as far as I know and the broker conﬁrmed, s ll in opera on. So they currently have guests.

For the parking spaces, according to the PSA the number of spaces are 18.

Gerson (Tony) Munoz | Housing Finance Analyst
Asset Management Department
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles
2600 Wilshire Blvd | 4nd Floor | Los Angeles, CA 90057

(:213-252-5333 | *: Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org
Build HOPE: Inves ng in People and Place
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
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[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

-kk
[Quoted text hidden]

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected with
their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:38 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Okay, I sent you the meeting appointment and added the item to the agenda.

Talk with you soon,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 234

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended
recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:28 AM Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org> wrote:
hi Eileen!
I'm happy to join your call with Coastal at noon. Just send the call-in info whenever you have a second!
Thank you-kk

Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!
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MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected
with their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:27 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi,

I actually have a meeting with the Coastal Commission today at 12pm on the Venice Auxilliary Pumping Plant,
another project in CD11. I can bring it up to them then?? Or maybe the Council Office can join the call?? That
would be a fast track way of making this happen.

I'm finishing up the NOE today for City Attorney's review. I can work on the Approval in Concept after.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]

[Quoted text hidden]
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[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
[Quoted text hidden]

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If
you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any
attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:33 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Thank you! Pls see below. Like the other HomeKey sites (CF 20-0941), we are using CRF $ and these
units will be used as interim housing. Same project description as you used for the other Homekey sites.
Let me know if you need anything else. Thanks again! I promise this is the last rush on this given the
deadline of 12/30.

9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334-- 74 units/CD 6
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032 - 52 units/CD 14
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045 -- 44 units/CD 11
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292- 33 units/CD 11
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342 -- 87 units/CD
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On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:21 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
If you can get me the info ASAP, I can start now.

I have a major EIR due on Monday as well, not homeless related.

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work
product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the
original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:05 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Do you have to? Even if these are basic NOE?

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:01 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Please forward site plans for each.

It's possible, but I have to work over the weekend to make this happen.
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Thanks,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]

[Quoted text hidden]

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

This electronic mail (including any attachments) may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or otherwise
protected from disclosure to anyone other than its intended recipient(s). Any dissemination or use of this electronic mail or
its contents (including any attachments) by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this message in error, please notify us immediately by reply e-mail so that we may correct our internal records.
Please then delete the original message (including any attachments) in its entirety. Thank you.
Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
To: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:36 PM

Hi Yolanda, HACLA said the hotel is still in operation and has 18 parking spots. Should I send to Krista?
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
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Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:23 PM
Subject: RE: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin
<Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
CC: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai
<Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey <Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>

Hello Elyse,

The property as far as I know and the broker conﬁrmed, s ll in opera on. So they currently have guests.

For the parking spaces, according to the PSA the number of spaces are 18.

Gerson (Tony) Munoz | Housing Finance Analyst
Asset Management Department
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles
2600 Wilshire Blvd | 4nd Floor | Los Angeles, CA 90057

(:213-252-5333 | *: Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org
Build HOPE: Inves ng in People and Place

From: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:04 PM
To: Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>; Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>; Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>; Wanjiku Gachiri
<Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>; Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>; Dominique Veasey
<Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>
Subject: Fwd: addi onal hotels/motels-- another rush!

Hi Tina and Julie, we have a couple questions from CD 11 for an upcoming meeting with the Coastal Commission -

1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?

If you could provide this as soon as possible, we would greatly appreciate it.

Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
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(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 1:56 PM
Subject: Fwd: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Elyse, Pls get this info from HACLA ASAP for Krista. Thanks.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 12:18 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Tricia Keane
<tricia.keane@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Questions from Coastal staff:
1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?

Thanks!
-kk

Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
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Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected with
their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:38 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Okay, I sent you the meeting appointment and added the item to the agenda.

Talk with you soon,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended
recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.
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On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:28 AM Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org> wrote:
hi Eileen!
I'm happy to join your call with Coastal at noon. Just send the call-in info whenever you have a second!
Thank you-kk

Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected
with their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:27 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi,

I actually have a meeting with the Coastal Commission today at 12pm on the Venice Auxilliary Pumping Plant,
another project in CD11. I can bring it up to them then?? Or maybe the Council Office can join the call?? That
would be a fast track way of making this happen.

I'm finishing up the NOE today for City Attorney's review. I can work on the Approval in Concept after.
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Let me know what you think.

Thanks,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
- Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving
in any manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:07 AM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,

Following up on this. We need help with the pathway on Coastal Commission approval in order to get this hotel
into our report for approval before the recess. Eileen, I think we need help from the CD to get the "Approval in
Concept" and we need it this week, but can you correct me if I'm wrong?

Thanks,
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Meg

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 4:27 PM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,

Are you able to help us out with this? (I'm cc'ing Tricia since she worked on the Sunset site) We need some
help getting this Approval in Concept next week (by 12/3) so we can take the authority to purchase to
Council by 12/9.

Can you help?

Thanks,

Meg

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Date: Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Cc: Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Steve Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>

Hi,

The Washington Blvd. site is in the Dual Coastal Zone, meaning that it is under the CA Coastal
Commission's jurisdiction and they have to provide us with a waiver to the CA Coastal Act. Please see
CCR Title 14 §§ 13136-13144 Emergency Permits for your information.

We need to issue an "Approval in Concept", similar to the Venice one attached, for the Local Coastal
Development Permit first, then we can go to the State Coastal Commission. Same process as the
Venice shelter. We need to discuss your schedule so that BOE can work with the CA Coastal Commission
to get this done for you in an efficient manner. The next step for BOE would be to have the BOE Executive
Office - in this case Mahmood & Maria - reach out to the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
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Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If
you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any
attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:33 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Thank you! Pls see below. Like the other HomeKey sites (CF 20-0941), we are using CRF $ and these
units will be used as interim housing. Same project description as you used for the other Homekey sites.
Let me know if you need anything else. Thanks again! I promise this is the last rush on this given the
deadline of 12/30.

9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334-- 74 units/CD 6
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032 - 52 units/CD 14
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045 -- 44 units/CD 11
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292- 33 units/CD 11
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342 -- 87 units/CD

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:21 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
If you can get me the info ASAP, I can start now.
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I have a major EIR due on Monday as well, not homeless related.

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work
product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the
original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:05 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Do you have to? Even if these are basic NOE?

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:01 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Please forward site plans for each.

It's possible, but I have to work over the weekend to make this happen.

Thanks,
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Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege
and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:47 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Maria and Eileen,

I am so sorry for another rush, but it seems that HACLA is moving on purchasing 5 additional
motels/hotels on behalf of the City. The Council wants to consider this item on Nov 9th, so
we have to release a report by COB 12/3/20. These sites include:

9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342
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Can you release your report on 12/4/20? We are also providing funding for the sites in CD 9,
but at this point we don't have addresses for these. Can the NOE wait on these if we provide
rehab at a later date?.

Please let me know if you need to discuss. Thank you!

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522

--

Yolanda Chavez
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Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522

-Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681

-Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
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This electronic mail (including any attachments) may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or otherwise
protected from disclosure to anyone other than its intended recipient(s). Any dissemination or use of this electronic mail or
its contents (including any attachments) by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this message in error, please notify us immediately by reply e-mail so that we may correct our internal records.
Please then delete the original message (including any attachments) in its entirety. Thank you.
-Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org
Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:38 PM

yes THank you
On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:36 PM Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Yolanda, HACLA said the hotel is still in operation and has 18 parking spots. Should I send to Krista?
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:23 PM
Subject: RE: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin
<Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
CC: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai
<Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey <Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>

Hello Elyse,

The property as far as I know and the broker conﬁrmed, s ll in opera on. So they currently have guests.

For the parking spaces, according to the PSA the number of spaces are 18.

Gerson (Tony) Munoz | Housing Finance Analyst
Asset Management Department
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles
2600 Wilshire Blvd | 4nd Floor | Los Angeles, CA 90057

(:213-252-5333 | *: Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org
Build HOPE: Inves ng in People and Place

From: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:04 PM
To: Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>; Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>; Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>; Wanjiku
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Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>; Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>; Dominique Veasey
<Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>
Subject: Fwd: addi onal hotels/motels-- another rush!

Hi Tina and Julie, we have a couple questions from CD 11 for an upcoming meeting with the Coastal Commission -

1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?

If you could provide this as soon as possible, we would greatly appreciate it.

Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 1:56 PM
Subject: Fwd: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Elyse, Pls get this info from HACLA ASAP for Krista. Thanks.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 12:18 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Tricia Keane
<tricia.keane@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Questions from Coastal staff:
1/ How many parking spaces?
2/ when was the Ramada last operational? When did it last have guests?

Thanks!
-kk
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Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!

MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay connected
with their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:38 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Okay, I sent you the meeting appointment and added the item to the agenda.

Talk with you soon,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org
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Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any
manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:28 AM Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org> wrote:
hi Eileen!
I'm happy to join your call with Coastal at noon. Just send the call-in info whenever you have a second!
Thank you-kk

Krista Kline
Deputy Chief of Staff
Councilmember Mike Bonin
City of Los Angeles
213-444-3508 | www.11thdistrict.com

Sign Up for Mike's Email Updates
Download the City of Los Angeles MyLA311 app for smartphones!
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MyLA311 links Angelenos with the services and information they need to enjoy their city, beautify their community and stay
connected with their local government. With MyLA311, City of Los Angeles information and services are just a few taps away.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:27 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi,

I actually have a meeting with the Coastal Commission today at 12pm on the Venice Auxilliary Pumping Plant,
another project in CD11. I can bring it up to them then?? Or maybe the Council Office can join the call?? That
would be a fast track way of making this happen.

I'm finishing up the NOE today for City Attorney's review. I can work on the Approval in Concept after.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you
are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without
reading or saving in any manner.

On Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 10:07 AM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,

Following up on this. We need help with the pathway on Coastal Commission approval in order to get this
hotel into our report for approval before the recess. Eileen, I think we need help from the CD to get the
"Approval in Concept" and we need it this week, but can you correct me if I'm wrong?

Thanks,

Meg

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 4:27 PM Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Krista,

Are you able to help us out with this? (I'm cc'ing Tricia since she worked on the Sunset site) We need
some help getting this Approval in Concept next week (by 12/3) so we can take the authority to purchase
to Council by 12/9.

Can you help?

Thanks,

Meg

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Date: Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Re: additional hotels/motels-- another rush!
To: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
Cc: Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Steve Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>
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Hi,

The Washington Blvd. site is in the Dual Coastal Zone, meaning that it is under the CA Coastal
Commission's jurisdiction and they have to provide us with a waiver to the CA Coastal Act. Please see
CCR Title 14 §§ 13136-13144 Emergency Permits for your information.

We need to issue an "Approval in Concept", similar to the Venice one attached, for the Local Coastal
Development Permit first, then we can go to the State Coastal Commission. Same process as the
Venice shelter. We need to discuss your schedule so that BOE can work with the CA Coastal
Commission to get this done for you in an efficient manner. The next step for BOE would be to have the
BOE Executive Office - in this case Mahmood & Maria - reach out to the Executive Director of the Coastal
Commission.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information
is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message
and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.
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On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:33 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Thank you! Pls see below. Like the other HomeKey sites (CF 20-0941), we are using CRF $ and these
units will be used as interim housing. Same project description as you used for the other Homekey
sites. Let me know if you need anything else. Thanks again! I promise this is the last rush on this
given the deadline of 12/30.

9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334-- 74 units/CD 6
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032 - 52 units/CD 14
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045 -- 44 units/CD 11
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292- 33 units/CD 11
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342 -- 87 units/CD

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:21 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
If you can get me the info ASAP, I can start now.

I have a major EIR due on Monday as well, not homeless related.

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or
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the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the
content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail
and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:05 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Do you have to? Even if these are basic NOE?

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 11:01 AM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
Please forward site plans for each.

It's possible, but I have to work over the weekend to make this happen.

Thanks,

Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

Proud Recipient of the Mayor’s Office 2019 Gender Equity Award

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege
and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution
or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.
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On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:47 AM Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Maria and Eileen,

I am so sorry for another rush, but it seems that HACLA is moving on purchasing 5
additional motels/hotels on behalf of the City. The Council wants to consider this item on
Nov 9th, so we have to release a report by COB 12/3/20. These sites include:

9120 Woodman Avenue, 91334
5350 Huntington Drive South, 90032
9250 Airport Blvd., 90045
3130 Washington Blvd, 90292
12835 Encinitas Ave, 91342

Can you release your report on 12/4/20? We are also providing funding for the sites in CD
9, but at this point we don't have addresses for these. Can the NOE wait on these if we
provide rehab at a later date?.

Please let me know if you need to discuss. Thank you!

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
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(213) 473-7522

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522

-Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681

--
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Meg Barclay
Homeless Coordinator
Office of the City Administrative Officer
Email: meg.barclay@lacity.org
Phone: (213) 978-1681

--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
This electronic mail (including any attachments) may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or
otherwise protected from disclosure to anyone other than its intended recipient(s). Any dissemination or use of this
electronic mail or its contents (including any attachments) by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by reply e-mail so that we may
correct our internal records. Please then delete the original message (including any attachments) in its entirety. Thank
you.
-Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org
--

Yolanda Chavez
Assistant City Administrative Officer
Office of the City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Yolanda.Chavez@lacity.org
(213) 473-7522
Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>
Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:42 PM
To: "Gerson (Tony) Munoz" <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>, Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Tina Booth
<Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey
<Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>

Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 262

Elyse, Its like you read my mind. See a ached informa on which should be helpful. I sent to Azeen to see if he could
get us a planning contact whereby they could determine its exempt and do a ﬁling with the costal Commission. Hope
this informa on helps.

Jm

From: Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 3:23 PM
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>; Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>; Jenny Scanlin
<Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Cc: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>; Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>; Julie Mungai
<Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>; Dominique Veasey <Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>
Subject: RE: addi onal hotels/motels-- another rush!

Hello Elyse,
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

Coastal Exemption Memo for Ramada Inn Site_2020-11-30.pdf
16228K
Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
To: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 3:50 PM

Sorry, HACLA just also followed up with this memo from their consultant about the CD11 site and why they believe it is
eligible for a Coastal Commission exemption. They were planning to reach out to Planning for assistance. Should I also
forward this memo to Krista?
[Quoted text hidden]

Coastal Exemption Memo for Ramada Inn Site_2020-11-30.pdf
16228K
Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 4:27 PM

yes. thanks.
[Quoted text hidden]

Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
To: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
Cc: Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>

Tue, Dec 1, 2020 at 4:41 PM

Hi Krista, the Ramada is currently in operation and there are 18 parking spots. We also wanted to share this memo with
you that HACLA shared that gives some details about why they believe it qualifies for a Coastal Commission exemption.
Thank you and let me know if you have any questions!
Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
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email: elyse.matson@lacity.org
[Quoted text hidden]

Coastal Exemption Memo for Ramada Inn Site_2020-11-30.pdf
16228K
Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>
Wed, Dec 2, 2020 at 11:21 AM
To: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
Cc: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>
Hi Krista and Eileen,
How did the meeting go with Coastal yesterday? Are we good to go?
[Quoted text hidden]

Coastal Exemption Memo for Ramada Inn Site_2020-11-30.pdf
16228K
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
To: Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>
Cc: Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>, Elyse Matson <elyse.matson@lacity.org>

Wed, Dec 2, 2020 at 2:38 PM

Hi Meg,
I was waiting for Steve's response. I am processing the project in the Coastal Zone separately from the other 4 that are
outside the Coastal Zone.
I have to work with Steve a bit more on the Ramada Marina CDP, which I found out is in the single jurisdiction zone so
BOE is the lead on the CDP, appealable to the CA Coastal Commission. I will keep you posted.
But the other 4 are ready to go. I think he still has some questions you have to confirm in his email. Please check that
and get back to me ASAP.
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 11:32 AM
To: "Gerson (Tony) Munoz" <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
Cc: Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>,
Wanjiku Gachiri <Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey
<Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>
Hi Tony, can HACLA or the broker advise if this hotel is in operation as a only a hotel, or is it in operation as a residential
hotel?
Elyse Matson
Office of the City Administrative Officer
200 N. Main St., 15th Floor
(213) 473-7460
email: elyse.matson@lacity.org
[Quoted text hidden]

Jenny Scanlin <Jenny.Scanlin@hacla.org>
Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 11:33 AM
To: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, "Gerson (Tony) Munoz" <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
Cc: Tina Booth <Tina.Booth@hacla.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Wanjiku Gachiri
<Wanjiku.Gachiri@hacla.org>, Julie Mungai <Julie.Mungai@hacla.org>, Dominique Veasey
<Dominique.Veasey@hacla.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>
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This is a commercial hotel.

Jenny Scanlin | Chief Development Oﬃcer
Bureau for Strategic Development
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles
2600 Wilshire Blvd | 3rd Floor | Los Angeles | CA 90057
T( 213-252-2680 | C( 213-615-9007 | * jenny.scanlin@hacla.org

Build HOPE: Investing in People and Place

From: Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 9, 2020 11:32 AM
To: Gerson (Tony) Munoz <Gerson.Munoz@hacla.org>
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
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2019-2020 LAHSA Facility Standards

The Facility Standards (FS) apply to all LAHSA funded contracts for all populations. The system component Scope of Required
Services (SRS) documents will contain contractual requirements specific to the component you are contracted to provide. The
Facility Standards, Program Standards, Practice Standards, SRS, and the documents that are linked hereto, in combination with the
Program Profile and Performance Targets, comprise the entire Statement of Work for the system component being contracted.

FACILITY STANDARDS
The Facility Standards are supplemental requirements in addition to the CES Policy Council Approved Universal Interim
Housing Practice Standards that are specific to LAHSA funded contracts. All program sites or facilities that provide
supportive services must adhere to these standards. These additional requirements have been identified to ensure the
health, safety, and program fidelity for all participants of LAHSA funded programming.
In addition to these standards, please reference the following materials:
•
•
•

Los Angeles County Code: http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/128791.pdf
The Los Angeles City & County Interim Housing Minimum Practice Standards
2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design:
https://www.ada.gov/regs2010/2010ADAStandards/Guidance2010ADAstandards.htm

NOTE: The guidelines below are specific to LAHSA and agencies should ensure compliance with additional applicable
City, County and Federal requirements or guidelines. The guidelines set forth in the Facility Standards are established
to provide minimum safety criteria for all persons in LAHSA funded programs.
SYSTEM COMPONENT OVERVIEW
The goal of the Coordinated Entry System (CES) is to create a consistent approach to access and delivery of homeless
services within Los Angeles. All contracts that include supportive services are considered a system component; the
following is a list of system components, that however, is not an exhaustive list: Access Centers, Bridge Housing, Crisis
Housing, Homeless Prevention, Housing Location, Housing Navigation, Outreach, Permanent Supportive Housing, Rapid
Re-housing, and Transitional Housing.
FACILITY REVIEWS
Facility reviews are conducted to ensure that each site is providing optimal care to participants and sites are adhering to
contractual requirements outlined in the Statement of Work. Facility reviews will be conducted on bi-annual or annual
frequencies. Determination of the frequency is dependent on the system component of the contract. LAHSA intends to
provide at least 24 hours in advancen before a site inspection. However, if extenuating circumstances arise or if it is part
of the scheduled routine inpections by the Department of Public Health – Environmental Health unit (DPH – EH), LAHSA
or DPH – EH may go unannounced. If the site is funded by any other system partner (i.e. Healthy Agency), LAHSA and the
other funder reserves the right to conduct a joint review of the facility.
FACILITY CONDITIONAL APPROVALS
Facilities/sites that have a conditional approval status must be “program ready” to operate the contracted functions of
the statement of work at the site. LAHSA defines “Program Ready” as the site having the resources and infrastructure in
place to start operations per LAHSA’s requirements and verified by LAHSA personnel. For contractors that have received
a conditional award due a proposed site not being program ready, the contractor will be given two (2) months to make
corrections from the time of award announcement. If the site is not program ready by the two (2) months mark, LAHSA
reserves the right to reassess the conditions of their proposal and conditional award.
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SUBCONTRACTOR FACILITY REVIEW APPROVALS
If LAHSA’s primary/direct contractor chooses to subcontract a service component, it is the responsibility of the primary
contractor to review their own subcontractor sites at least twice annually, with the LAHSA Practice Standards Monitoring
Tool and it must be submitted in MyOrg prior to subcontractor approval. In addition, if LAHSA’s primary/direct
contractor is requesting approval of a subcontractor, the primary/direct contractor will need to submit a facility review
along with the appropriate documentation and pictures within the LAHSA subcontractor approval process. A LAHSA
primary/direct contractor must not operate a facility (a proposed new site for a current contract or a subcontractor site)
until they receive approval from LAHSA that the proposed site is approved. In addition, LAHSA reserved the right to
conduct a site review of a subcontractor.
FACILITY GUIDELINES
1. FACILITY POSTINGS
1.1.

Program rules must be posted in plain sight in a common area. Program rules must not be more than
one (1) page double sided.

1.2.

Grievance procedures must be posted in plain sight in a common area and meet the standards
identified within the contract.

1.3.

A Civil Rights poster must be posted in a common area within the facility.

2. GENERAL FACILITY
2.1.

The exterior of the facility must be clean and clear of debris. The exterior of the facility must not have
trash and debris out in the open.

2.2.

There must be no signs of electrical hazards such as loose or exposed wiring

2.3.

In case of construction, renovations or moving, the area that is affected must, at least, have some type
of barrier around the site to ensure safety.

2.4.

The interior of the facility must not have visible cracks, holes, or leaks (water damage) on walls, floors,
or ceilings.

2.5.

The interior of the facility must be clean and maintained in a sanitary condition.

2.6.

The interior walkways must be clear of obstacles and debris for easy in and out access for anyone.

2.7.

The facility must have a natural or mechanical means of ventilation.
2.7.1. If there is no thermostat that controls the temperature of the facility, there must be other means
to provide necessary heating/cooling to ensure there is a working ventilation system.
2.7.2. If there is a thermostat that controls the temperature of the facility, which is locked, staff must
have access to it 24-hours a day.

2.8.

There must be no mold or mildew on ceilings or walls.

2.9.

The screens and frames of vents must not be rusted or broken and clear of dirt and debris.

2.10.

Common areas must be welcoming for individuals from all backgrounds and, to the agency’s ability, the
site must be free from a significant number of religious artifacts.
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2.11.

Family Site: Stairways must have child guides and gates. If there are stairs in the common area of the
facility, or if there are stairs to and from where participants sleep, there must be safety gates screwed
in the walls at the top of the stairway.

2.12.

Family Site: The facility must incorporate child-friendly decorations and materials, creating a safe and
welcoming place for children and parent/guardians.

2.13.

Family Site: The facility must provide a safe space for children to play with safe and age appropriate
materials and toys.

Lighting/ Electrical
2.14.

The facility must have adequate natural and/or artificial illumination to permit normal indoor activities
and support the health and safety of the participants.
2.14.1. All common areas, bathrooms, stairways and hallways within the facility must be well lit.
2.14.2. All switches and light fixtures must be in good, working condition.
2.14.3. There must be enough electrical outlets to permit safe use of essential electrical appliances.

Pest Control
2.15.

The facility must be free of rodent and insect infestations.

2.16.

The facility must have a pest control log which indicates frequency of fumigation.

2.17.

All sites must have an inspection for rodents and insects by a certified pest control company. If an
infestation is found, the agency must fumigate and make appropriate reasonable accommodations for
the participants.

Health & Safety
2.18.

There must be evacuation signs posted in all common areas which state that an exit is defined as an
unobstructed path for exiting to a public way from any place in a building. Evacuation plan must have
procedures and route assignments, such as floorplans, workplace maps, and safe or refuge areas, the
plans must also indicate:
2.18.1. All exits;
2.18.2. Exits in case of fire;
2.18.3. The location of the primary and secondary exits locations;
2.18.4. Exits for those with mobility devices (must not be substantially different from the other exits,
unless there are stairs in the facility);
2.18.5. Location of first aid kit(s);
2.18.6. Location of fire extinguisher(s);

2.19.

If the site has security bars/gates on both the windows and the doors, these must be openable or
removable from within the facility without the use of a key, tool, special knowledge, or effort.

2.20.

Windows and doors must have locks, which are openable or removable from within the room/facility
without the use of a key, tool, special knowledge, or effort.
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3.

2.21.

Emergency numbers must be posted in all common areas, which are easily accessed and posted in a
visible area in case of emergency.

2.22.

The program must have some type of security protocol in place that outlines building security and
safety for participants personal space and belongings.

2.23.

The program must have a protocol in place for staff to monitor who is coming in and out of the
program/site.

2.24.

The Fire Extinguisher to square footage ratio must be 1/3000 sq./ft. Whatever the square footage is of
the facility the number must be rounded up and never down (6,200 square feet = 3 Fire Extinguishers),
or as directed by a fire service professional. We rather be too safe than not safe enough.

2.25.

All fire extinguishers must be fully charged and labeled. Any time a fire extinguisher is used, it must be
immediately replaced if it is a single use extinguisher, or recharged by a professional fire extinguisher
servicing company, if it is rechargeable.

2.26.

Fire extinguishers in the kitchen must be “ABC” multiuse, which can be used on all types of fires. The
agency shall assure that portable fire extinguishers are subjected to annual maintenance checks by a
certified fire protection company.

2.27.

For Interim Housing Sites: There must be at least one (1) working battery operated or hard-wired
smoke detector in each occupied unit or in an area of ten (10) beds or less.

2.28.

There must be at least one (1) working battery operated or hard-wired smoke detector in each common
area, including but are not limited to: laundry rooms, day care centers, hallways, stairwells, and other
common areas.

2.29.

Smoke detectors must be in all stairs and hallways and must be located on or near the ceiling and away
from corners.

2.30.

All First Aid kits must be full, and follow OSHA regulation standard 1910.151b, and OSHA/ANSI certified.

2.31.

All first aid kits must be readily available for anyone in the facility. Note: if a participant needs an item
from the first aid kit, they must know where the first aid kit is and have access to the resource with-orwithout staff oversight.

2.32.

There must be a designated place to store and/or refrigerate participant medication. Medication
requiring refrigeration must be stored in a refrigerator in a stored container. Staff must ensure that
medication not centrally stored be kept in a safe and locked place by the participant.

SANITARY FACILITIES
3.1.

All sanitary facilities must be in proper operating condition, private, and adequate for personal
cleanliness and the disposal of human waste.

3.2.

All sanitary areas must have a log to identify when and by whom the restrooms were maintained.

3.3.

There must be a restroom to participant ratio of one (1) toilet and wash area for every fifteen (15)
participants.
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3.4.

All toilets and sinks must be maintained and kept in proper working order.

3.5.

Restroom facility must contain a separate compartment with a door and walls or partitions that are
sufficiently high to ensure privacy if there is more than one toilet in the restroom.

3.6.

All bathrooms or stalls must have locks from the inside and ensure there is privacy.

3.7.

Restrooms with mirrors must NOT have the following:
3.7.1. Black spotting
3.7.2. Cracks
3.7.3. Chipping

3.8.

For each individual shower unit, there must be a shower curtain and/or privacy partition.

3.9.

Showers must have floor mats to prevent slipping/falling, inside and outside of the shower.

3.10.

If participants need hygiene products, such as towels, soap, deodorant, toilet tissue, feminine hygiene
products, the staff at the facility must make them available.

4. SLEEPING AREAS (SHELTERS ONLY)
4.1.

Except where the shelter is intended for day use only, the shelter must provide each program
participant in the shelter with an acceptable place to sleep, as well as adequate space and security for
themselves and their belongings.

4.2.

The sleeping area needs to comply with 2010 ADA standards. Note: The ADA requirement between
beds is 36” apart.

4.3.

The facility must provide sheets, blankets, towels, pillows, etc. for the participant and/ or household,
when they are needed.

4.4.

The sleeping area must be separate from the food storage and/or food preparation areas.

4.5.

Participants must have access to private, locked spaces for their belongings.

4.6.

There must be storage and/or closet space for participants to place their belongings.

4.7.

The sleeping area must be free of bed bugs.

4.8.
All sites must have a bed bug mitigation plan, which must include:
4.8.1. How the staff plan to reduce the number of hiding places;
4.8.2. How they plan to keep the facility clean from clutter;
4.8.3. A schedule, of how they plan to wash and heat dry sheets, blankets, bedspreads;
4.8.4. A schedule for regular inspections
4.9.

Site inspection from a rodent/infestation professional must be conducted at least twice (2) a year.

4.10.

All sites must have a facility maintenance plan that ensures a clean, safe, sanitary and serviceable
facility. The plan must include the content and frequency of inspections.
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4.11.

A mitigation plan must be made if a site or unit needs to be shut down due to any issue, which would
indicate how the program will facilitate participant service and notify LAHSA of any changes to the
facility/program. If a unit must be closed for more than a week, LAHSA HMIS, Performance Analysis and
Reports and Performance Management Units must be notified.

4.12.

All sites must have a facility maintenance log, which indicates all maintenance performed or needed.

The following is the 2019 CES Policy Council Approved Universal Interim Housing Practice Standards.
If the CES Policy Council Approves a Revision, the most up to date revision is what will be monitored to.
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2019 Los Angeles City & County
Interim Housing Minimum Service and Operations Practice Standards
INTERIM HOUSING OVERVIEW
Interim Housing is an intervention that provides people experiencing homelessness with temporary
housing intended to resolve their immediate experience of unsheltered homelessness, to connect
participants to permanent housing opportunities in their communities, and to provide various other
services. Interim Housing, as defined by Los Angeles County, includes Crisis Housing, Winter/Seasonal
Shelter, Bridge Housing, Recovery Bridge, Recuperative Care, Stabilization Housing, and Safe Haven
programs (see Glossary for definitions).1, 2
INTERIM HOUSING PRACTICE STANDARDS
These Interim Housing Practice Standards establish minimum requirements for the operation of Interim
Housing programs in Los Angeles City & County, to which such programs (formerly known as “emergency
shelters” within Los Angeles County) shall adhere. This document is not intended to stand on its own and
shall be read in conjunction with other funders’ contractual requirements. Standards will be reviewed on
an ongoing basis, and may be amended to best reflect current best practice, priorities and stakeholder
feedback.
Table of Contents
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Philosophy & Design
System Collaboration
Admission, Intake & Assessment
Case Management
Housing & Services Plan
Staff Training
Program Operations & Additional Service Standards
a. Program Operations
b. Program Administration
c. Data Collection & Documentation
d. Security, Health, & Safety
e. Medication Management & Storage
f. Food Preparation & Meals
g. Restrooms, Showers, & Laundry
h. Environment

Appendix A – Glossary
Appendix B – Grievance Policies & Procedures and Termination Policies & Procedures
Appendix C – ADA Compliance

1

Transitional Housing, while technically categorized as Interim Housing, will have separate Practice Standards
developed.
2
Augmented Winter Shelters are exempt from these standards.

Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 272

1. PHILOSOPHY & DESIGN
Programs shall be required to serve all participants with a Housing First approach. The Housing First
philosophy is based on the premise that stable housing is a critical determinant of health, education,
employment, and other positive outcomes related to well-being. Housing First programs do not require any
preconditions for admittance. Instead, the focus is on quickly moving people experiencing homelessness
into permanent housing with needed services. In practice, this means that participants shall not be
rejected or exited from Interim Housing due to lack of sobriety or income, or based on the presence
of mental health issues, disabilities, or other psychosocial challenges.
Programs shall also ensure that a Harm Reduction approach is used in serving participants. Programs using
Harm Reduction strategies work with participants to reduce the negative consequences of continued use
of alcohol, drugs, or non-compliance with medications rather than establishing no-tolerance policies, or
termination assistance based on a participants’ inability to achieve sobriety or due to medication noncompliance. Program service strategies shall include all possible approaches to assisting participants in their
efforts to reduce or minimize risky behaviors, while at the same time helping participants move into, and
stabilize in, permanent housing. This approach has its limits, of course: Harm Reduction approaches are not
intended to prevent the termination of a participant whose actions or behavior constitute a threat to the
safety of other participants or staff.
In addition to implementing a Housing First model which incorporates Harm Reduction techniques, all
programs shall incorporate Trauma Informed Care into their delivery of services. Trauma Informed Care is
an organizational structure and service framework that involves understanding, recognizing, and
responding to the effects of all types of trauma. Trauma Informed Care emphasizes physical, psychological,
and emotional safety for participants, families, and service providers alike, and helps participants rebuild a
sense of control, personal empowerment and reduce re-traumatization. In practice, Trauma Informed Care
services account for trauma in all aspects of service delivery and prioritize the trauma survivor’s safety,
choice, and control. Trauma Informed Care services create and promote a culture of nonviolence, learning,
and collaboration.
Programs shall develop and maintain a set of policies for educating and training program staff on Housing
First, Harm Reduction strategies, and Trauma Informed Care.
2. SYSTEM COLLABORATION
1. Programs shall participate fully in the greater Los Angeles County homelessness assistance
system, including the Los Angeles Coordinated Entry System (CES).
2. To ensure coordination with the CES, program staff shall participate in all relevant CES and SPAlevel activities, including system and service coordination meetings.
3. Programs shall leverage resources through active collaboration with other programs that provide
services to participants within their respective communities.
4. Programs funded by LAHSA shall accept referrals according to LAHSA Interim Housing Scope of
Required Services.
5. Programs funded by the Los Angeles County Health Agency shall accept referrals at the direction
of applicable Health Agency department.

2
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6. Interim Housing programs in which the funder does NOT vet and refer the participants shall
prioritize referrals for those who are the least likely to resolve their homelessness without
assistance. This includes those with the most acute need of Interim Housing, specifically people
who are unsheltered and/or identified for the program by an Outreach Coordinator or an
Outreach Team.
3. ADMISSION, INTAKE, & ASSESSMENT
1. Programs shall not establish supplementary admission requirements or criteria in addition to
those established by program funders.
2. Whenever possible, programs shall work to divert participants seeking program entry by
encouraging them to re-connect with family or friends who could temporarily or permanently
house them. If resources are needed to successfully divert a person from entry into the homeless
system, a referral shall be made to a CES Diversion/Prevention program (when available).
3. For participants the program is unable to divert,
a. programs shall confirm within HMIS that CES assessment tool has been completed.
b. If no tool has been completed, program staff shall complete or update the appropriate CES
assessment tool (e.g. VI-SPDAT, Family-SPDAT, or Next Step Tool for Youth) as part of the
intake and assessment process.3
4. Completion of CES assessment shall not be a barrier to program entry.4 If participant is unable to
complete the CES assessment at time of entry, the participant shall be given an opportunity to
complete the assessment as soon as possible if no other viable housing options are identified
through diversion strategies.
5. Programs shall make an attempt to serve families intact regardless of family composition.
6. Programs shall pursue reasonable accommodations to better-serve all participants, including, but
not limited to, ADA.
7. Programs shall ensure that participants are provided safe and adequate Interim Housing
accommodations and services based on each participant’s self-identified gender identity.
8. Programs shall ensure that intake and assessment practices take into account the safety, security,
and privacy of persons who are fleeing, attempting to flee, and/or are survivors of domestic
violence, sexual assault, and/or human trafficking who are referred to Interim Housing programs
and/or are seeking Interim Housing services.
9. Programs shall develop and implement policies and procedures to ensure the continued
confidentiality and privacy of persons who are fleeing, attempting to flee, and/or are survivors of
domestic violence, sexual assault, and/or human trafficking who are admitted into the Interim
Housing program.
10. During Intake, programs shall orient participants to all program guidelines and expectations.

4. CASE MANAGEMENT 5
1. All programs shall provide Case Management services.
2. Case Management services shall include at least the following: An assessment of housing and
service needs within seven days of admittance, the establishment of a Housing and Services Plan,
and connections to community resources and opportunities.
3

Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System assessment policies.
Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System assessment policies.
5
Department of Public Health SAP-C Recovery Bridge beds are excluded from Case Management standard.
4
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3.

4.

5.

6.

a. Interim Housing programs operating temporary/seasonal programs (i.e. Winter Shelter or
other cold/wet weather programs) shall offer Case Management services and Housing
Stability Plans for all participants who have stayed seven or more consecutive days or by
participant request.
Case Management shall coordinate all permanent housing activities with any additional Case
Managers and/or other staff assisting participants with obtaining permanent housing
opportunities.
a. Interim Housing staff shall serve as point of contact for program participants, to maintain
contact and facilitate communications with housing search and placement programs,
property owners, property managers, landlords, etc., to assist participants with activities
related to securing permanent housing placement.
Case Management shall make rapid connections to a broad continuum of resources and shall
promote the participant’s active involvement in their Housing and Services Plan while
emphasizing the temporary nature of their stay in the Interim Housing program.
Case Management services shall always be voluntary and participant-centered. It is the
responsibility of the Interim Housing program to offer these services as frequently as needed to
support participants. Case Management services shall be offered no less than once a week or as
required by the funder.
Programs shall provide space for the provision of Case Management. Such spaces shall ensure
privacy and confidentiality, as well as safety and security, for both participant and program staff.

5. HOUSING & SERVICE PLANNING
1. Following Intake and Assessment, Case Managers shall develop Housing and Services Plans that
focuses on finding permanent housing for each individual or family, and also provide supportive
services in coordination with the participant and any Case Managers and/or other staff assisting
participants with obtaining permanent housing opportunities.
2. The Housing and Services Plan shall identify the participant’s needs, goals, actions to be taken,
and progress towards goals. The Housing and Services Plan shall ensure that participants’ Interim
Housing stay is as short as possible. Housing and Services Plans shall be updated as the
participants’ needs and/or goals change, and as steps are completed or updated.
3. Program staff shall continuously engage participants who do not progress on their plans or who
are not willing to address Housing and Services Plan action steps. Continuous engagement shall
be offered no less than once a week or as required by the funder.
4. Programs shall assist participants with a range of funded and leveraged activities that address the
participants’ goals (as stated in their Housing and Service Plans), including but not limited to:
a. Assistance obtaining identification and other documents that are required for securing
permanent housing;
b. Enrollment in eligible mainstream resources (TANF, SSI/SSDI; health insurance, public
benefits);
c. Connections to substance abuse, mental health, physical health, employment/vocational,
educational services, legal assistance, money management, subsidized childcare, food
resources as well as life skills coaching. Programs shall also make efforts to provide
participants reasonable access to phone and transportation resources.
d. When a referral is made to any community service, case managers shall provide a warm
handoff and a follow up to ensure the linkage has been made.
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6. STAFF TRAINING
1. Programs shall establish and document a regular process for onboarding new staff and regularly
update the training procedures for current staff.
2. Program trainings shall include a review of all Interim Housing program policies and procedures,
including those discussed in these practice standards.
3. All Interim Housing staff shall receive training upon hire or upon request by funder and/or
program management to ensure competency within the following core areas:
a. Program Operations;6
b. Effective interactions with participants;
c. Housing First & Low Barrier Practices;
d. Harm Reduction;
i. Overdose Prevention and Intervention
e. Trauma Informed Care, including Secondary Trauma;
f. Mental Health First Aid;
g. Non-Violent Crisis Intervention;
h. Stages of Change/Motivational Interviewing;
i. Equal Access Gender Identity Policy;
j. Emergency evacuation procedures (for single structure housing);
k. Domestic Violence & Safety Planning;
l. CPR, First Aid, & Communicable Disease procedures; and
m. Cultural Responsiveness (which shall be reflective of population and community served).
4. Certificates and other documentation that verify training attendance shall be maintained for each
employee and documented in the employee’s file.
5. Program staff considered Mandated Reporters of suspected child and senior abuse and must
report suspicions of child or senior abuse as required by California Law.
a. Programs must be prepared to provide proof that their staff have been trained in the
legal requirements of being a mandated reporter.
7. PROGRAM OPERATIONS & ADDITIONAL SERVICE STANDARDS
7a. Program Operations
1. Hours of operations shall be made known to participants. Interim Housing programs shall
accommodate participants who require supportive services during evening and weekend hours.7
2. Programs shall develop and implement a language access policy and procedure to ensure that all
participants receive necessary program information according to their needs.8 The following
components shall be included in the policy and procedure:
a. Strategies for meeting the needs of those with visual and/or hearing impairments; and
b. Written materials and program forms in languages that reflect the population being served.
3. Program shall accept all eligible participants with Service Animals per ADA and must provide
reasonable accommodations for Emotional Support Animals.

6

Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System assessment policies.
Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System access policies.
8
Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System access policies.
7
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4. Programs shall develop a process for distributing and communicating program rules to
participants that is approved by the funder and includes the following components: Program
expectations, participant responsibilities, and guidelines that outline behaviors that will lead to
termination from the program. Program rules shall be Trauma Informed and not punitive.
Program shall explore all options to continue providing temporary housing and services to
program participants who have violated program rules, short of program termination.
5. Programs shall develop and provide participants with a written policy that outlines participants’
rights upon admission. A statement of these rights, and how they are to be operationalized in
that specific program, shall also be posted in the facility, and shall include instructions for
grievances. The rights to be specified shall include, but are not limited to:
a. The right to be treated with dignity and respect;
b. The right to religious liberty;
c. The right to privacy;
d. The right to be treated with cultural sensitivity;
e. The right to self-determination in identifying and setting goals;
f. The right to present complaints and grievances;
g. The right to have an advocate present during appeals and grievance processes;
h. The right to have all records and disclosures maintained according to the written
standards and rules regarding confidentiality and privacy;
i. The right to review their records and external disclosures of any personal participant
information, as governed by the written program standards and rules regarding
confidentiality and privacy;
j. The right to be clearly informed, in understandable and applicable language, about the
purpose of the services being delivered;
k. The right to leave and return to the facility at reasonable hours in accordance with the
program rules and standards, unless coordinated by site management; and
l. The right to stay in facility 24 hours per day, except during required facility maintenance
or non-operational hours per funder contract.
i. Temporary/seasonal Interim Housing programs (i.e. Winter Shelter) that are
funded for 14-hour operations shall allow participants access to program
facility 24 hours per day during periods of inclement weather, as directed by
the funder.
6. Safe Surrender posters shall be posted in a common area within the facility.
7. Suspected child or elder abuse and/or neglect from dependent adults shall be reported to the
proper authorities according to State of California Mandated Reporting laws.
8. Programs shall maintain a daily census of participants.
9. Programs shall not require participants to perform chores or work duties.
10. Programs shall permit participants, during their period of stay, to report the program address as
their legal residence for purposes such as receipt of mail and school and voter registration. If
program safety policies prohibit listing address, program may provide an alternate address.
11. Programs shall establish policies and procedures with respect to participant satisfaction and
grievances (see Appendix B: Grievance Policies & Procedures for more details).
12. Programs shall establish and procedures policies with respect to ADA Compliance in accordance
with all applicable laws (see Appendix C: ADA Compliance for more details).
6
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7b. Program Administration
1. Programs shall not require participants to take part in religious activity.
2. Programs shall not deny participation on the basis of race, religion, ancestry, color, national
origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, or disability. However, facilities may serve a
particular target population as directed by the funder.9
3. Publicly funded programs shall not charge participants for housing or other services (including
surrendering cash and non-cash benefits).
4. Program staff shall be made identifiable through uniform attire or identification badges.
a. Programs operating Interim Housing in confidential locations shall be exempted from this
requirement to ensure the safety and security of participants and staff.
5. Programs shall maintain an organizational chart which lists all staff funded under the Interim
Housing program.
6. Programs shall maintain clear and comprehensive job descriptions for all staff positions.
7. Programs shall maintain a quality assurance plan that outlines a process for the integration of
participant feedback into revisions to program policies and procedures.
8. Programs serving youth/minors, and/or families with children, shall Identify/designate staff that
are responsible for coordinating with the McKinney-Vento Liaison(s) within the local school
districts and/or charter schools so that the Interim Housing programs shall assist families, youth,
and minors to:
a. Reconnect homeless youth back into school;
b. Ensure homeless K-12 students have access to the resources, materials and support(s) to
stay in school and fulfill their academic goals;
c. Connect the student(s) to educational services which may not be available on the local
school campus.
d. Connect homeless children under the age of 5 to Head Start, public schools, etc.
e. Connect TAY back to high school, college, job training, etc.
7c. Data Collection & Documentation
1. Programs shall maintain participant records that include documentation of all participant
assessments, Housing and Services Plans, referrals, placements, interventions, or follow-up
activities.
2. Programs shall enter data into the funders’ data systems as required by funders. Data reported
shall align with all policies and procedures outlined by funders.
3. Files containing participant information shall be stored in a secure and locked location (to
maintain confidentiality). Documents shall only be accessible by authorized personnel.
7d. Security, Health, & Safety
1. Programs shall develop written policies and procedures that address universal precautions,
tuberculosis control, and disease prevention, and are in compliance with Department of Public
Health guidelines.
2. Programs shall ensure that at least one staff per shift has been trained in and has an up-to-date
certification for CPR and emergency first aid procedures. For adult only facilities, at least one staff
9

Refer to Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System nondiscrimination policies.
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per shift shall have an Adult CPR/AED certification. For family sites, at least one staff per shift
shall have an Adult and Pediatric CPR/AED certification.
3. Programs shall establish a policy and procedure for all entry and exits that includes sign in/out
procedure for all participants.
4. Programs shall develop a policy and procedure for emergencies, disasters, and security, including
the stockpiling of appropriate quantities of water and food rations. The plan shall include policies
and procedures for:
a. Reporting a fire or other emergency;
b. Emergency evacuations, including the differences in evacuation procedures depending on
the type of evacuation and exit route assignments;
c. Assisting participants in their evacuation;
d. Accounting for all participants and staff after evacuation;
e. Staff performing rescue or medical duties;
f. Deterring theft and protect participant and staff from harm; and
g. Crisis interventions when staff are required or permitted to call 911, make a police report,
or perform other non-violent interventions.
7e. Medication Management & Storage
1. Interim Housing programs shall develop and implement a policy, subject to review and approval
by program funder, regarding participant medication and its storage. The policy shall address
medication storage, documentation, and medication support, refrigeration, and shall include a
secured and locked location for medicine storage such as a medication cabinet, locker, or drawer.
7f. Food Preparation & Meals
1. The program shall provide three meals per day to each participant: a breakfast, a lunch, and a hot
dinner, or meals on another schedule as defined by funder contract.
a. Meal plans and schedules shall be made weekly and posted in common areas. Any
changes to the menu or schedule shall also be posted in common areas.
b. Meals shall be served in an area specifically designated for meal consumption where
adequate space for comfortable, seated dining is available to each participant.
c. Programs shall accommodate participants who have special dietary needs due to medical
necessity or religious beliefs.
d. Meals shall be nutritionally adequate in accordance with U.S. Department of Agriculture
guidelines.
e. Participants shall have access to drinking water throughout the day.
2. If meals are not prepared on site, programs shall provide catered meals, or otherwise make
arrangements that ensure each participant is provided with adequate meals.
7g. Restrooms, Showers, & Laundry
1. Interim Housing programs shall provide participants access to showers, sinks, and toilets.
a. Access to showers, sinks, and toilets shall be made available according to participant
gender identity, in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and/or local mandates.
2. Programs shall ensure that all sheets, towels, and blankets are laundered weekly or more
frequently as needed.
3. If applicable, laundry equipment (washers/dryers) shall be provided free of charge to participants
and include access to free detergent. If washers and dryers are not onsite, programs shall provide
assistance with accessing laundromat services (i.e. funds for detergent, tokens, etc.).
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7h. Environment
1. Programs shall ensure that the facility is clean and complies with Department of Public Health
Interim Housing Facilities Standards and all other applicable building, safety, and health codes.
2. Programs shall maintain a heating and ventilation system that maintains a comfortable
temperature.
3. Programs shall establish a housekeeping and maintenance plan that ensures a safe, sanitary,
clean, and comfortable environment, and work diligently to prevent and eliminate insect and
rodent infestations.
4. Programs shall provide trash receptacles throughout the facility. Trash shall be taken out of the
facility into a localized dumpster and/or wheeled trash can multiple times within a shift or
whenever full.
5. Programs shall provide each participant with a bed (or crib/bassinet for infants) and clean
bedding that includes towels, sheets, a blanket, and a pillow.10
6. Programs shall provide access to storage for participants’ personal belongings during their stay.
7. Family Sites Only:
a. Programs shall ensure that all furniture is child-safe and install childproof safety latches
for drawers and cabinets with dangerous items.
b. Programs shall provide baby changing stations and/or a safe place to change diapers.

10

Winter shelters may provide cots for beds.
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Appendix A. Glossary
Assessment
An evaluation of a participant’s strengths and barriers in achieving housing stability and other outcomes
related to stability. The information provided through the assessment informs program referrals and
Housing and Services Planning.
Bridge Housing
Temporary/interim housing that serves to “bridge” persons directly from homelessness to housing, via a
reserved bed that facilitates placement into permanent housing. Beds are prioritized for high-acuity
persons, persons matched to housing resources, and persons exiting institutions.
Coordinated Entry System (CES)
The Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System (LA County CES) facilitates the coordination and
management of resources that comprise the homeless crisis response system in the county. CES allows
users to efficiently and effectively connect people to interventions that aim to rapidly resolve their
housing crisis. CES works to connect the highest need, most vulnerable persons in the community to
available housing and supportive services equitably.
Coordinated Entry System (CES) Assessment
The Los Angeles County Coordinated Entry System utilizes a triage and prioritization assessment tool
called the Vulnerability Index-Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT). This tool is
implemented as part of CES to assist in prioritization of housing program resources based on participant
vulnerability.
Crisis Housing
Short term, Low-barrier emergency shelter for participants experiencing a housing crisis, targeting those
who are homeless or at imminent risk of becoming homeless. Crisis Housing provides clients with stability
as they are quickly assessed for diversion, family reunification, self-resolution of homelessness, and/or
connection to appropriate and eligible longer-term housing resources.
Diversion
A strength-based, creative problem-solving conversation with people experiencing immediate housing
crisis and who are currently seeking assistance through the homeless response system. Examples of
diversion can include conflict resolution, family reunification, and one-time financial assistance that will
assist with an alternative housing solution (short or long term) outside of the homeless response system.
Equal Access Gender Identity Policy
On August 25, 2017, the LAHSA Board of Commissioners adopted its policy on equal access in accordance
with an individual's gender identity in the Los Angeles Continuum of Care. This policy, titled Equal Access
and Gender Identity (EAGI), requires that contractor, programs, shelters, other buildings and facilities,
benefits, services and accommodations, regardless of funding source, ensure equal access to an individual
in accordance with their gender identity.
Family
Family includes, but is not limited to, regardless of marital status, actual or perceived sexual orientation,
or gender identity, any group of persons presenting for assistance together with or without children and
irrespective of age, relationship, or whether or not a member of the household has a disability. A child
10
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who is temporarily away from the home because of placement in foster care is considered a member of
the family.
Funder
Funder refers to any public or private agency or organization that provides direct financial contribution,
as well as fiscal and programmatic administration and oversight, to non-profit organizations, communitybased organizations, etc., for the operation and services of Interim Housing facilities and programs.
For the purposes of these Standards, funders may include, but not be limited to: Los Angeles Homeless
Services Authority (LAHSA); Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS); Los
Angeles County Department of Public Social Services (DPSS); Los Angeles County Department of Health
Services (DHS); Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health (DMH); Los Angeles County Department
of Public Health (DPH); Housing and Community Investment Department of the City of Los Angeles
(HCIDLA)
Harm Reduction
Harm reduction is a set of practical strategies that reduces the negative consequences associated with
drug use, including safer use, managed use, and non-punitive abstinence.
Housing First
Housing First is an approach to quickly and successfully connect individuals and families experiencing
homelessness to safe, stable housing without preconditions and barriers to entry, such as sobriety,
treatment or service participation requirements. Supportive services are offered to maximize housing
stability and prevent returns to homelessness as opposed to addressing predetermined treatment goals
prior to safe, stable housing.
Intake
Capturing basic client data into a database upon entry into a program (e.g., capturing and loading
required data to HMIS upon entry to emergency shelter). This process shall also begin to identify a
participants’ service needs and lay the foundation for a housing plan to return the participant to stable
housing.
Low Barrier
Policies and practices designed to “screen in” rather than screen out applicants with the greatest barriers
to housing, such as having very low-income, poor rental history, or criminal history. Low Barrier is an
active approach to the Housing First model that ensures homeless participants and families may quickly
exit homelessness.
Motivational Interview Principles
A clinical approach that emphasizes a collaborative therapeutic relationship in which the clinician “draws
out” the client’s own motivations and skills for change, thereby empowering the client.
Practice Standards
Practice Standards are minimum baseline requirements for each system component which all funders
and funding administrators agree to adopt and incorporate into their program guidance and funding
contracts with contractors.
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Reasonable Accommodation
Under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), a Reasonable Accommodation (RA)/Reasonable
Modification (RM) is a modification in rules, policies, practices, or services, that is provided when such
accommodations would be necessary to afford an individual with a disability equal opportunity to
participate in programs and/or services of a covered agency. Provision of RA/RM could mean:
• Modification of rules, policies or practices;
• Removal of architectural or communication barriers; or
• Provision of auxiliary aids and services needed for an individual with a disability to utilize a public
service.
Recovery Bridge
Recovery Bridge Housing (RBH) is a type of abstinence-based, peer supported housing that combines a
subsidy for recovery residences with concurrent treatment in outpatient (OP), intensive outpatient (IOP),
Opioid Treatment Program (OTP), or outpatient withdrawal management (OP-WM) settings. RBH is often
appropriate for participants with minimal risk with regard to acute intoxication/withdrawal potential,
biomedical, and mental health conditions. If there is risk potential, these concerns are to be managed by
the treating provider.
Recuperative Care
Temporary housing in which participants receive health and mental health oversight, usually for an acute
illness or injury.
Stabilization Housing
Temporary housing with case management and other supportive services for vulnerable participants,
with the goal of improving participants’ health and increasing their housing security.
Safe Haven
Safe havens are supportive housing that shall not require participation in services and referrals as a
condition of occupancy. Instead, it is hoped that after a period of stabilization in a safe haven, residents
will be more willing to participate in services or referrals and will eventually be ready to move to more
traditional forms of housing.
Transitional Housing
Transitional Housing is conceptualized as an intermediate intervention between emergency shelter/crisis
housing and permanent housing. It is intended to be more long-term, service-intensive and private than
emergency shelters, yet remains time-limited to stays of three months to three years. It is meant to
provide a safe, supportive environment where residents can overcome trauma, begin to address the
issues that led to homelessness or kept them homeless, and begin to rebuild their support network.
Trauma Informed Care
Trauma Informed Care is defined as: an organizational structure and treatment framework that involves
understanding, recognizing, and responding to the effects of all types of trauma. Trauma Informed Care
also emphasizes physical, psychological and emotional safety for both participant and providers, and
helps participants rebuild a sense of control and empowerment. Trauma Informed services take into
account an understanding of trauma in all aspects of service delivery and place priority on the trauma
survivor’s safety, choice, and control. Trauma Informed Services create a culture of nonviolence, learning,
and collaboration. Contractors must also develop sets of policies and procedures for educating and
12
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training staff on Trauma Informed Care practices and how trauma may adversely affect aspects of a
person’s development.
Winter/Seasonal Shelter
A low-barrier to entry, hypothermia prevention program providing basic shelter operations (showers, two
meals, a bed, open for a minimum of 14 hours).
Warm Handoff (aka Linkages)
A personalized participant referral or transfer of care from one service provider to another. A warm
handoff typically includes a face-to-face introduction between participant and providers to promote
successful connections with the new provider and minimize any service disconnection.
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APPENDIX B. GRIEVANCE POLICIES & PROCEDURES AND TERMINATION POLICIES & PROCEDURES
Grievance Policies & Procedures
1. The following are the Grievance and Termination Policies and Procedures minimum standards.
a. Programs shall maintain a written set of Grievance Policies and Procedures and
Termination Policies and Procedures.
b. Programs shall submit a copy of the Grievance Policies and Procedures and the
Termination Policies and Procedures to the program’s funder(s) for review and approval.
c. The Grievance Policies and Procedures and the Termination Policies and Procedures shall
be discussed with participants during intake and copies offered to the participant.
d. Programs shall maintain documentation of the participant’s signature acknowledging that
the Grievance Policies and Procedures and Termination Policies and Procedures were
discussed and offered to them or documentation that the client was unable/unwilling to
sign the acknowledgement.
e. Grievance Policies and Procedures and Termination Policies and Procedures shall be
prominently displayed in common area(s) in the facility.
2. Grievance Policies and Procedures shall include, but are not limited to, the following:
a. The identification of at least one staff and an alternate (by staff title, not name) who are
responsible for addressing all grievances. The designated alternate shall be responsible for
addressing grievances in which the designated staff is the subject of the grievance;
b. Information about how the participant can file a grievance, including information about
how they can contact assigned staff(s) and alternate(s) to file a grievance;
c. A timeline not to exceed 72 hours in length, during which the participant will
acknowledgement of the grievance being received and a timeline not to exceed 10
business days during which the participant will receive a written decision about the
grievance that includes the factors that led to the final determination;
d. Information about how the grievance will be reviewed, including a discussion of what facts
will be used in the review;
e. Information about the appeal process to be entered into if the participant is not in
agreement with the grievance decision including the identification of at least one staff and
an alternate (by staff title, not name) who are responsible for a second level review of the
grievance and a timeline not to exceed 72 hours in length, during which the participant will
receive acknowledgement of the request for a second level review of the grievance being
received and a timeline not to exceed 10 business days during which the participant will
receive a second level written grievance decision that includes a statement of the factors
that led to the final determination;
f. Information about the appeal process to be entered into if the participant is not in
agreement with the second level grievance decision that includes discussion of the client’s
right to contact the Department of Public Health, the funder or Dispute Resolution Services
for review of the programs decision, and the contact information for these entities;
g. Request for Dispute Resolution Services may be referred to the:
Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney Dispute Resolution Program
City Hall
200 N Spring Street, 14th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Office: (213) 978-1880
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Fax: (213) 978-1312
Email: Mediate@lacity.org;
h. Discussion of how the confidentiality of the participant who filed a grievance and the
written grievance will be ensured; and
i. Discussion of the receipt and outcome of all grievances will be documented and
maintained including the date the grievance was submitted, the date the submission was
acknowledged, the staff that addressed the grievance and the date the participant
received the written grievance disposition.
Termination Policies and Procedures
1. Termination Policies and Procedures shall include, but are not limited to, the following:
a. The reasons for terminations. These reasons might include possession of weapons, sexual
misconduct, behaviors that are a danger to others, verbally/physically threatening
behaviors, or direct observation of participant engaging is illegal activity on site.;
b. Contacting the funder, if required, prior to terminating the participant. Exceptions to this
include behaviors necessitating calling 911 and situations requiring immediate termination
that occur on the weekends and evenings. In these instances, and if required, the funder
shall be contacted the following business day;
c. Discussion of how participants will receive written notification of terminations and
informed that they may appeal the decision by filing a grievance; and
d. Discussion of how terminations will be documented, and the maintenance of any police
reports or other documents associated with the termination such as written confirmation
of meetings with the participants regarding their possibly being terminated.
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APPENDIX C. ADA COMPLIANCE
The following section outlines requirements related to ADA compliance. If a site is unable to comply with
any of the following standards, programs shall document that reasonable accommodations to meet the
accessibility needs of participants was provided, and program must ensure that documentation of
reasonable accommodations is filed for future monitoring.
1. Facilities shall be accessible to participants with mobility devices.
2. Facilities shall not have areas, in or out of the property, with broken, raised, or unlevel sidewalks
or walkways, or stairs or steps with no identified accessible pathway to the entrance and/or curb
cuts.
3. Entry into the facility shall be accessible to participants with limited mobility, including
participants who use wheelchairs or scooters, manually-powered mobility aids such as walkers,
crutches, or canes.
4. The exterior of the facility shall be accessible for participants with disabilities when approaching,
entering or inside the location.
5. Programs shall provide at least one restroom with at least one stall with a five-foot turning radius.
6. All restrooms established under this section shall have handles for an individual using a mobility
device to move themselves without assistance.
7. If parking is available at the facility, programs shall provide at least one ADA accessible van
parking space for every 25 non-accessible parking spaces. The accessible space shall provide
enough room for a van with a hydraulic side lift to go up and down without any issue.
8. All fire alarm systems and fire extinguishers shall be no more than 48 inches from the ground for
easy access in case of an emergency.
9. All programmatic areas shall be accessible for an individual with a mobility device.
10. Programs shall provide at least one shower accessible for those with a mobility device, regardless
of gender.
11. Program sites with more than 50 beds shall provide at least one accessible roll-in shower or at
least two transfer ADA shower seats.
12. Programs shall provide accessible beds for persons with mobility disabilities designed for easy
transfer from a mobility device.
13. If there are common/communal areas located at the facility, they shall be accessible for all
participants, including those with mobility devices.
14. If there is a dining area located in the facility, it shall be accessible for all participants, including
those with mobility devices.
15. Doors within the facility shall be equipped with a handle which can be opened with a closed fist
rather than a knob.
16. Accessibility postings shall be posted in plain sight in a common area of the facility.

16
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 287

Name

PUBLIC Project Name

Applicant

The Stardust

Kings County: Homekey 1

Providence Eureka House

Providence Eureka House
Humboldt County
AHP/YIHA Eureka Homeless Housing
Project
Yurok Tribe

AHP/YIHA Eureka Homeless Housing Project
Homekey Del Norte

Kings County

Co-Applicant

UP Holdings California, LLC
RH Community Builders LP
Providence Health & ServicesWashington
Arcata House Partnership
Rural Communities Housing
Development Corporation

Region

Coronavirus
Relief Fund
Award

Balance of State

$2,200,000

Balance of State

$3,795,455

Balance of State

$1,800,000

Balance of State

$1,940,628

General Fund
Award

Philanthropic Award

$504,000

$2,704,000

Site Adresses

$576,000

$3,795,455

22 8595 Lacey Boulevard, Hanford, CA, 93230
1140 4th Street
48 Eureka, CA 95501

$408,000

$1,800,000

18 1802 & 1805 4th Street, Eureka, CA, 95501

$654,354

$2,129,550

30 665 L St, Crescent City, CA, 95531

Homekey Del Norte
Mendocino County Transitional
Housing Facility

Del Norte County
Mendocino County

Balance of State

$8,325,500

$1,344,000

$8,325,500

56 555 South Orchard Avenue, Ukiah, CA, 95482

Nevada County

Balance of State

$2,269,750

$528,000

$2,269,750

19 628 South Auburn Street, Grass Valley, CA, 95945

Hope Center for Transformation Project

Nevada County: Homekey 2
Hope Center for Transformation
Project

Balance of State

$1,952,759

$480,000

$1,952,759

10 3400 Emerson Street, Clearlake, CA, 95422

Sale House

Sale House

Tehama County

Balance of State

$2,200,000

$142,000

$2,200,000

Square One Homes

Square One Homes

Balance of State

$1,950,000

$312,000

$1,950,000

22 Project address withheld because of the population served
4784 Bonneville Street Shasta Lake CA, 4724 Williamette Street Shasta Lake CA,
13 3734 Laurel Street Shasta Lake CA, 3979 Coeur D'Alene Avenue Shasta Lake CA,

Multifamily Acquisition Project

Shasta County
Scotts Valley Band of Pomo
Indians

East County CARE Center and Interim Housing Program

Multifamily Acquisition Project
East County CARE Center and Interim
Housing Program
Contra Costa County

Hillview Court

County of Santa Clara: Milpitas

Granada Hotel

San Francisco: Homekey 1

County of Santa Clara
City and County of San
Francisco

Alameda County Comfort Inn

Alameda County: Homekey 1

Best Western - Sure Stay

Mendocino County Transitional Housing Facility
Nevada County Homekey Coach And Four Project

Lake County

Adventist Health Clear Lake
Hospital, Inc.
Poor and the Homeless Tehama
County Coalition
ADK Properties LLC
Hill Country Community Clinic

Balance of State

$188,922

Total Award from HCD Doors Acquired

$1,000,000

$170,000

Bay Area

$17,400,000

Jamboree Housing Corporation

Bay Area

$29,200,000

Episcopal Community Services

Bay Area

$42,334,020

$5,520,000

Alameda County

Bay Area

$11,997,500

$2,448,500

Best Western - Sure Stay

City of San Jose

Bay Area

$10,868,000

Days Hotel

Alameda County: Homekey 3

Bay Area

$15,100,000

San Francisco: Homekey 2

San Francisco: Homekey 2

Alameda County
City and County of San
Francisco

Bay Area

$26,000,000

Clifton Hall

Oakland: Homekey 1

City of Oakland

Bay Area

$9,583,333

Best Value

Marin County: Homekey 1

County of Marin

Bay Area

$3,240,000

3301 Kerner

Marin County: Homekey 2

Bay Area

$5,965,948

Kashia Homekey Project

Kashia Homekey Project

Marin County
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians
of the Stewarts Point

Bay Area

$2,550,000

Bay Area

$2,100,000

Bay Area

$8,933,333

Napa County Homekey

Napa County

Burbank Housing Development
Corporation
Burbank Housing Development
Corporation
Allied Housing

$4,176,000

$1,085,474

$1,000,000

174 2101 Loveridge Rd, Pittsburg, CA, 94565

$29,200,000

146 1000 Hillview Court , Milpitas, CA, 95035

$47,854,020

232 1000 Sutter St, San Francisco, CA, 94109

$14,446,000

101 8452 Edes Ave, Oakland CA 94621

$10,868,000

136 8350 Edes Avenue, Oakland, CA, 94621

$3,000,000

$29,000,000

$538,948

$10,122,281

130 440 Geary St, San Francisco, CA, 94102
5276 Broadway
63 Oakland, CA 94618

$432,000

$3,240,000

18 1595 Casa Buena Drive, Corte Madera, CA, 94925

$5,965,948

44 3301 Kerner Boulevard, San Rafael, CA, 94901

$134,824

$2,550,000

20 502 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA, 95404

$336,000

$2,100,000

14 2301 Adrian Street, Napa, CA, 94558

$9,557,333

54 2188 The Alameda, San Jose, CA, 95126

$1,056,000

$8,800,000

44 635 Healdsburg Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA, 95401

$965,000

$15,835,000

75 2610 El Camino Real, Redwood City, CA 94061

Santa Clara County: Homekey 2

Santa Clara County

Hotel Azura

Sonoma County: Homekey

County of Sonoma

Bay Area

$8,800,000

Pacific Inn

San Mateo County: Homekey 1

San Mateo County

Bay Area

$15,000,000

Sebastopol Inn

Sonoma County: Homekey 2

Sonoma County

Bay Area

$6,200,000

Oakland: Homekey 4
20 Small Sites: Affordable Housing with Services: Project
Reclamation

Oakland: Homekey 4

City of Oakland

Danco Communities and
Operation Dignity

Bay Area

$3,150,000

Project Reclamation

City of Oakland

Bay Area Community Services

Bay Area

$8,602,577

$186,000

$8,602,577

Homekey Mountain View

Homekey Mountain View

City of Mountain View

LifeMoves

Bay Area

$11,950,000

$2,400,000

$11,950,000

Towne Place Suites

San Mateo County: Homekey 2

San Mateo County

Bay Area

$18,048,000
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76 1488 North 1st Street, San Jose, CA, 95112

$15,100,000

Santa Clara County: Homekey 2
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10 2681 Lakeshore Boulevard, Lakeport, CA, 95453

$21,576,000

$624,000

$835,000

$340,020

$6,200,000

31 6751 Sebastopol Avenue, Sebastopol, CA, 95472

$3,150,000

21 3720 Telegraph Avenue, Oakland, CA, 94609

$18,048,000
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80 15 properties, scattered site**
100 2566 Leghorn Street, Mountain View, CA, 94043
95 1000 Twin Dolphin Drive, Redwood City CA 94065

Name

PUBLIC Project Name

Homekey SBC

Homekey SBC

Paso Robles Motel Conversion

Paso Robles Homekey

Salinas Homekey
Motel Whittier

Applicant

Co-Applicant

Region

Coronavirus
Relief Fund
Award

General Fund
Award

Philanthropic Award

Total Award from HCD Doors Acquired

Site Adresses

Central Coast

$2,814,661

$329,383

$2,814,661

Central Coast

$12,900,000

$2,140,113

$12,900,000

Salinas Homekey

Santa Barbara County HA
Surf Development Company
Housing Authority of the City Peoples' Self-Help Housing
of San Luis Obispo
Corporation
Shangri-La Industries, LLC
City of Salinas
Step Up on Second

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 1

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$10,327,147

$2,376,000

$12,703,147

Motel Baldwin Park

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 2

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$7,100,000

$1,800,000

$8,900,000

Motel Long Beach

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 3

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$5,615,000

$1,032,000

$6,647,000

Willow Tree Inn

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 7

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$6,438,526

$2,496,000

$8,934,526

Motel Harbor City

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 4

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$6,507,967

$1,368,000

$7,875,967

Motel Hacienda Heights

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 5

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$12,450,000

$3,744,000

$16,194,000

156 1172 S 7th Ave, Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

Studio Los Angeles Commerce

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 9

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$11,750,000

$11,750,000

81 7701 Slauson Avenue, Commerce, CA, 90040

Travel Plaza Inn Compton

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 8

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$6,580,000

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 10

County of Los Angeles: Homekey 10

Los Angeles

$17,550,000

$3,240,000

$20,790,000

PV Orchid St.
Motel Norwalk

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 1
County of Los Angeles: Homekey 6

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

$8,000,000
$5,740,000

$936,000
$1,344,000

$8,936,000
$7,084,000

40 1753 Orchid Avenue, Los Angeles, CA, 90028
56 10646 East Rosecrans Avenue , Norwalk, CA 90650

1643 N. Martel, Los Angeles, CA

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 2

Los Angeles

$2,200,000

$2,200,000

11 1643 North Martel Avenue, Los Angeles, CA, 90046

15230 Parthenia St

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 13

Los Angeles

$8,200,000

$8,200,000

41 15230 Parthenia Street, Los Angeles, CA, 91343

3501 S. Western Ave Los Angeles CA 90018

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 5

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$4,311,365

$562,650

$4,874,015

31 3501 South Western Avenue, Los Angeles, CA, 90018

1710 W 7th St, Los Angeles, CA 90017

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 3

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$13,761,186

$1,651,650

$15,412,836

Econo Motor Inn (8647 Sepulveda Blvd.)

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 7

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$8,484,998

$1,070,850

$9,555,848

59 8647 Sepulveda Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA, 91343

8209 Sepulveda Blvd Van Nuys, CA 91402

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 14

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$7,674,492

$7,674,492

51 8209 Sepulveda Boulevard, Van Nuys, CA, 91402

5533 Huntington Dr North Los Angeles Ca 90032

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 8

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$6,885,656

$889,350

$7,775,006

49 5533 Huntington Drive North, Los Angeles, CA, 90032

4701 W. Adams Blvd., Los Angeles CA 90016

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 9

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$3,155,043

$417,450

$3,572,493

23 4701 West Adams Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA, 90016

7432 Reseda Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 91335

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 4

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$11,967,223

$1,361,250

$13,328,473

75 7432 Reseda Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA, 91335

21603 Devonshire Street Los Angeles Ca 91311

HCALA: Homekey 15

Los Angeles

$12,214,925

$12,214,925

75 21603 Devonshire Street, Los Angeles, CA, 91311

18606 Normandie Ave, Gardena, CA 90248

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 10

Los Angeles

$6,518,426

$726,000

$7,244,426

Best Western NOHO

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 12

Los Angeles

$13,061,816

$414,000

$13,475,816

253 S. Hoover St., Los Angeles, CA 90004

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 11

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

$5,764,217

Super 8 Canoga Park Homekey Project (Los Angeles)

City of Los Angeles: Homekey 6

County of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
County of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles
Housing Authority of the City
of Los Angeles

LA Family Housing

Los Angeles

$8,257,350

$306,000

$8,563,350

Homekey Project Long Beach

Homekey Project Long Beach

Long Beach

Los Angeles

$15,155,000

$2,448,000

$17,603,000

El Monte Homekey 1

El Monte Homekey 1

El Monte

Los Angeles

$4,000,920

$170,000

El Monte Homekey 2

El Monte Homekey 2

El Monte

Los Angeles

$10,350,293
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$6,965,000

$2,400,000

$984,000

$744,150

$6,965,000

$6,580,000

$5,764,217

15 117 North B Street, Lompoc, CA, 93436
122 1134 Black Oak Drive, Paso Robles, CA, 93446
103 545 Work Street, Salinas, CA, 93901
99 8221 South Pioneer Blvd, Whittier, California 90606
75 14510 Garvey Avenue Baldwin Park, CA 91706
43 5665 East 7th Street, Long Beach, CA 90804
104 1919 West Artesia Boulevard, Compton, CA, 90220
57 820 W. Sepulveda Blvd., Harbor City CA 90710

41 1116 South Long Beach Boulevard, Compton, CA, 90221
135 1133 Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach, CA, 90813

91 1710 West 7th Street, Los Angeles, CA, 90017

40 18606 Normandie Avenue, Gardena, CA, 90248
70 11135 Burbank Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA, 91601
41 253 South Hoover Street, Los Angeles, CA, 90004
52 7631 Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA, 91304
102 1725 Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, CA, 90813

$960,000

$4,170,920

41 10024 Valley Blvd, El Monte, CA, 91731

$2,232,000

$10,350,293

93 10038 Valley Blvd, El Monte, CA, 91731
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Name

PUBLIC Project Name

Applicant

City of Sacramento Housing
Authority

La Mancha

Sacramento Homekey 1

Rodeway Inn

West Sacramento

Sutter County Permanent-Housing Project

West Sacramento: Homekey 1
Sutter County Permanent-Housing
Project

Bidwell Street Studios

Co-Applicant

Coronavirus
Relief Fund
Award

General Fund
Award

Philanthropic Award

Total Award from HCD Doors Acquired

Site Adresses

Sacramento Area

$13,243,731

$1,310,934

$13,243,731

Sacramento Area

$3,519,212

$960,000

$3,519,212

43 817 West Capitol Avenue, West Sacramento, CA, 95691

Sutter County

Habitat for Humanity Yuba/Sutter Sacramento Area

$6,714,550

$403,978

$6,714,550

62 4228 South Highway 99, also known as 4228 Sawtelle Road Yuba City, CA 95991

Folsom Homekey

Folsom

Sacramento Area

$2,500,000

$128,212

$2,400,000

25 501 E. Bidwell St., Folsom, CA 95630

Saint John's Village Housing

Sacramento: Homekey 3

City of Sacramento

Hirani Family Foundation
Saint John's Program for Real
Change

Sacramento Area

$2,550,000

$2,550,000

20 Project address withheld because of the population served

Weave Inc

Sacramento: Homekey 2

WEAVE INC.

Sacramento Area

$1,350,000

$216,000

$1,350,000

18 Project address withheld because of the population served

Red Lodge

Red Lodge

Tahoe Coalition for the Homeless Sacramento Area

$2,400,000

$528,000

$2,400,000

24 1137 Emerald Bay Road, South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150

Bear's Den

Bear's Den

City of Sacramento
Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency
Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency

$2,600,000

$528,000

$2,600,000

26 2250 Lake Tahoe Blvd., South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150

Placer County Project Homekey

Placer County Project Homekey

$1,400,000

14 279 Bear Street, Kings Beach, CA 96143

El Nido

Tahoe: Homekey 3

Tahoe Coalition for the Homeless Sacramento Area

$2,350,000

$2,350,000

Residence Inn - Mission Valley

SDHC: Mission Valley

San Diego

$27,690,283

$27,690,283

192 1865 Hotel Circle South, San Diego, CA, 92108

Residence Inn - Kearny Mesa

SDHC: Kearny Mesa

San Diego

$10,000,000

$10,000,000

Milestone

Milestone

Placer County
Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency
San Diego Housing
Commission
San Diego Housing
Commission
Housing Authority of the
County of Kern

Tahoe Coalition for the Homeless Sacramento Area
Advocates for Mentally Ill
Housing, Inc.
Sacramento Area

San Joaquin Valley

$13,300,934

$1,437,806

144 5400 Kearny Mesa Road, San Diego, CA, 92111
1301 Chester Ave, Bakersfield, CA, 93301
151 1622 Union Ave, Bakersfield, CA, 93305

Day's Inn

Fresno HA: Homekey 1

Fresno Housing Authority

San Joaquin Valley

$5,858,779

$1,291,311

$5,858,779

Crossroads Village

Crossroads Village

County of Fresno

San Joaquin Valley

$14,818,701

$510,701

$14,818,701

Parkside Inn

Fresno HA: Homekey 2

Fresno Housing Authority

San Joaquin Valley

$3,759,124

Welcome Inn

Fresno HA: Homekey 3

Fresno Housing Authority

Tulare Homekey Project

Tulare County

Triangle Courtyard

Triangle Courtyard

Kings County

Town Center Studios

Town Center Studios

Motel 99

City of Fresno: Homekey 1

Stockton
Housing Authority of the City
of Fresno

San Joaquin Valley
UP Holdings California, LLC
RH Community Builder LP
San Joaquin Valley
Cornerstone Community Alcohol
and Other Drug Recovery Sytems, San Joaquin Valley
Central Valley Low Income
Housing Corp. (CVLIHC)
San Joaquin Valley

$5,306,163

The Sequoia

San Joaquin Valley

$5,259,125

Board of Public Works Meeting

Mercy Housing California

Region

RH Community Builders
UP Holdings California, LLC
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$1,177,856

$222,144

$4,700,000
$500,000

$2,409,091

$1,200,000

24 2215 Lake Tahoe Blvd., South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150

98 1101 North Parkway Drive, Fresno, CA, 93728
204 3737 North Blackstone Avenue, Fresno, CA, 93726

$3,759,124

48 1415 West Olive Avenue, Fresno, CA, 93728

$5,306,163

80 777 N Parkway Drive, Fresno, CA, 93728

$4,700,000

45 1400 South Mooney Boulevard, Visalia, CA, 93291

$4,434,614

24 11360 South 10th Avenue, Hanford, CA 93230

$680,004

$3,609,091

39 1604 North Wilson Way, Stockton, CA, 95205

$2,376,000

$5,259,125

99 1240 South Crystal Avenue, Fresno, CA, 93706

$500,000

$3,934,614

$13,300,934

124 7789 La Mancha Way, Sacramento, CA 95823
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Name

PUBLIC Project Name

Applicant

Tahiti Motel

Orange County: Homekey 1

Orange County

Vagabond

Ventura County: Homekey

County of Ventura

Stanton Inn

Orange County: Homekey 2

Orange County

All Star Lodge

San Bernardino County: Homekey 1

Hollie's Affordable Housing
Lotus Living Rise Above Resilient Community

Calexico Homekey Project
Living Rise Above Resilient
Community

Georgia Street Cabins

San Bernardino County: Homekey 3

City of El Centro
Housing Authority of the
County of San Bernardino

City of Lake Elsinore - The Anchor

City of Lake Elsinore - The Anchor

City of Lake Elsinore

Pacific Village

San Bernardino County: Homekey 2

San Bernardino County

El Portal

El Portal

HA of San Buenaventura

Project Legacy

Riverside County: Project Legacy

HA of Riverside County

Mountain View Estates Phase III

Mountain View Estates Phase III

HA of Riverside County

Co-Applicant

Region

Coronavirus
Relief Fund
Award

General Fund
Award

Philanthropic Award

Total Award from HCD Doors Acquired

Jamboree Housing Corporation
Community Development
Partners

Southern California

$9,600,000

$1,392,000

$9,600,000

Southern California

$10,898,333

$1,680,000

$10,898,333

70 1245 N. Oxnard Blvd., Oxnard, CA, 93030

Southern California

$7,920,000

$1,680,000

$7,920,000

72 7161 Katella Avenue, Stanton, CA 90680

San Bernardino County

Jamboree Housing Corporation
Shangri-La Industries, LLC
Step Up on Second

Southern California

$8,380,402

$1,824,000

$8,380,402

76 450 North G Street, San Bernardino, CA, 92410-3222

Calexico

Mirka Industries

Southern California

$5,300,000

$6,657,266

59 801 South Imperial Avenue, Calexico, CA, 92231

Southern California

$2,600,000

$2,600,000

26 1998 North 12th Street, El Centro, CA, 92243

Southern California

$909,678

Southern California

$2,838,953

$336,000

$2,838,953

14 215 West Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore, CA, 92530

Southern California

$3,450,000

$1,400,000

$3,450,000

28 2626 Pacific Street, Highland, CA, 92346

Southern California

$1,200,000

$1,200,000

Southern California

$4,052,457

12 1240 North Ventura Avenue, 1240-1280, Ventura, CA, 93001
4132 University Avenue, Riverside, CA, 92501
19 3853 Brockton Ave, Riverside, CA, 92501

Southern California

$7,250,000

Mountain Homeless Coalition

LaBarge Industries, Inc

TruEvolution, Inc.
Riverside Community Housing
Corp.

Administrative Set-asides

$1,357,266
$524,114
$192,000

$750,000,000

$1,101,678

$834,840

$4,052,457
$7,250,000

$3,000,000

Totals

$46,000,000

8 420 Georgia Street, Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

107 68990 Harrison Street, Thermal, CA, 92274

6,029

3229 Delaware St
2002 96th Ave
2700 79th st
10785 Pippen St
2244 109th Ave
924 71st Ave
1708 55th
1240 73rd Ave
2500 83rd Ave
1716 96th
10034 Voltaire Ave
1345 99th Ave
1659 46th Ave
2927 Filbert Ave
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60 11850 Beach Boulevard, Stanton, CA 90680

$4,458,802
$50,000,000

*Oakland Project Reclamation Sites
6922 Weld Street
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Housing First and Homelessness: The Rhetoric and the Reality

About the Author
Stephen Eide is a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute and a contributing editor of City Journal.
He researches state and local finance and social policy questions such as homelessness
and mental illness. Eide has written for many publications, including National Review, the New
York Daily News, the New York Post, the New York Times, Politico, and the Wall Street Journal.
He was previously a senior research associate at the Worcester Regional Research Bureau.
He holds a B.A. from St. John’s College in Santa Fe, New Mexico, and a Ph.D. in political philosophy
from Boston College.
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Executive Summary
Over the past two decades, a policy known as “Housing First” has come to dominate the government response to
homelessness. Housing First has two chief tenets: (1) the most effective solution to homelessness is permanent
housing; and (2) all housing for the homeless should be provided immediately, without any preconditions, such
as sobriety requirements. The movement to “end homelessness,” in which hundreds of communities have participated, is centered on the implementation of Housing First.
More recently, the Trump administration has begun modifying the federal government’s commitment to Housing
First. These changes have been prompted, in part, by the fact that, in California and elsewhere, community efforts
to end homelessness have failed even to arrest its increase. Though the changes thus far have been modest, they
have been strenuously criticized by advocates who sense a weakening in the Housing First consensus.
This report contributes to the debate over homelessness policy by assessing Housing First’s rhetoric—the claims
made by proponents—in light of the available evidence. It argues that proponents overstate the ability of Housing
First to end homelessness, the policy’s cost-effectiveness, and its ability to improve the lives of the homeless.

Key Findings
		Housing First has not been shown to be effective in ending homelessness at the community level, but rather,
only for individuals.
		A Housing First intervention for a small segment of “high utilizer” homeless people may save taxpayers money.
But making Housing First the organizing principle of homeless services systems, as urged by many advocates,
will not save taxpayers money.
		Housing is not the same as treatment. Housing First’s record at addressing behavioral health disorders, such as
untreated serious mental illness and drug addiction, is far weaker than its record at promoting residential stability.
		Housing First’s record at promoting employment and addressing social isolation for the homeless is also
weaker than its record at promoting residential stability.

Recommendations
		The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development should allow more flexibility from Housing First
requirements for communities pursuing homelessness assistance grants through the “Continuum of Care”
(CoC) program.
		 State and local Housing First mandates should be reassessed.
		 The homelessness debate should be reintegrated into the safety-net debate.
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HOUSING FIRST AND
HOMELESSNESS: THE RHETORIC
AND THE REALITY
I. History of Housing First
In response to the emergence of “modern” homelessness in the early 1980s, cities first focused on developing emergency shelter programs. Shelter was emphasized in those years because the rise in homelessness was
assumed to be a temporary crisis created by the 1980–82 recession, and, going back to the 19th century, temporary housing had always been part of the response to housing instability challenges.1 Throughout the 1980s
and 1990s, however, the economy improved but homelessness did not decline; in some cities, it increased. Policymakers thus began to reason that a new response was required to meet this new, and apparently structural,
socioeconomic challenge.
The first proper homeless services system—as distinct from the preexisting array of safety-net programs and
services—is often described as having had a “linear” character.2 Housing programs for the homeless would be
arranged in a continuum of emergency, transitional, and permanent options. Linear-style systems would guide
clients out of homelessness gradually, first from the streets to shelter, then to a service-enhanced transitional
housing program, and then to permanent housing, either publicly subsidized or private.3 It was always understood that at least some of the homeless population would need permanent housing benefits—meaning a rental
subsidy not subject to any time limits. But the most troubling cases, such as individuals who were mentally ill or
had drug addictions, would need services in addition to housing benefits, both for their sake and to ensure the
success of the housing intervention.4
The linear system was developed during the lead-up to the 1996 welfare reform, the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. The same concerns about changing public assistance programs to
promote self-sufficiency and minimize dependency also shaped the debate over the early 1990s homeless services system. A 1994 strategic plan by the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) to “break
the cycle of homelessness” began with an epigraph by President Bill Clinton about how “work organizes life”5 and,
in detailing the purpose of housing programs for the homeless, placed high emphasis on “mak[ing] housing work
again.”6 With so many people cycling between the streets, shelter, and unstable housing arrangements, a welfare
reform–style emphasis on work would overcome homelessness recidivism.7
Policymakers in the early 1990s were also concerned about the flaws of deinstitutionalization. Transitioning the
public mental-health-care system from an inpatient to a mainly outpatient model began in the 1950s, and it proceeded at an especially rapid pace during the 1970s. Deinstitutionalization’s promise of “better care in the community”8 had been undermined by the spectacle of mentally ill individuals living on the streets who were either
former patients in mental hospitals or people who would have been committed to long-term psychiatric care in
earlier times. The homeless mentally ill needed not only housing but “structured care and residential support”
similar to what had existed in the state hospitals.9 To correct the mistakes of the past, the homeless mentally ill
would need a variety of levels of support, depending on what stage they were at in their psychiatric rehabilitation.
The “linear” character also applied to programs designed to help homeless populations that faced substance
abuse, unemployment, and other challenges that had contributed to their homelessness. Heavy focus was placed
on the transitional housing model. Transitional housing provides temporary housing, like shelter, but for a longer
Board of Public Works Meeting
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duration—up to 24 months—and in a more service-enhanced environment.10 Housing was considered part of
an overall effort to repair broken lives and address the
problems that caused or strongly contributed to clients’
homelessness.11
Press reports and advocates of Housing First often use
the phrase “housing readiness” to describe the aim of
linear programs. But housing readiness, while certainly used by some participants in the 1990s debate,12 was
not, in every case, how linear-style service providers
themselves characterized their ultimate aims. Whereas
Housing First providers hold themselves, most of all, to
the standard of residential stability—keeping the most
clients housed for the longest period—linear-style programs often viewed residential stability as secondary to
larger goals of independence or health. Much like how
residential treatment programs use temporary housing
as a means toward the goal of sobriety, transitional
housing providers always aimed at goals beyond mere
residential stability.13 This is why some have described
the debate between the two approaches as one of different “paradigms”—the dispute concerns not just the
best way to achieve a mutually agreed-upon goal but a
dispute over which goals to pursue.14
The groundwork for Housing First was laid in the late
1970s, when advocates began promoting the term
“homelessness,” a term that previously had never been
widely in use, to pressure governments to develop
more subsidized housing.15 The belief in housing as a
human right—meaning that government is obliged to
provide it for anyone who cannot find housing on his
own—had many adherents in advocacy circles but was
antithetical to the notion of preconditions for housing
benefits.16 Housing First advocates were influenced by
the “recovery model,” an approach to mental health
that stresses the importance of letting mentally ill
people choose their care and treatment regimens.17
Criticisms that, decades earlier, had been leveled at the
traditional asylums by Erving Goffman and others were
revived and directed at the linear homeless services
system.18 Housing First advocates believed that linear
programs did more to undermine independence than
promote it, by placing the homeless in what they viewed
as a quasi-institutional living environment. Theories
of “community integration” called for decoupling
housing benefits and social services for mentally ill
clients.19 Instead of transitional housing, they called for
“supported” or “supportive” housing, which generally
meant subsidized housing that made services available
to tenants but did not require participation or have any
other requirements.20
These concepts—housing as a human right, the imperative of personal autonomy, even for those with un-
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treated serious mental illness, and community integration—were developed in academic articles in the 1990s
and formed the theoretical basis for Housing First.
The empirical basis was developed by Sam Tsemberis, a New York–based clinician who founded Pathways to Housing in 1992. Pathways placed its mentally
ill clients, all formerly homeless or at serious risk of
homelessness, in scattered-site supported housing
units without any preconditions. Tsemberis then did
studies, including a rigorous randomized-controlled
trial, on their rates of residential stability. He found
that, of a pool of individuals suffering from serious
mental-health disorders, clients placed in Pathways
units stayed stably housed at higher rates than those
placed in linear-style programs.21
In 2000, the National Alliance to End Homelessness
launched the campaign to end the problem in 10 years.
“People should be helped to exit homelessness as
quickly as possible through a housing first approach,”
the organization proclaimed. “For the chronically
homeless, this means permanent supportive housing
(housing with services)—a solution that will save
money as it reduces the use of other public systems.
For families and less disabled single adults, it means
getting people very quickly into permanent housing
and linking them with services. People should not
spend years in homeless systems, either in a shelter or
in transitional housing.”22
This campaign quickly found an ally in the George
W. Bush administration, whose secretary of the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Mel
Martinez, was the keynote speaker at the 2001 annual
meeting of the National Alliance to end homelessness.23
Under the leadership of USICH executive director
Philip Mangano, the Bush administration began the
“Chronic Homelessness Initiative,” which encouraged
states and localities to create 10-year plans to
end chronic homelessness.24 (Though the formal
requirements for “chronic” homeless status have
changed over time, the term generally means someone
whose experience of homelessness is long-term and
who suffers from a disability.) It has been estimated
that more than 350 states and localities endorsed,
in some fashion, the goal of ending homelessness
through a Housing First approach.25 California, host
to the largest homeless population of any state,
made Housing First a requirement for state-funded
homelessness programs in 2016.26
The Obama administration put out a strategic plan to
end homelessness in 2010 (updated in 2015).27 USICH
assumed responsibility for defining what it would mean
to “end” homelessness and for validating claims made
- April 14, 2021 -
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FIGURE 1.

HUD’s Homeless Assistance Grant Program,
2005–18
Permanent
Supportive
Housing
Award

Share
of
Total
Grant

Transitional
Housing
Award

Share
of
Total
Grant

2005

$595,483,232

50%

$417,439,417

35%

2006

$617,611,791

51%

$415,335,530

34%

2007

$727,119,842

55%

$435,684,534

33%

2008

$782,671,147

55%

$435,501,349

31%

2009

$926,779,901

59%

$428,789,845

28%

2010

$996,554,318

61%

$430,421,319

26%

2011

$1,040,824,807

62%

$430,229,366

26%

2012

$1,027,500,308

61%

$417,457,781

25%

2013

$1,132,624,508

67%

$371,494,431

22%

2014

$1,240,437,375

69%

$325,548,173

18%

2015

$1,407,021,020

72%

$172,252,643

9%

2016

$1,434,271,450

73%

$108,067,486

6%

2017

$1,496,858,863

74%

$80,669,446

4%

2018

$1,542,451,024

71%

$66,342,036

3%

Source: HUD, Continuum of Care Program. Numbers do not add up to 100% because
permanent supportive housing and transitional housing are not the exclusive uses of
these funds.

FIGURE 2.

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) vs.
Transitional Housing (TH) Units, 2005–18
400,000
350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0
2005 ´06 ´07 ´08 ´09 ´10 ´11 ´12 ´13 ´14 ´15 ´16 ´17 2018
Year-Round PSH Units
Source: HUD, CoC Housing Inventory Count Reports
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Year-Round TH Units

by communities that they had “ended” homelessness
for some cohort, such as the chronic or veterans’
population. Targeting resources toward specific
homeless cohorts was seen as beneficial in itself and, if
successful, a source of proof that ending homelessness,
broadly speaking, was achievable.28
HUD is the most important agency in federal homelessness policy because of its responsibility to disburse
billions in funds for homelessness programs to states
and localities. Over time, the federal government has
tightened adherence requirements to Housing First for
local agencies pursuing homeless assistance funds from
HUD. Figures 1 and 2 show how this has led to a dramatic shift in support from transitional housing programs—closely associated with the linear approach—to
the permanent supportive housing programs favored
by Housing First–oriented systems.
The Trump administration, despite departing from the
Obama administration on several safety-net and poverty-policy questions, remained focused on Housing First
for its first two and a half years in office. Six months into
the new administration, 23 Republican congressmen
sent a letter to HUD secretary Ben Carson, asking him
to review his agency’s “current procedures” that follow
Housing First principles and to “end the recommended scoring guidelines that currently punish programs
that prioritize work, education, and sobriety.”29 Much
federal funding for homeless services flows through
the Continuum of Care (CoC) grant competition, which
is structured around a points system and set of criteria
laid out by HUD.30 In its response letter, HUD asserted that Housing First was an “evidence-based” practice
and argued that its current approach was not unduly
burdensome on local autonomy.31 Carson and other
prominent administration officials have made many
public statements in favor of Housing First.32 Most critically, HUD’s Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA),
the annual document that lays out requirements for
access to billions in CoC program funds, kept in the
Obama-era language regarding Housing First.
In summer 2019, the Trump administration began to
signal a shift. The first notable change came in the 2019
NOFA, which “Provid[ed] Flexibility for Housing First
with Service Participation Requirements.”33 In the
section “CoC Coordination and Engagement” (VII.B.1
in the FY18 NOFA, VII.B.6 in the FY19 NOFA), the
seven points allocated for embracing “Housing First”
were, in FY19, dedicated to “Low Barriers to Entry”
(Figure 3). The intention of the change was for localities to discourage service providers from attaching sobriety requirements or other preconditions to clients’
initial entry into a federally funded housing program
but allow for their usage in clients’ ongoing participa- April 14, 2021 -
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FIGURE 3.

Housing First–Relevant Language in the FY18 and FY19 NOFAs

FY18
(7 Points)

FY19
(7 Points)

g. Housing First. Uses a
Housing First approach. Any
housing project application
that indicates it will use
a Housing First approach,
that is awarded FY 2018
CoC Program funds will be
required to operate as a
Housing First project.

At least 75 percent of all project applications that include housing activities (i.e., permanent
housing, transitional housing, and safe haven) submitted under this NOFA are using the
Housing First approach by providing low barrier projects that do not have service participation
requirements or preconditions to entry and prioritize rapid placement and stabilization in
permanent housing. This means the projects allow entry to program participants regardless of
their income, current or past substance use, history of victimization (e.g., domestic violence,
sexual assault, childhood abuse), and criminal record–except restrictions imposed by federal,
state or local law or ordinance (e.g., restrictions on serving people who are listed on sex
offender registries).

g. Low Barriers to Entry.
CoC Program-funded
projects in the geographic
area have low barriers to
entry and prioritize rapid
placement and stabilization
in housing.

CoCs must demonstrate at least 75 percent of all project applications that include housing
activities (i.e., permanent housing, transitional housing, and safe haven) submitted under this
NOFA use the following practices:
• provide low barriers to entry without preconditions and regardless of their income, current or
past substance use, history of victimization (e.g., domestic violence, sexual assault, childhood
abuse), and criminal record—except restrictions imposed by federal, state, or local law or
ordinance (e.g., restrictions on serving people who are listed on sex offender registries), and
• prioritizes rapid placement and stabilization in permanent housing
The use of service participation requirements after people have stabilized in permanent housing
will not affect the score on this rating factor.

Source: HUD, “Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 Continuum of Care Program Competition,” June 20, 2018, p. 53; “Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the
Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 Continuum of Care Program Competition,” July 3, 2019, pp. 63–64

FIGURE 4.
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Homelessness in California, 2010–19
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0
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Source: Source: HUD, Continuum of Care Program

tion in programs.
In late 2019, prompted by advocates,34 Congress re-

8

Board of Public Works Meeting

quired HUD to return to the FY18 language for the
2020 NOFA.35 In the meantime, the Trump administration has been active in questioning Housing First
on other fronts. In September 2019, the Council of
Economic Advisers (CEA) released a comprehensive
report on homelessness policy in America that included a critical discussion of Housing First’s limitations.36
In December, a new USICH executive director was
appointed, Robert Marbut, an adherent of the older,
linear approach (“I believe in Housing Fourth”).37
The Trump administration has pursued these changes
partly because of philosophical objections to the
Housing First philosophy but also because so many
communities that participated in the campaign to end
homelessness, such as Los Angeles and San Francisco,
are now dealing with crises of unprecedented magnitudes. The failures of California jurisdictions’ 10-year
plans to end homelessness in some form have been
covered in a number of press outlets.38
California is host to approximately one-fourth of
the nation’s total homeless population and half of
the nation’s total unsheltered population. Since
2010, California has added more than 25,000 PSH
(permanent supportive housing) units, an increase
of about two-thirds (Figure 4)—yet the state’s
unsheltered homeless population, over the same span,
increased by half. The public has registered support
- April 14, 2021 -
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for investing in homeless services, through successful
initiative campaigns, but continues to voice concern
over the direction of policy in opinion surveys.39 This
has inevitably raised questions about the Housing First
approach that has been in place through this recent rise
in homelessness. Therefore, now is a good time to take
stock of Housing First. How effective has Housing First
been? Does it deserve the wide acclaim it has received
from advocates?

II. “We Know How to
End Homelessness”
Housing First has evolved somewhat.40 Originally, it
was associated with providing permanent supportive
housing for the chronically homeless. That remains
a core priority of Housing First–oriented homeless
services systems, but, more recently, USICH and
advocates have encouraged governments to view
Housing First as a “whole system orientation.”41 All
homeless services, for all homeless populations,
temporary and permanent housing alike, are expected
to conform with the Housing First philosophy. In
addition to expanding permanent supportive housing,
the top priority of any Housing First system, emergency
shelter should also be provided without any barriers
(see, for example, San Francisco’s Navigation Centers,
Los Angeles’s Bridge program, and New York City’s
Safe Haven shelters).42 “Rapid Rehousing”—short-term
rental assistance to be used for a private apartment—is
also seen as part of a Housing First–oriented homeless
services system, though it is a temporary benefit.43
So, too, is providing standard affordable housing—
understood as subsidized housing without any time
limits—to non-chronic homeless clients, such as
families, as long as it is provided without any barriers.44
Housing First systems work to “align” or “integrate”
existing affordable housing programs with homeless
services, meaning, for instance, preferential access for
the homeless for Section 8 vouchers or newly developed
affordable housing units.45
Proponents argue for organizing homeless services
systems around the principle of Housing First based on
scientific evidence, not only, or even mainly, because
it is founded on more just or humane principles.
In their view, Housing First has been “proven” or
“demonstrated” to be superior to alternatives and to
be able to end homelessness.46 In most instances, when
a policymaker is making some claim about how “we
know how to end homelessness,”47 they are referring to
the social science evidence base behind Housing First.
Board of Public Works Meeting

At their core, these claims are based on studies that
have registered high rates of residential stability
when homeless individuals, or people at serious risk
of homelessness, have been placed in permanent
supportive housing units under a Housing First policy.
Residential stability may be measured in terms of how
many days someone spends in his unit over a particular
period, or whether he still occupies his unit at a certain
time benchmark.48
The “gold standard” in social science research is the
randomized-control trial (RCT). In an RCT, researchers
examine the effect of some intervention on two different
cohorts who are similar in every important respect.
Though the literature on Housing First is significant,
the number of truly rigorous RCT studies of the
approach is relatively small. One 2015 review credits
only four, with several more studies having a “quasiexperimental” design.49 A 2014 survey identified seven
RCTs and five “quasi-experimental” studies.50 A 2017
survey of the literature credits 14 RCTs, based on 12
trials.51 The best-known RCTs are the Pathways studies
discussed earlier and the more recent At Home / Chez
Soi, which encompassed five Canadian cities and more
than 1,000 participants. One common criticism of the
literature on Housing First is that studies often relate
few details about the programs under examination
(a significant concern for a policy that advocates are
trying to scale up and expand nationwide).52
Still, despite certain limitations, the Housing First
literature has demonstrated that Housing First
interventions tend to yield high rates of residential
stability.53 The rates of residential stability are often
in the 70%–80% range, for the length of the trial,
which typically lasts a couple of years. “Usual care”
or “treatment first” comparison groups, by contrast,
often register rates below 50%. And, to reemphasize,
these studies typically involved “chronic” homeless
cases suffering from serious mental illness or some
other behavioral health disorder. Whether looking at
how many days housed as the measure of residential
stability, or how many participants remained in
housing at the end of the study, Housing First–style
interventions have demonstrated real strength at
addressing homelessness.
While it may have been the case 30 years ago that
homeless policymakers doubted whether people with
untreated serious mental illness and other social
challenges could hold on to their housing if those
challenges were not addressed first, there is less doubt
about that point now. This is the thinking behind
claims about how the Housing First literature “proves”
how to “end homelessness.”
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The ability of Housing First programs to keep the
homeless housed at a higher rate than linear-style programs has been acknowledged by, among others, the
Trump administration’s CEA.54 The Trump administration also acknowledges that homelessness is, in
large measure, a housing problem.55 Any community
that experiences a shortage of rental units affordable
to low-income households will, all other factors being
equal, experience higher levels of homelessness than
communities with a larger store of such units.56 Nor is
there serious dispute that some of the homeless population, such as those with serious mental illness, will
need rental subsidies for the rest of their lives.
But claims that Housing First has been shown to end
homelessness elide the distinction between evidence at
the individual level and the community level. Housing
First advocates’ rhetoric that investing in permanent
supportive housing will end homelessness raises hopes
of ending homelessness at the community or national
level. For example, Los Angeles County’s Measure
HHH,57 which authorized $1.2 billion in bonds to
build thousands of permanent supportive housing
units, had the working title “Housing and Hope to End
Homelessness.” However, as noted above (Figure 4),
California’s experience has been increased investment
in permanent supportive housing and increased
homelessness. Given that, according to advocates,
hundreds of localities have adopted Housing First, one
might have expected at least a handful of examples of
communities where Housing First has eliminated or
drastically reduced homelessness in a manner noticeable
to the broader public. That has not been the case.
Scholars who have studied the community-level effects
of increased investment in permanent supportive
housing have found that: (1) governments may need
to create as many as 10 units of permanent supportive
housing in order to reduce the local homeless population by one person;58 and (2) a certain “fade-out” effect
is observed whereby the reduction is only temporary.
There is no scholarly consensus as to the weakness of
Housing First on community-level rates of homelessness. But it does show that scholarship conforms to
people’s experiences: more investment in PSH does
not necessarily lead to less homelessness.
As noted, many participant communities in the
campaign to end homelessness have targeted a specific
cohort, such as the chronic homeless or veterans.
Utah59 is perhaps the most touted success story from
the campaign to end homelessness. But in a 2015 study,
economist Kevin Corinth showed how claims about
Utah’s “ending” homelessness can mostly be ascribed
to methodological changes and shifting definitions of
“chronic” status.60 In 2009, Utah adjusted its “point-in-
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time” homeless numbers to reflect only the homeless
who were counted on a certain day in January, instead
of an “annualized” estimate to reflect all homeless
throughout the year, and abruptly ceased including
transitional housing clients in its count of sheltered
“chronic” homeless. Nonetheless, media and public
officials continue to tout Utah as a case study in how
to end homelessness via Housing First.61 (USICH
does not currently list Utah or any of its localities
among the communities that have “ended” chronic
homelessness.)62 Even when the definition of “chronic”
homelessness is settled, the number of chronic
homeless will always face the challenge of counting the
unsheltered population. Counting the unsheltered and
documenting their challenges, such as what disabilities
they suffer from and how long they have been on the
streets, are tasks that continue to be plagued by a range
of methodological difficulties that quite possibly will
never be resolved.
Problems with data and definitions are one reason
for giving pause to claims about the success of the
campaign to end homelessness. Another is that,
even if homelessness has been “ended” or reduced
for one specific cohort, that does not necessarily
imply progress toward ending homelessness more
generally. Just as many factors cause homelessness,
many factors may also be at work in reducing it, such
as an improving economy or demographic changes.
Many sources have claimed that a recent investment
in permanent supportive housing for veterans has
reduced veterans’ homelessness, and even ended it in
some communities.63 But a recent study by economist
Brendan O’Flaherty demonstrated that the decline in
veterans’ homelessness can largely be attributed to the
decline in the veteran population of the age at greatest
risk of homelessness and the nationwide decline as
the nation has emerged from the last recession, not to
government policy.64
The case of the seriously mentally ill, though less
of a priority for USICH (no criteria for “ending”
homelessness for this population have been
issued),65 should also be discussed. Housing First
supportive housing programs target the seriously
mentally ill partly because of a commitment to
helping the hardest or chronic cases, but partly
because seriously mentally ill individuals qualify for
disability benefits. For its influential 2004 study,
Pathways to Housing recruited some participants
directly from a mental hospital. Indeed, requiring,
or strongly urging, supportive housing clients to
participate in a money-management program is one
of the few infringements on personal liberty that
Housing First providers countenance.66 The number
of seriously mentally ill homeless has been virtually
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FIGURE 5.

PSH Units, Seriously Mentally Ill Homeless,
2010–19
400,000
350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0
2010 ´11

´12

´13

´14
PSH

´15

´16

´17

´18

2019

SMI

Source: HUD, Continuum of Care Program

flat since 2010, even as the number of permanent
supportive housing units nationwide has increased
by more than 50% (Figure 5).
USICH defines what it means to “end homelessness”
and also evaluates communities’ claims for having
done so. The council has published criteria and benchmarks for ending homelessness for four cohorts: veterans, chronic, unaccompanied youth, and families with
children and, at present, has recognized about 80 communities for having “ended” homelessness for one of
these cohorts.67
However, the official language and criteria regarding
“ending” homelessness are not uncontroversial.
Some have criticized it as “Orwellian.”68 To give a
community credit for having made homeless “rare,
brief and one-time,” USICH performs an assessment
of that the community’s services system. USICH
examines system capacity, relative to need (number
of homeless) but also whether that system conforms
to Housing First. In other words, if the community’s
capacity to house the homeless—as assessed by the
government—matches the number of homeless, the
government says that the community has ended
homelessness. But that does not mean that there
are zero homeless people in the community. Ending
homelessness in a community does not need to mean
zero homeless people.69
Board of Public Works Meeting

Figure 6 lists a cohort of communities that USICH
currently credits for having “ended” veterans’ homelessness. These communities are, according to the most
recent HUD figures, host to more than 2,000 homeless veterans. Communities with modest homelessness
challenges more generally are host to as few as one
homeless veteran, but others estimate that hundreds
of veterans are included in their homeless populations.
Most of the communities recognized for having “ended”
veterans’ homelessness have at least seen a reduction
in veterans’ homelessness since 2011 (the first year that
CoC-level veteran data are available), though not all.
In 2019, Portland/Gresham/Multnomah County Continuum of Care, the Northwest Minnesota Continuum
of Care, and Norman/Cleveland County, OK all reported higher numbers of homeless veterans than in 2011,
before they “ended” veterans’ homelessness.
Officials in New York and Los Angeles continue to
embrace the goal of ending homelessness, as did
some candidates for the 2020 Democratic presidential
nomination.70 But no community has truly ended
homelessness using Housing First, and certainly not
any community facing crisis-level homelessness.
We would not say that a community has ended
murder based upon a qualitative analysis of its police
department, but rather the absence of murder. If ending
homelessness must remain the goal of homelessness
policy, governments should define success in a way that
can be independently verified by the public. The public
- April 14, 2021 -
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can observe homelessness. It cannot easily observe
and analyze service systems’ capacity and competence.
Thus, ending homelessness should mean the absence of
homelessness, as observable to members of the public.

modern homelessness71 and for refuting the “Dinkins
Deluge” thesis that, when New York City provided
housing to shelter clients around 1990, it led, through
moral hazard, to a significant increase in sheltered
homelessness.72 In a recent review of the literature, including on Housing First, O’Flaherty came to the conclusion that “we don’t know how to end homelessness.
Not in the aggregate, anyway.”73

Brendan O’Flaherty is an economist at Columbia University and has been, for decades, one of the leading
scholars of homelessness. He is known for his analysis
of how housing-market dynamics account for much of

FIGURE 6.

Number of Homeless Veterans in Communities Recognized as
Having “Ended” Veterans’ Homelessness, 2019
Community

# homeless
veterans in
2019

Portland/Gresham/Multnomah County
Continuum of Care

473

Atlanta, GA

349

Philadelphia, PA

250

Miami-Dade County, FL

169

Long Island, NY

128

Kansas City, KS/Kansas City, MO, and
Independence/Lee’s Summit/Jackson, Wyandotte
Counties Continuum of Care

116

Pittsburgh/McKeesport/Penn Hills/Allegheny
County CoC

100

Western Pennsylvania Continuum of Care

88

Lowell, MA

45

Punta Gorda/Charlotte County, FL

43

Massachusetts Balance of State Continuum of Care

Community

# homeless
veterans in
2019

Mississippi Balance of State Continuum of Care

20

DeKalb County, GA

17

Norman/Cleveland County, OK

14

Montgomery County, MD

13

Reading/Berks County, PA

13

Bergen County, NJ

13

Saint Joseph/Andrew, Buchanan, DeKalb Counties,
MO, Continuum of Care

13

Northwest Minnesota Continuum of Care

9

Moorhead/West Central Minnesota Continuum
of Care

9

Rochester/Southeast Minnesota
Continuum of Care

9

42

Mississippi Gulfport/Gulf Coast Regional
Continuum of Care

8

Cumberland County/Fayetteville, NC

38

Jackson/West Tennessee Continuum of Care

8

Nebraska Balance of State Continuum of Care

31

Lynn, MA

2

Scranton/Lackawanna County, PA

30

Southwest Minnesota Continuum of Care

2

Lansing, East Lansing, Ingham County, MI, Continuum of Care

26

Northeast Minnesota Continuum of Care

2

Lancaster City & County, PA

21

Waukegan, North Chicago/Lake County, IL,
Continuum of Care

1

Lincoln, NE

21

Total

2,123

Source: USICH, “Communities That Have Ended Homelessness”; HUD, Continuum of Care Program

Note: This table includes every community that, as of March 2020, USICH has credited with “ending veterans’ homelessness” for which HUD has homeless
population data. HUD relates homelessness data on a CoC basis, and USICH has recognized, for ending homelessness, localities that are part of a larger CoC.
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III. Cost-Effectiveness
One of the most famous statements in defense of
Housing First came in Malcolm Gladwell’s 2006
New Yorker article “Million-Dollar Murray.”74 This
article, which the Bush administration had a hand in
setting up,75 detailed the struggles of a “high utilizer”:
a man in Reno, Nevada, whose homelessness and
alcoholism placed a costly burden on the local healthcare and criminal-justice systems. The central claim of
Gladwell’s article was that homelessness was “easier
to solve than to manage” because placing people in
permanent housing will lead to less usage of other
service systems—most notably, hospitals and jails, thus
saving money. Similar cost-savings claims have been
central to the rhetoric over ending homelessness.76
But in the academic literature, the cost-savings
argument for Housing First is treated with more
skepticism. Here is an area where RCT-level rigor truly
matters. Studies that have a “pre-post” design look
at the reduction in costs of hospitals, jails, and so on,
that result when a cohort is moved from the streets
to stable housing. Homeless people who are put into
permanent supportive housing programs often have
extraordinarily high health costs immediately before
their placement. But someone who costs the healthcare system $100,000 in a given year is not necessarily
going to cost the health-care system $100,000 every
year of his adult life.77 The reduction in costs, following
a high utilizer’s housing placement, may have as much
to do simply with a “regression to the mean” than the
virtue of the Housing First /PSH intervention.78
Moreover, high utilizers such as Million-Dollar Murray
and people with untreated schizophrenia who have
lived for years on the street are unrepresentative of the
homeless population as a whole. Not only a minority,
they are a minority of the chronic homeless.79 They
are certainly unrepresentative of the “working poor”
or “down on their luck” homeless often cited in the
media. The 2015 Family Options Study, prepared for
HUD, examined various housing interventions among
a pool of more than 2,000 homeless families with
moderate social needs, over a three-year period. The
permanent housing intervention was more successful
in achieving housing stability than temporary housing
interventions, but it was also more expensive.80
Governments can’t save costs from people who don’t
make much use of expensive service systems, to begin
with. Some homeless may have low service costs
because they’re “service-resistant,” a particularly
significant problem for the mentally ill. Another
reason that many of the homeless may be low utilizers
is that they live in a jurisdiction with limited mentalBoard of Public Works Meeting

health and substance-abuse services81 (states vary
dramatically in their investment in behavioral health).82
“Usual care,” the control with which some studies
compare Housing First interventions, can vary widely
between jurisdictions. “Usual care,” in the case of New
York City, means a $2 billion shelter system. But, in
other communities, to build a Housing First–oriented
homeless services system might mean building the first
homeless services system that they ever had.83
This is not to say that homeless services systems
shouldn’t focus on “high utilizers,” or that, in some
cases, they may yield short-term savings on jails and
hospitals for certain individuals. But Housing First’s
success with different homeless populations has
been cited as evidence of its merit as a systemwide
organizing principle, applicable for the entire homeless
population.84 The evidence is weak that a systemwide
application of Housing First—for the benefit of the
many different types of homeless people—would
generate net savings for taxpayers.
Physical Health-Care Systems. Homeless people
are generally in bad health, due to rare diseases and
illnesses associated with living in conditions not meant
for human habitation, high rates of substance abuse,
and inadequate treatment for ordinary illnesses.85
They also make heavy use of emergency rooms and
other expensive crisis services. Once they are stably
housed, the homeless will be better positioned to
avoid the need for costly triage treatment and instead
use ordinary outpatient forms of care to prevent their
health problems from becoming crises. Housing First
programs will thus supposedly achieve better health at
lower costs.
Evidence of the health effects of Housing First and
permanent supportive housing is far less robust than
many suggest. It is fair to argue that no policymaker
who wants better health for the homeless can be
indifferent as to whether they stay on the streets. But
even assuming that Housing First improves people’s
physical health, it is not clear that that would mean it
saved money. People who live long healthy lives have
high health-care costs.86 Cost-efficiency arguments for
smoking-cessation campaigns have been criticized for
failing to take into account the fact that nonsmokers
live longer than smokers.87 Perhaps the most
reasonable view was expressed in a 2018 survey of
the literature by the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine. While still defending the
view that “housing in general improves health,” this
study came to the overall conclusion that “there is no
substantial published evidence as yet to demonstrate
that PSH improves health outcomes or reduces health
care costs.”88
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Mental-Health-Care Systems. Arguments that
the mental-health-care system, which has always been
expensive, holds great potential for cost savings, go
back a very long time.89 Deinstitutionalization promised better care and at a lower cost. On an annual
basis, inpatient psychiatric commitment at a state-run
facility can run close to $250,000.90 But civil commitment doesn’t apply to the entire seriously mentally ill
homeless population, which is itself a minority of the
total homeless population (116,179 out of 567,715).91
(Million-Dollar Murray was an alcoholic, not a schizophrenic.) Psychiatric hospitals have fixed costs that are
difficult to reduce even if a few people avoided being
committed as a result of receiving housing benefits.
Criminal-Justice Systems. Jails also have significant fixed costs. Over the last decade, New York City’s
jail population has declined by 40% while the Department of Correction budget has increased by one-third.92
The argument that Housing First saves money on jails
dovetails with the critique of the so-called criminalization of homelessness.93
There is no question that enforcing quality-of-life
ordinances, which are often violated by the homeless,94 places a fiscal burden on public safety agencies.
However, it does not follow that investing massively in
permanent supportive housing and drastically scaling
back on law enforcement would be fiscally prudent.
First, as discussed above, academic studies and the
experience of jurisdictions in California have demonstrated the weakness of permanent supportive housing
programs to reduce homelessness and thus presumably reduce public complaints about disorder. Second,
less law enforcement carries costs, including public
spaces increasingly occupied by encampments (and
their attendant crime and public-health burdens) and
attracting more street homeless from neighboring jurisdictions, thus increasing the demand for public services.
In any event, total law-enforcement cost savings would
be very difficult to calculate, since jail is a small part
of the “use” that homeless make of the criminal-justice system (very few misdemeanor offenses result in
incarceration).95 If 20 men are removed from Los Angeles’s Skid Row by being put in permanent supportive
housing, how many cops would the LAPD redeploy?
Quite possibly, there would be no savings.
Shelter Systems. San Francisco’s “Navigation
Center” costs $100 per bed per night.96 In New York
City, shelter beds for families with children average
$201.60 (an 89% increase since FY15) and for single
adult shelter beds, the average is $124.38 (a 58% in-
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crease since FY15).97 Shelter costs are high to ensure a
certain level of quality, particularly security and on-site
social services. For decades, and long before Housing
First and its attendant social science literature, advocates claimed that affordable housing is cheaper than
shelter.98 A leading topic of housing policy debate in
New York state government concerns “Home Stability Support.” This program would increase the “shelter
allowance,” a permanent housing benefit to which
public assistance clients are entitled. Proponents of
Home Stability Support estimate that a more generous
shelter allowance would cost New York City taxpayers
about $27,000 less than shelter on an annual basis.99
But comparing temporary and permanent housing
costs raises “apples to oranges” difficulties. It is complicated to compare a housing benefit that someone
may well receive for decades with one that he would
receive for only weeks or months. People who receive
subsidized housing in tight rental markets are apt
to continue using that benefit for a long time.100 In
New York City, the average length of stay for a public
housing resident is 23 years.101 In 2017, the most recent
year for which there are data, only about 16% of permanent supportive housing residents moved out, and the
share of long-stayers in permanent supportive housing
has been steadily increasing over the years.102 It is extremely expensive to provide a lifetime rental subsidy
to someone, which is how permanent housing benefits
function in the high-cost jurisdictions that now face
the most serious homelessness challenges. It would
be extraordinarily expensive to provide such subsidies to everyone, every year, who claims to be homeless in such jurisdictions. It would be much cheaper to
provide temporary assistance to the vast majority of
the homeless.
Governments that invest heavily in Housing First programs should expect the overall cost of government to
rise. For some individuals, or some service systems,
there may be cost offsets, but cost offsets are different
from savings. A $1 investment in Housing First may be
offset by 30 cents in savings on other service systems,
but that still means that the government is 70 cents
larger. Certainly, cost-effectiveness arguments should
not lead anyone to think that Housing First investments will lead to tax reductions or somehow free up
money that may be devoted to other purposes. Service
systems’ costs are split between various governments
and agencies and even nonprofit organizations. (This
has been referred to as the “wrong pockets” problem.)103
Dennis Culhane, a leading homelessness researcher who was featured in “Million-Dollar Murray,” has
subsequently cautioned against the risk of “overstating” the cost-savings argument. In 2008, he criticized
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the design quality of more than 40 cost studies based
upon their small size and selectivity in populations examined, noting that “in general, the larger the sample
(and presumably the more representative of adults
who are homeless), the lower the average annual costs
of services use.” But such studies are beneficial, he
says, for showing the efficiency and accountability of
homeless services systems and thus “mobiliz[ing] political will.”104
It is certainly the case that, in many jurisdictions
where homelessness is at crisis levels, the public has
shown a marked willingness to raise taxes for homeless services. Some recent, successful ballot initiative
campaigns in California, such as Measure HHH (Los
Angeles County, 2016), made use of cost-savings rhetoric. Whether those arguments were, ultimately, more
important for the voting public than humanitarian
considerations is unclear. Some scholars have questioned the benefit of distracting from the humanitarian case for investing in homeless services.105 Certainly,
for those with poor physical or mental health, it is not
obvious why reducing health-care expenditures should
be a standard of policy effectiveness.
In sum, the truly “evidence-based” view of Housing
First, when it comes to cost savings, bears a certain parallel with residential stability. The evidence supports
the view that a Housing First intervention may, for
certain individuals, reduce costs, at least in the short
term. But the evidence does not support any thesis
about systemwide cost savings. Housing First has
not been demonstrated to be capable of saving costs
for entire systems any more than it has been demonstrated to be capable of ending homelessness for entire
communities.

IV. The Record on
Behavioral Health
HUD estimates that 16% of the homeless population
exhibits “Chronic Substance Abuse” and that “Severe
Mental Illness” afflicts 20%.106 Drug addiction and
mental illness drive much of the “chronic homelessness” challenge. Permanent housing is seen as a condition of recovery for this cohort.107 One of the main
recommendations that USICH made in its 2017 brief,
“Strategies to Address the Intersection of the Opioid
Crisis and Homelessness,” was to “Remove Barriers
to Housing” by implementing Housing First.108 But
the research is ambiguous as to how much permanent
housing, on its own, stimulates recovery.
Board of Public Works Meeting

In a 2019 law review article, Sara Rankin, of Seattle
University School of Law, argued in favor of Housing
First based on “the reality that people need basic necessities like food, sleep, and a stable place to live before
attending to any secondary issues, such as getting a
job, budgeting properly, or attending to substance use
issues.” She wrote that the “Housing First approach
views housing as the foundation for life improvement
and enables access to permanent housing without
prerequisites or conditions beyond those of a typical
renter.”109
However, a 2017 survey of the literature by researchers Stefan G. Kertesz and Guy Johnson judged Housing
First to have demonstrated, at best, modestly beneficial
clinical impacts.110 The Trump administration’s CEA
acknowledged the research on Housing First residential stability but argued: “For outcomes such as impacts
on substance abuse and mental illness, Housing First
in general performs no better than other approaches.”111 The 2018 study published by the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine found no
strong evidence of Housing First and improvement of
mental disorders, as have other surveys.112
Stated otherwise, the evidence for Housing First and
behavioral health is far weaker than for residential stability. Some Housing First proponents, committed to
the harm-reduction philosophy of recovery as a choice,
are forthright about Housing First’s modest ability to
address behavioral health disorders.113 Harm-reduction policy calls for prioritizing the remediation of
symptoms and the harmful effects of disorders such as
opioid addiction over trying to root out or overcome
the underlying disorder. More commonly, though, advocates display a rhetorical suggestiveness about the
link between permanent housing and behavioral health
that seems intended to convince the public of evidence
that does not exist.114

V. Self-Sufficiency and
Social Isolation
Originally, Housing First was mainly associated with
the chronic homeless population who had disabilities—
most notably, serious mental illness. Hence, employment outcomes were not of leading interest. But as the
theory of Housing First has evolved to take on a “systemwide orientation,” applicable to the entire homeless
population, it has come to be applied for cohorts that
might be considered potential members of the working
class. Permanent housing benefits are often likened to
a “platform” from which, after having secured stable
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housing, people can go to pursue various other goals,
such as health and employment.115 “Optimize self-sufficiency” is an official goal of HUD’s NOFA.116
As noted, the large-scale Family Options Study (2015)
showed robust rates of residential stability for the
families receiving a permanent housing intervention.
Accordingly, the study has been seen as supportive
of Housing First, particularly as regards the “whole
systems” orientation. But it also found evidence that
housing subsidies, instead of granting recipients the
freedom to focus more on employment and less on
their housing instability challenges (à la the “platform”
theory), actually led to diminished work effort.117 In
sum, housing subsidies increased rates of housing
stability (and, as noted, at a greater cost than other
interventions) but not self-sufficiency.118 This was a
troubling finding, since lack of work was one of the
major social challenges faced by homeless families
that participated in the study.119 A 2012 article about
Housing First cautioned that “subsidized housing
may create disincentives for employment … and for
independent housing … much in the way that disability
benefits and public income support have been found to
be associated with less employment.”120
Another outcome worth evaluating is social isolation, a
significant cause of homelessness. HUD has noted that
while, nationwide, about 13% of the U.S. population
is a member of a single-person household, 65% of the
sheltered homeless population is.121 “Community integration” was one of the original goals of Housing First,
which criticized the quasi-institutional character of the
linear homeless services system.122
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have questioned whether Housing First has lived up
to its initial promise of “community integration.”126
Others, to be sure, have defended it.127 But the least
that can be said is that whatever some Housing First
program may have managed to achieve with respect to
community integration, the evidence is far weaker with
respect to that outcome than has been measured with
respect to residential stability.

VI. Conclusion
The claim that Housing First is “proven” is an attempt
to take homelessness policy out of the realm of ordinary policy debate. “Evidence-based” rhetoric means
to suggest that homelessness policy is simply different:
alternatives to Housing First are illegitimate because
they are not grounded in science in the way that
Housing First is. This is not accurate. Homelessness
policy questions should not be considered more settled
than questions of mental health, public safety, or any
other element of poverty or social policy.
It is crucial to parse claims about what is evidencebased about Housing First and what is founded on
humanitarian concerns, intuition, ideology, or some
other factor. There is no evidence-based proof of
Housing First’s ability to treat serious mental illness
effectively, or drug or alcohol addiction. Housing
First is not a reliable solution to social isolation, a
very significant cause and effect of homelessness.
Claims made on behalf of the campaign to end
homelessness—that Housing First has ended veterans’
homelessness, chronic homelessness, or homelessness
at the community level—are not based in “evidence,”
as that term is normally understood, and they rely on
a highly technical (and dubious) definition of “ending”
homelessness.

ProPublica’s “Right to Fail” report in late 2018, and
the accompanying documentary released by Frontline
in February 2019,123 suggested that Housing First may
serve more to increase social isolation than address
it.124 The report profiled a few seriously mentally ill
clients of a supported housing program in New York,
and how an excess of independence led to decompensation and even death. These individuals were, in some
cases, stably housed, but living in apartments strewn
with waste, swarming with bugs, and living with untreated infections and other health problems, and
extremely isolated. “Right to Fail” did not specifically target Housing First—these were former residents
of adult homes who had been placed in independent
living under court order. Still, the report demonstrates
that many mentally ill adults are, on the one hand,
not eligible for institutionalization but, on the other,
plainly not prepared for independent living.

A common refrain among advocates is that “ ‘Housing
First’ does not mean ‘Housing Only.’ ”128 This is not
an evidence-based claim. The claim could be verified
only through a broad and thorough analysis of Housing
First’s implementation across scores of programs
across the nation. Surely, some programs are far more
inventive in getting service-resistant clients to accept
treatment and services than are others. A supportive
housing program that systematically fails to engage
any of its clients is, practically speaking, a “Housing
Only” program. The literature about how Housing First
programs function is far too sparse to validate that
“ ‘Housing First’ does not mean ‘Housing Only.’ ”

The ProPublica study cannot be dismissed as simply
anecdotal.125 Several peer-reviewed articles and studies

There is, however, reasonable evidence to suggest
that Housing First–style interventions will promote
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residential stability, and quite likely at a higher rate
than programs that provide housing on a time-limited
basis and/or rely on “barriers,” at least over a oneto two-year horizon. But an intervention is different
from a policy or service system. An intervention could
be one program among many. The evidence does not
support the idea that Housing First should be made
an organizing principle of homeless services systems.
Arguments for Housing First on a systemwide basis
may be defended based on intuition or humanitarian
concerns, but they are not evidence-based.
The result of governments adopting Housing First as
a “whole-system orientation” has been to discredit,
or at least drastically de-emphasize, approaches
to homelessness other than permanent housing.
Less than one-fifth of the homeless population is
“chronic”129—the population for whom Housing First
was initially developed. The more that the homeless
problem is described as people “down on their luck,”
the less logical is the claim that permanent housing is
the solution. Housing First is an entirely inappropriate
intervention for the working poor, examples of which
include participants in “Safe Parking” programs130
(which is to say that, in addition to reckoning with
the limitations of Housing First for the chronically
homeless, permanent housing is not always an
appropriate solution to street homelessness).
What kind of homeless services system do we want?
That is ultimately what the Housing First debate
is about. As noted, the reduction in transitional
housing units is a striking example of the influence
of Housing First. But it is impractical to try to design
a homeless services system without programs that
have features similar to transitional housing. The
homeless population has many problems other than
housing instability. As such, there is a certain logic to
trying to address these problems along with housing
instability and give them equal emphasis while doing
so. That logic, though, runs contrary to the logic of
Housing First, which, particularly in its original
articulation, insisted on the separation of housing
and social services.
In the criminal-justice world, “problem-solving
courts” such as drug and mental-health courts are not
simply concerned with adjudicating charges. They
also deal with the addiction and untreated serious
mental illness of people involved in the criminal-justice system.131 Similarly, the linear approach to homelessness had much more of a problem-solving orientation than the current Housing First system—focused,
as it is, on keeping the most people housed for the
longest period of time.
Board of Public Works Meeting

But if homeless services systems don’t work on problems other than housing instability, other systems
will. Indeed, the line between emergency shelter and
transitional housing can get blurry. New York City’s
family shelter system, for instance, in many ways resembles transitional housing more than traditional
notions of emergency shelter.
Before Housing First, the homeless population was
offered a robust variety of housing and service options
that reflected their diverse needs. This so-called linear
system viewed permanent supportive housing and
other low-barrier housing programs for the homeless as valuable to a continuum of service options.132
But when too much emphasis is placed on low-barrier options, governments must ask whether they are
designing a truly inclusive homeless services system.
Clearly, some clients will be best served by providers
that emphasize sobriety and work. In the world
of addiction services, many providers use social
pressure to encourage sobriety. Is it illegitimate
or not “evidence-based” for residential treatment
programs to offer temporary housing coupled with
sobriety requirements?133 What’s more important—
achieving a year of sobriety or a year of housing
stability? A program that sets no goals other than
“residential stability,” and that specifically does not
require sobriety, will not be able to use social pressure
to encourage sobriety. The same issue arises for
programs that try to turn their clients into responsible
fathers and economically independent members
of their communities. As an example: Joe Biden’s
presidential campaign has called for reinvesting in
transitional housing programs to facilitate prisoner
reentry.134
Housing First is the dominant policy framework for
homeless services. Yet, after years of implementation,
communities are not close to ending homelessness.
If homeless services systems can’t focus as much on
substance abuse, unemployment, and other social ills
as they do on residential stability, those challenges
will simply be left to other social-services systems. In
light of these facts, a certain reorientation is justified.

Recommendations
1. HUD should allow more flexibility from
Housing First requirements for communities pursuing homelessness assistance grants
through the “Continuum of Care” program.
There are about 400 CoC agencies across the nation.
HUD directs billions in Homelessness Assistance
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Grants through these agencies to on-the-ground service
providers. Federal homeless services funding was
structured in this manner in deference to localism.135

California’s SB 1380,142 should be reassessed in light of
the need to develop homeless services systems reflective of the needs of the entire homeless population.

When the CoC program was set up in the 1990s, it was
“designed to meet the multi-faceted needs of homeless persons in the nation’s communities.”136 In many
communities, the local “CoC” is the lead policymaking
organization on homelessness. As Housing First requirements have tightened, however, the CoC program
has been criticized for departing from its original spirit
and adopting a “one-size-fits-all” approach to homeless services.137 Many criticisms of HUD’s application
of Housing First principles have come from religious
organizations, which have, for more a century, played a
significant role in addressing homelessness.138 The federally directed restructuring of homeless services has
had a significant impact at the community level. Examples of highly regarded service providers that have
experienced cuts include Community Housing Innovations, the largest provider of homeless services on Long
Island,139 and the New York City–based Doe Fund.140
Other providers have ceased pursuing HUD funding or
been pressured—by the federal government, ultimately—to make programmatic changes contrary to their
priorities.

3. The homelessness debate should be reintegrated into the safety-net debate.

2. State and local Housing First mandates
should be reassessed.
Homelessness is highly concentrated in certain urban
areas, as are major homeless services systems. California and New York are hosts to about one-third of
the total permanent and temporary year-round beds
for the homeless.141 Thus, state and local policies may,
in some cases, matter even more than federal funding
requirements. State Housing First mandates, such as

18
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Housing First has separated the debates over homelessness and the safety net more broadly. In its approach to poverty, the Trump administration has tried
to promote the expanded use of work requirements for
safety-net programs.143 While there is a serious debate
over the appropriateness and effectiveness of work requirements for noncash programs such as Medicaid
and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program,
there is a broad acceptance of their legitimacy in the
case of public assistance. In homeless policy circles, by
contrast, there is broad opposition to the use of work
requirements, as well as drug testing, program-participation requirements, and adherence to treatment regimens.
As a result of Housing First’s influence, the question
of upward mobility for the homeless is discussed far
less often than it is for the poor. Policymakers speak
with modesty about such grandiose goals as ending
poverty. But with respect to ending homelessness, they
are expected to accept not only the nobility of that goal
but its practicality. As a result, Housing First has come
to function as a harm-reduction approach not only for
behavioral health but also for poverty. Someone placed
in permanent supportive housing may have ended his
homelessness, but he is only managing his poverty.
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REPORT from

OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Date:

0220-05762-0007
CAO File No.
Council File No. 20-0941
20-1008

December 7, 2020

Council District: 6, 7, 9,11,14 and 15

1

To:

The City Council

From:

u
Richard H. Llewellyn, Jr., City Administrative Officer

Reference:

Project Home key

Subject:

Report Back on the Acquisition of Additional Properties under the City of Los Angeles
Homekey Program

SUMMARY
This report outlines the necessary recommendations to acquire eight (8) additional properties under
the City of Los Angeles Homekey (Homekey) Program. The acquisition of these properties, with up
to 701 units/beds, will bring the total to 18 City-controlled sites with up to 1,237 units/beds. The
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles acquired five (5) sites with 214 units. Once all of these
sites are in operation, up to 1,451 new interim and permanent supportive units/beds will be created
the City. This report also includes other Homekey related funding recommendations to ensure
these sites can initiate operations as soon as possible.

RECOMMENDATIONS
That the City Council, subject to approval by the Mayor:
1. DETERMINE that this project, the purchase of the properties listed in Attachment 1, is
statutorily exempt under the Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(4) as a specific action
necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency as also reflected in the California
Environmental Quality Act Guideline section 15269(c) Health & Safety Code section
50675.1.2 (AB 83) applicable to any project funded from the 2020 Budget Act or any related
acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal CARES Act, with funds disbursed
in accordance with the Multifamily Housing Program for the acquisition of motels and hotels
to be used as Homekey Program shelters; as set forth in the attached Notice of Exemption,
attached to this Council file;
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2. DETERMINE that this project, the purchase of the property located at 3130 W. Washington
Blvd, Venice, CA 90291, is statutorily exempt under the Public Resources Code Section
21080(b)(4) as a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency as also
reflected in the California Environmental Quality Act Guideline section 15269(c) Health &
Safety Code section 50675.1.2 (AB 83) applicable to any project funded from the 2020
Budget Act or any related acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal CARES
Act, with funds disbursed in accordance with the Multifamily Housing Program for the
acquisition of motels and hotels to be used as Homekey Program shelters; as set forth in
the attached Notice of Exemption, attached to this Council file;
3. AUTHORIZE the purchase of the properties listed in Attachment 1 by the Housing Authority
of the City of Los Angeles on behalf of the City of Los Angeles;
4. APPPROPRIATE up to $67,769,148 reserved for successful Homekey Program
applications to the COVID-19 Federal Relief Fund No. 63M, Department 10, Account No.10
T617, Matching Funds to purchase the properties listed in Attachment 1, contingent on final
appraisals, and for the cost for real estate and property management services provided by
the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles;
5. AUTHORIZE the Controller to wire the funds, outlined below, as properties are scheduled
to close escrow, directly to the Commonwealth Land Title Company, 888 South Figueroa
Street, Suite 2100, Los Angeles, CA 90017:

Site

#

CD

Units

Estimated
Purchase Price

Estimated
Total Estimated
Closing Costs Cost to the City

1

Woodman

6

74

$19,675,000

$538,411

$20,213,411

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$15,921,000

$436,718

$16,357,718

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$11,000,000

$316,127

$11,316,127

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$9,900,000

$300,207

$10,200,207

5

Super 8

14

52

$8,840,000

$253,607

$9,093,607

$65,336,000

$1,845,070

$67,181,070

Total

290

6. AUTHORIZE the Controller to wire up $ 588,078 to cover the property transfer tax for the 10
Homekey sites previously approved, for the scheduled closing and/or ownership transfer to
the approved owner/operator, directly to the Commonwealth Land Title Company, 888 South
Figueroa Street, Suite 2100, Los Angeles, CA 90017;

7. REPROGRAM up to $13,434,250 million in Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) - COVID
Fund No. 517, Department No. 43 allocated for alternations and rehabilitation to operations
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and services, Fund 517;
8. APPROVE up to $13,434,250 in Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) - COVID Fund No.
517 to fund Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority contracts for operations and services
from January 1,2021 - June 30, 2022, as outlined below:

Site

#

CD

Units

Estimated Operating Funds

1

Woodman

6

74

$3,428,050

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$4,030,275

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$2,038,300

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$1,528,725

5

Super 8

14

52

$2,408,900

Total

290

$13,434,250

9. APPROVE up to $1,935,702 in Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) - COVID Fund 517,
Department No.43, Account Nos. To Be Determined to fund Los Angeles Homeless Service
Authority contract for alternations and rehabilitation as outlined below:

Site

#

CD

Units

Estimated Costs
for Alterations

1

Woodman

6

74

$397,200

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$579,282

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$331,800

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$382,220

5

Super 8

14

52

$245,200

Total

290

$1,935,702

10. APPROVE the sole sourcing of the ownership and operations of these sites to the
owner/operator listed below based on the urgency to develop these interim housing units
and the funding source expenditure deadline of December 30, 2020, making it infeasible to
issue another Request for Proposals;
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CD

Site

Owner/Operator

7

Good Nite inn

LA Family Housing

11

Super 8 LAX

The People Concerned

11

Ramada Inn

People Assisting the Homeless (PATH)

14

Super 8

National Community Renaissance of California and
Union Station Homeless Services

11. AUTHORIZE the City Administrative Officer to direct the Los Angeles Homeless Services
Authority to enter into sole source contracts with the owner/operators in Recommendation
10 for operations/services and alterations;
12. APPROVE the sole sourcing of the ownership and operations of TravelodgeNormandie, 18606 Normandie Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90248, in Council District 15, a
previously approved Homekey site, to the People Assisting the Homeless (PATH) given that
there were no bidders on this site in response to the owner/operator Request for Proposals;
13. APPPROPRIATE up to $23,758,000 of the $150 million reserved for successful Homekey
Program applications to the COVID-19 Federal Relief Fund No. 63M, Department 10,
Account No. 10T617, Matching Funding for Homekey Program Application to purchase three
(sites) in Council District 9, contingent on the final appraisal and close of escrow by
December 30, 2020;
14. APPROVE the allocation of up to $23,758,000 for the purchase of three (3) sites in Council
District 9, contingent on final appraisals and the execution of a Promissory Note, Deed of
Trust and Regulatory Agreement, to the following organizations;

Proposed Sites

5201 S Vermont
Avenue, LA,90037 or
2521-2525 Long
Beach Avenue, LA
90058
2300, 2312, 2324 &
2332 S Central
Avenue, LA 90011

Organization Number
of Beds
VOALA

Up to

Purchase
Price

Estimated
Closing
Costs

Estimated
Total

$4,900,000

$20,000

$4,920,000

$11,100,000

$588,000

$11,688,000

200

CRCD
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Proposed Sites

Organization

1300-1332 WSIauson
Avenue, 90044______

LANHS

Total

Number
of Beds

Purchase
Price

Estimated
Closing
Costs

Estimated
Total

Up to

120
Up to
411

$6,100,000

$1,050,000

$7,150,000

22,100,00

$1,658,000

$23,758,000

15. AUTHORIZE the Controller to wire up to $4,920,000 for the selected site, either 5201 S
Vermont Avenue or 2521-2525 Long Beach Avenue, for the scheduled closing, directly to
Wilshire Escrow, 4270 Wilshire Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90010, or Peninsula Escrow, 734
Silver Spur Road, Suite 104, Rolling Hills Estate, CA 90274, respectively;
16. AUTHORIZE the Controller to wire up to $11,688,000 for 2300,2312, 2324 and 2332 South
Central Avenue, for the scheduled to closing, directly to Commonwealth Land Title
Company, 888 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2100, Los Angeles, CA 90017;
17. AUTHORIZE the Controller to wire up to $7,150,000 for 1300-1332 W Slauson Avenue, for
the scheduled closing, directly to METRO Escrow, 3600 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 326, Los
Angeles, CA 90010;
18. AUTHORIZE the City Administrative Officer or designee, to negotiate and execute escrow
documents, covenant/regulatory agreements, and any other documents necessary to
implement the additional purchases listed in Recommendation 5 and Recommendation 14,
subject to the approval of the City Attorney as to form;
19. APPROVE up to $300,000 in Emergency Solutions Grants - COVID, Fund 517, Department
No. 43, for the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles for property management
services at the Woodman site in Council District 6, from January 1, 2021 through March 31,

2021;
20. REQUEST that the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority transfer up to $300,000 in
Emergency Solutions Grants - COVID to the City Administrative Officer to fund property
management services at the Woodman site in Council District 6, from January 1, 2021
through March 31, 2021, under the City Administrative Officer’s existing contract with the
Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles for these services;
21. INSTRUCT the City Administrative Officer to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
with the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority on the use and disbursement of the funds
in Recommendation 20;
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22.APPROVE up to $303,021 from Emergency Solutions Grants - COVID, Fund 517,
Department No. 43 for People Assisting the Homeless (PATH) for accessibility and life safety
upgrades for the Travelodge Normandie Project Homekey site in Council District 15;
23. REQUEST that the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority increase the contract amount
with People Assisting the Homeless (PATH) for accessibility and life safety upgrades for the
Travelodge Normandie Project Homekey site from $80,000 to $383,021;
24. APPROVE up to $150,000 in Emergency Solutions Grants - COVID, Fund 517, Department
No. 43 for LA Family Housing, the approved owner/operator of the Panorama Motel, a
previously approved Homekey site, in Council District 6, for additional remediation needed
on the site;
25. REQUEST that the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority increase the contract amount
with LA Family Housing for accessibility and life safety upgrades for the Panorama Hotel
Project Homekey site from $490,490 to $640,490;
26. INSTRUCT the General Manager of the Housing and Community Investment Department
(HCID) or designee, to amend the necessary contract with the Los Angeles Homeless
Services Authority for the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) - COVID to effectuate
recommendations in this report;
27. REQUEST the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority to amend the necessary contracts
with the recommended service providers to effectuate the recommendations in this report;
and
28. AUTHORIZE the City Administrative Officer to prepare Controller instructions or make
necessary technical adjustments, including to the names of the Special Fund accounts
recommended for this report, consistent with the Mayor and Council action in this matter,
and authorize the Controller to implement these instructions.

BACKGROUND
On November 2, 2020, the Mayor and City Council approved the purchase of 10 motel/hotels as
part of the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development Notice of
Funding Availability Homekey Program, and authorized the City Administrative Officer to continue
to work with the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA) to purchase additional sites
with the City's remaining balance of the $150 million in Coronavirus Relief Fund (CRF) monies
allocated to the Homekey Program.
State Homekey NO FA Results
Although the state was oversubscribed in all regions for Homekey funding requests, HACLA and
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the City were successful in securing match awards for all 15 sites submitted for funding. The site
in Council District 12 that was on the waitlist at the time of our last report, Travelodge (Devonshire),
will receive a state match of $12,214,925 for a total capital funding award of $120,456,697. We
also received $10,029,000 in operating subsidies for 12 properties: three (3) HACLA-designated;
and nine (9) City designated properties.
Additional Properties to be Acquired
The five (5) additional sites that HACLA is acquiring on the City’s behaff are outlined in Table 1
below. Each property will be utilized for the Homelessness Roadmap target population. The
respective Purchase and Sales Agreements for these properties include various contingencies,
including due diligence, and Mayor and Council approval.
As most of the appraisals are still being finalized, this Office recommends that up to $67,181,070
be appropriated to acquire these properties.
Table 1 Proposed Sites for City Acquisition
#

Site

1

_____________________________________

Estimated
Purchase
Price

Estimated
Closing Costs

Total
Estimated
Cost to the
City

CD

Units

Woodman

6

74

$19,675,000

$538,411

$20,213,411

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$15,921,000

$436,718

$16,357,718

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$11,000,000

$316,127

$11,316,127

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$9,900,000

$300,207

$10,200,207

5

Super 8

14

52

$8,840,000

$253,607

$9,093,607

290

$65,336,000

$1,845,070

$67,181,070

Total

The average cost per unit for these properties is estimated at $231,659, not including alternations
and operating costs.
Due to urgency in increasing the interim housing inventory and the CRF expenditure deadline, the
City Attorney has opined that the City can sole source these sites to the selected owner/operators
recommended in this report. HACLA will acquire all of the sites on behalf of the City and transfer
ownership to the selected owner/operator at escrow closing. This report recommends the
owner/operators outlined in Table 2 be approved for these sites.
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Table 2: Selected Owner/Operators
#

Site

CD

Units

Owner/Operator

1

Woodman

6

74

TBD

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

LA Family Housing

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

The People Concerned

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

People Assisting the Homeless (PATH)

5

Super 8

14

52

National Community Renaissance of California
and Union Station Homeless Services

As the service provider for the Woodman site has not been selected, the CAO will contract with
HACLA for property management services for up to three (3) months, January 1, 2021 - March 31,
2021.
This report also clarifies the recommendation to select People Assisting the Homeless (PATH) as
the approved owner/operator for the Travelodge - Normandie in Council District 15. As the CAO
did not receive any bidders for the site through the owner/operator Request for Proposals, the City
Attorney opined it could be sole sourced to PATH,
We also recommend an allocation of up to $588,078 to cover the property transfer tax for the
previously approved Homekey sites as the City will not take ownership/title of any of these sites.
Services and Operating Costs
The City will provide services and operating funding for a maximum of five (5) years. This Office
estimates the total cost of interim housing program client services and building operations to be
$85 per room per day.
The selected owner/operator will ascribe to the principles of Housing First, Trauma-Informed Care,
and Harm Reduction, all evidence-based approaches to effectively serve the homeless population
in these properties. This report recommends up to $13,434,250 in Emergency Solutions Grant COVID funds to cover the estimated operations costs from January 1,2021 through June 30, 2022
for these five (5) sites, as outlined in Table 3 below.
Table 3 Operating/Services funds.
#

Site

1

Woodman
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2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$4,030,275

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$2,038,300

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$1,528,725

5

Super 8

14

52

$2,408,900

Total

$13,434,250

Alterations and Improvements - Funding for Accessibility Life Safety Upgrades
The selected owner/operator will have to initiate the necessary life safety and accessibility
alternations immediately. The City will provide funding for alterations from the ESG -COVID funds
approved in the first Homekey report dated, August 7, 2020. This report recommends up to
$1,935,702 for alternations as outlined in Table 4
Table 4: Estimated Funding for Alterations
#

Site

CD

Units

1

Woodman

6

74

$397,200

2

Good Nite Inn

7

87

$579,282

3

Super 8 LAX

11

44

$331,800

4

Ramada Inn

11

33

$382,220

5

Super 8

14

52

$245,200

Estimated Funding

Total

$1,935,702

This Office will report back on final estimates for these sites, as most of the Physical Needs
Assessments are in process.
The owner/operator will have to complete the required accessibility alterations. Each interim
housing site must comply with the minimum accessibility standards as defined by California
Building Code (CBC) Chapter 11A and 11B and the Americans with Disabilities Act, Title II; 10
percent of units will be equipped with mobility features; and four (4) percent of units will be equipped
with communication features.
In addition, developments shall adhere to either the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards
(UFAS) standards, 24 C.F.R. Part 8, or HUD's modified version of the 2010 ADA Standards for
Accessible Design (Alternative 2010 ADAS), HUD-2014-0042-0001, 79 F.R. 29671(5/27/14)
(commonly referred to as "the Alternative Standards” or ”HUD Deeming Memo”). Accessible units
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shall, to the maximum extent feasible and subject to reasonable health and safety requirements,
be distributed throughout the project and be available in a sufficient range of sizes and amenities
consistent with 24 CFR Section 8.26. The selected owner/operators will be required to complete
alterations immediately, and not more than 90 days after acquisition/ownership transfer.
This report also recommends an additional $303,021 for People Assisting the Homeless (PATH)
for additional alterations to the Travelodge Normandie Project Homekey site in Council District 15.
The previous report provided $80,000 for a total of $383,021. In addition to accessibility and life
safety upgrades, this estimate also includes $28,650 to reconfigure the lobby area of the hotel to
provide private case management space, which is not currently available at this site.
An additional $150,000 is also recommended for LA Family Housing to address remediation at the
Panorama Hotel Project Homekey site, in Council District 6. This brings the total funding provided
for alterations for this site to $640,490.
Properties in Council District 9
The November 2, 2020 Mayor and City Council action, approved $20,000,000 for the purchase of
a property in Council District 9 (C.F. 20-1008 - Price- O’Farrell). Unfortunately, the owner was not
willing to sell the property at the appraised price. Council District 9, however, was able to identify
three (3) nonprofit organizations able to acquire properties for use as interim housing, Volunteers
of America of Los Angeles (VOALA), Coalition for Responsible Community Development (CRCD),
and the Los Angeles Neighborhood Housing Services (LANHS). The sites are not hotels/motels,
but commercial properties that will be converted for use as interim housing and eventually
permanent housing, except for the VOALA site, which will remain as interim housing. This reports
recommends up to $23,758,000 in funding for these acquisitions. The organizations are working to
acquire the sites in Table 4 by December 30, 2020.
Table 5: Proposed Acquisitions in Council District 9
Proposed Sites
Organization Number Purchase
of Beds Price
5201 S Vermont
VOALA
Up to
$4,900,000
Avenue, LA.90037 or
200
2521-2525 Long
Beach Avenue, LA
90058
2300, 2312, 2324 &
CRCD
Up to
$11,100,000
2332 S Central
91
Avenue, LA 90011
1300-1332 WSIauson LANHS
Up to
$6,100,000
Avenue, 90044
120
Total
Up to 22,100,00
411
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$4,920,000
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$11,688,000
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Both the additional HACLA acquisitions and the Council District 9 sites will be part of the City
Homekey Program and will have to comply with the same requirements as the Homekey sites
acquired with the state match. The City will require each owner/operator to sign a Promissory Note
(Note) for the appraised value of the property, and record of a Deed of Trust and a Regulatory
Agreement through escrow as part of the transfer of title to each Owner/operator. The Deed of
Trust will secure amounts due under the Note, and authorize the exercise of remedies against the
property for any breach of the Note or the Regulatory Agreement including a Regulatory Agreement
restricting use of the property to interim or permanent supportive/affordable housing for fifty-five
(55) years of project operations, first for use as interim housing, and for the remainder of the term
as interim or permanent/affordable housing, depending on agreed-upon plans for future use of the
property between the owner/operator and the City.

FISCAL IMPACT
There is no impact to the General Fund as a result of the recommendations in this report at time.
All of the recommendations in this report will be funded with federal funds. In FY 2022-23, an
estimated $12,915,325 will be needed for the City share of operating costs for approved Homekey
Program sites. Funding for these costs will be considered through the City’s annual budget process,
which is subject to Mayor and Council approval.

FINANCIAL POLICIES STATEMENT
The recommendations in this report comply with the City Financial Policies.
RHUYC

Attachment 1:

Additional Homekey Properties for Acquisition

Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 326

ATTACHMENT 1

I

ADDITIONAL HOMEKEY PROPERTIES FOR ACQUISTION

I

1. Woodman
9120 Woodman Avenue
Arieta, CA 91334
2. The Good Nite Inn
12835 Encinitas Avenue
Sylmar, CA 91342
3. Super 8 LAX
9250 Airport Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90045
4. Ramada Inn
3130 Washington Blvd
Venice, CA 90291
5. Super 8 Alhambra
5350 Huntington Drive South
Los Angeles, CA 90032
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City of Los Angeles
APPEAL
From Coastal Development Permit Action
21-01
CDP Application No.: ________________
TYPE OF ACTION BEING APPEALED:

Council District: ________________
11
[X] Appeal from Permit Action
[ ] Appeal from Revocation of Permit

DATE OF ACTION BEING APPEALED: __________________
March 8, 2021
Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter
DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: ______________________________________________________

COMMUNITY PLAN:

_____________________________________________________
District.
Venice - Coastal Zone

C2-R3-R3 Homeless Shelter
Land Use Indicated: __________________________________________________________________

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPELLANT - PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT
3130 W. Washington Blvd.
DEVELOPMENT ADDRESS:__________________________________________________________
Venice, CA 90291
City, Zip: ____________________________________________________________________
Lincoln Blvd.
Between__________________________________
and ________________________________
Abbot Kinney Blvd.
APPLICANT'S NAME:________________________________________
Phone _________________
City of Los Angeles / PATH
c/o Krista Kline - CD11, 200 N. Spring Street, 4th Floor
Address: _____________________________________________________________________
Los Angeles, CA 90012
City, Zip: _____________________________________________________________________
310-435-1212
Traci Park, on behalf of listed Appellants
APPELLANT'S NAME: ______________________________________
Phone __________________
1137 Harrison Avenue
Address: _____________________________________________________________________
Venice, CA 90291
City, Zip: ____________________________________________________________________

NOTICE: All items in this Notice of Appeal must be completely filled out before it can be received and
certified by the Clerk. An owner or lessee of the property involved is required to pay an appeal fee equal
to one-half of the filing fee for the application.
This is to certify that the application has been inspected by me and has been found to be
thorough and complete in every particular.
Page 1 of 3
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From Coastal Development Permit Action
I.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

State fully the specific grounds for this appeal (state if your appeal is from the entire decision or determination, or from
elements of the determination, such as some of the conditions imposed; state in detail those elements which you desire to
appeal; submit facts and information in support of this appeal)*:

This appeal is to the entire decision by BOE to approve the permit at issue, as well as the incomplete

and inadequate conditions imposed by BOE on the permit, as set forth in the attached Notice
of Appeal and Appeal.

II.

STATEMENT OF FACT

Give a complete statement of the facts upon which the appeal is based*:

Please see attached Notice of Appeal and Appeal.

III.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

Provide a concise summary of the substantial issues(s) raised by the appeal*:

Please see attached Notice of Appeal and Appeal.

*Note: Use attachments to continue if necessary. Clearly label the continuation as to which question it pertains.

IV. REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS
A.

List of all persons who spoke and left his or her name and address at the public hearing on the project before the
Bureau of Engineering.
This information is within possession of BOE, not Appellants.

B.
A list of all other persons known by the appellant to have an interest in the matter appealed. Interested persons
include all Appellants listed on attached Appeal, those who provided comments or testimony in opposition to the
permit,
V.
INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILING NOTICE OF APPEAL
and those
identified A.
Notice in writing of the appeal of projects must be received by the Bureau of Engineering, 1149 S. Broadway, Type tex
on BOE's
Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA 90015 by 5:00 p.m. on or before the 10th calendar day following the decision being
list of interested appealed. Such written notice may be either by: (a) delivery of this completed Notice of Appeal, or (b) by other
persons.
communication in writing, such as email, stating the name, address and telephone number of the applicant and
appellant, the date and nature of the decision being appealed, the Coastal Development case number and
identification of the proposed development.

B.

When the appellant utilizes-procedure 1(b) above, he or she must follow-up by transmitting a completed Notice of
appeal within five ca1endar days of initial filing of the appeal.

Page 2 of 3
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City of Los Angeles
APPEAL
From Coastal Development Permit Action
APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT
Traci Park
I, ______________________________
(Type or Print Name)

Signed:_________________________

being duly sworn, swear that the statements and information contained in this appeal are in all respects
true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I understand that failure to provide truthful or
accurate information necessary to review the appeal may be cause for dismissal of the appeal by the
Bureau of Engineering.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this _____ day of _____.
Waived, per Eileen Shoetzow
Signed: _________________________
(Notary’s Signature)

Seal:

State of California, County and City of Los Angeles
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05.1_Interested Parties
List_Second Hearing
Feb 11 21.docx
City of Los Angeles
C/O Meg Barclay
200 N. Main St., Ste.
1500 Los Angeles, CA.
90012
City of Los Angeles
C/O Krista Kline – CD
11 200 N. Spring St.,
4th Fl Los Angeles, CA.
90012
CA Coastal
Commission
C/O Eric Stevens
301 E. Ocean Blvd.,
Suite 300 Long Beach,
CA. 90802
City of Los Angeles
C/O Norman Mundy –
BOE|EMG 1149 S.
Broadway Ave. Suite
600 Los Angeles, CA.
90015
City of Los Angeles
C/O Billy Ho–BOE|EMG
1149 S. Broadway Ave.
Suite 600 Los Angeles,
CA. 90015
City of Los Angeles
C/O Yolanda Chavez
200 N. Main St., Ste.
1500 Los Angeles, CA.
90012
CA Coastal
Commission
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C/O Steve Hudson
301 E. Ocean Blvd.,
Suite 300 Long Beach,
CA. 90802
City of Los Angeles
C/O Maria Martin –
BOE|EMG 1149 S.
Broadway Ave. Suite
600 Los Angeles, CA.
90015
City of Los Angeles
C/O Shilpa Gupta –
BOE|EMG 1149 S.
Broadway Ave. Suite
600 Los Angeles, CA.
90015
City of Los Angeles
C/O Dexter O’Connell –
CD 11
200 N. Spring St., 4th Fl
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
City of Los Angeles
C/O Allison Wilhite
200 N. Main St., Ste.
1500 Los Angeles, CA.
90012
CA Coastal
Commission
C/O Zach Rehm
301 E. Ocean Blvd.,
Suite 300 Long Beach,
CA. 90802
City of Los Angeles
C/O Mary Nemick –
BOE 1149 S. Broadway
Ave. 7th FL Los
Angeles, CA. 90015
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City of Los Angeles
C/O Eileen Schoetzow–
BOE|EMG 1149 S.
Broadway Ave. Suite
600 Los Angeles, CA.
90015
4237026046
3018 WASHINGTON
BLVD., LLC 3018
WASHINGTON BLVD.
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292
4237028017
9533 MOONRIDGE
TERRACE
CORPORATION ET AL
10960 WILSHIRE
BOULEVARD STE 836
LOS ANGELES CA
90024
4237026029
BORGESE,
FRANCESCO
2464 HILL ST
SANTA MONICA CA
90405
4237028019
CLEGG, GAGE
ROBERT 13053 ROSA
AVE VENICE CA 90291
4237028013
JONES,DAVID A 1119
HARRISON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
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4237027016
MANILAL, MOHANLAL
(ET AL) 1108
HARRISON AVENUE
VENICE CA 90291
4229006034
MAYA JADE
PROPERTIES LLC 3121
WASHINGTON BLVD
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292
4237029012
MOSER, RETA C
3208 THATCHER AVE
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292
4237029011
RICHARDS, ILENE
1133 HARRISON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
4237029010
SANDERS, STEVEN
LYNN 1137 HARRISON
AVENUE VENICE CA
90291
4237027037
SM - SE LLC
8 HORIZON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
4237026046
3018 WASHINGTON
BLVD., LLC 3018
WASHINGTON BLVD.
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292
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4237028017
9533 MOONRIDGE
TERRACE
CORPORATION ET AL
10960 WILSHIRE
BOULEVARD STE 836
LOS ANGELES CA
90024
4237026029
BORGESE,
FRANCESCO
2464 HILL ST
SANTA MONICA CA
90405
4237028019
CLEGG, GAGE
ROBERT 13053 ROSA
AVE VENICE CA 90291
4237028013
JONES,DAVID A 1119
HARRISON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
4237027016
MANILAL, MOHANLAL
(ET AL) 1108
HARRISON AVENUE
VENICE CA 90291

4237029011
RICHARDS, ILENE
1133 HARRISON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
4237029010
SANDERS, STEVEN
LYNN 1137 HARRISON
AVENUE VENICE CA
90291
4237027033
3206 WASHINGTON
ASSOCIATION, LLC.
145 VIA MARINA
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292
4229005044
BEAR LION LLC
620 MCMURRAY RD
BUELLTON CA 93427
4229006037
CALDWELL,JOHN AND
CAROL TRS J AND C
CALDWELL TRUST 120
THE VILLAGE # 403
REDONDO BEACH CA
90277

4229006034
MAYA JADE
PROPERTIES LLC 3121
WASHINGTON BLVD
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292

4237026002
M & G LEGRAND
FAMILY COMPANY
LLC
P. O. BOX 641548
LOS ANGELES CA
90064

4237029012
MOSER, RETA C
3208 THATCHER AVE
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292

4229006033
MARINA ELITE
PROPERTIES LLC PO
BOX 260312
ENCINO CA 91426
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4237029009
MORYL, JON
DOUGLAS 10873
GARLAND DR CULVER
CITY CA 90232
4237027014
OTTERSTROM, ANGIE
(TR) P.O. BOX 9790
MARINA DEL REY CA
90291
4229006035
RIGAS, CARMILINA M
1412 HILL ST
SANTA MONICA CA
90405
4237027036
SCALESE, THOMAS J.
(TR) (ET AL)
25072 ARMAGOSA DR
LAGUNA NIGUEL CA
92677
Venice NC PO Box 550
Venice, CA 90294
4237027033
3206 WASHINGTON
LLC
4237028014
BEATON, KATHLEEN
1115 HARRISON
AVENUE VENICE CA
90291
4237028015 CARTER,
ADAM 1111 HARRISON
AVE VENICE CA 90291
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4237028016
HARRISON, RICHARD
R 6786 CORIE LN
WEST HILLS CA 91307

Andrea Murray
andrea.murray001@gm
ail.com
(818) 730-0256

4237026035
M & G LEGRAND
FAMILY COMPANY
LLC
PO BOX 641548
LOS ANGELES CA
90064

Arasto Ahdoot
1051 Van Buren Ave
Venice, CA 90291
arisahdoot@gmail.com

4237027035
MARINA SUITES, INC.
3130 WASHINGTON
BLVD VENICE CA
90292

Benjamin Shahrabani
benjaminshahrabani@y
ahoo.org
(310) 920-0482

4237028012
MOSER, RETA C
3208 THATCHER AVE
MARINA DEL REY CA
90292

Celinda Jungheim
13219-G Fiji Way
Marina Del Rey, CA
90292
celindajungheim@gmail
.com
(310) 339-8091

4229006038
R.M.F. ENTERPRISES
INC. 3103 W SUNSET
BLVD LOS ANGELES
CA 90026
4229006036
RIGAS, CARMILINA M
1412 HILL ST
SANTA MONICA CA
90405
4237028018 SHAPIRO,
DANIEL K 1059
HARRISON AVE
VENICE CA 90291
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Chris Tilly
tilly@luskin.ucla.edu

Cody Metzger
cody.metz.palmer@gm
ail.com
Dianne K Sax
826 Commonwealth
Ave
Venice, CA 90291
diannesax@gmail.com
(310) 980-7589
Gary Frutkoff
819 Crestmoore Place
Venice, CA 90291
gfrutkoff@gmail.com
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Geneva Vogelheim
gvogelheim@gmail.com
(415) 342-7591
G. Fosse
4342 Redwood Ave
C215
Marina Del Rey, CA
90292
gretchfos@aol.com
Jason Kuna
Carter Avenue
Marina Del Rey, CA
90292
Kuna.jason@gmail.com
(818) 481-6034
Jennifer Luke
jlukeme@gmail.com
Clark Brown
2610 ½ Abbot Kinney
Blvd
Venice, CA 90291
ClarkBrown@jcbjrlaw.c
om
(310) 557-3396
Judy Esposito
Judy.esposito@msn.co
m
Kathryn Zwicker and
Austin Glassman
ktzwicker@gmail.com
austinglassman@gmail.
com
(610) 517-7467
(610) 303-3241
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Ken Halloway
3013 Carter Ave
Marina Del Rey, CA
90292
kenhalloway@yahoo.co
m
(310) 447-4636
Laurel Polson
849 Oxford Avenue
Venice, CA 90292
laurelpolson@yahoo.co
m
Linda Lucks
lindalucks@gmail.com
13100 Maxella Avenue
Marina del Rey, CA
90291
lindalucks@gmail.com
llucks@vchcorp.org
(310) 505-4200
Marie Kennedy
Mildred Ave.
Venice, CA 90291
mariekenned@gmail.co
m
Marsha Temple J.D.
3000 Thatcher Ave.
Marina del Rey, CA
90292
mtemple@integratedre
coverynetwork.org
Mischa DiBattiste
Youth CES Regional
Manager
Safe Place for Youth
mischaad@safeplacefo
ryouth.org
(424) 946-7100
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Nichol Carlson
nicholcarlson1@gmail.c
om
(310) 948-4413
Reta Moser
3208 Thatcher Ave
Marina del Rey, CA
90292
retamoser@gmail.com
Owner of 1123, 1127,
1129 Harrison
(310) 821-7801
Robin Rudisill
wildrudi@icloud.com
(310) 721-2343
Ruthie Seroussi
310.663.2510
Sarah Shoup
s_shoup@icloud.com
serafino Sini
843 Oxford Ave, Marina
Del Rey, CA 90292
serafino.sini@gmail.co
m
Sheena Ahdoot
Van Buren Ave.
sheena.ahdoot@gmail.
com
Sheila & Mike Goldberg
sheilagoldberg7@gmail.
com
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Sheila Johns
sheila.johns315@gmail.
com
310-365-6744
ssdmogroup odere
ssdmogroup@hotmail.c
om
Stephanie Cortez Burke
(310) 892-7760
Stephaniecvacayrental
s@gmail.com
Stephaniecortez1@gma
il.com
Steve Clare
steveclare743@gmail.c
om
Stewart Oscars
810 Angelus Place,
Venice,
stewart.oscars@gmail.c
om
susan millmann
millmannsusan@gmail.
com
Sybil Watson
1067 Van Buren Ave,
Venice, CA 90291
Antoinette Caserta
tonicaserta@gmail.com
(310) 948.1571
Traci Park
1137 Harrison Ave.
Venice, CA 90291
traciparkesq@gmail.co
m
(310) 435-1212
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wanda orenstein
wlucaciu@icloud.com
Cari and Jim Bjelajac
CDBjelajac@gmail.com
Dudley Avenue, Venice
Emily Olson
Enemy.girl@yahoo.com
LA 90066
Frank Defurio
defurio@msn.com
Marjorie Swabeck
Harrison Ave.
mjswabeck@hotmail.co
m
Mike Suhd
Michaelsuhd@gmail.co
m

798 Main Street
Venice, CA 90291
janiceklug@me.com
Mary Hruska
Mar Vista
busdisora@aol.com
April Stocker
stocker.april@gmail.co
m
Michael Tavendale
907 Burrell St
Marina del Rey, CA
90292
mike.tavendale@gmail.
com
Robert, Bobby Danelski
(RiGiDJar)
908 Garfield Avenue
itsbobbyd@gmail.com

Kathy falsey
kathyfalsey@gmail.com

Leslie Brennan &
Charles Deutsch 1055
Garfield Ave
(952) 250-6973
charles.deutsch@gmail.
com

Debi and Bjorn
Eriksson
Van Buren Ave.
erikssondal@gmail.com

Leslie Brennan Deutsch
Garfield Ave
leslie.brennan@gmail.c
om

Hailey Magana
Mar Vista
Hailey.mag@gmail.com

Ruby Wilder
rubywilder55@gmail.co
m

Felicia Adessa
Fel.adessa@gmail.com

Elizabeth Cromelin
ecromelin@gmail.com

Alex Scarr
alexmscarr@gmail.com
Janice Klug

Ali Alarcon

Myrna Bohan
Mbohan@vchcorp.org
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Alessandra Alarcon
alessandra.alarcon06@
gmail.com
Cari Bjelajac
caribjelajac@me.com

Juliet Chowdhury
julesromero@hotmail.c
om
Brendon Garner
bbgarner87@gmail.com

Yunghwa Kim (Tony)
909 Burrell Street
Marina del Rey, CA
90292
ubertortuga@yahoo.co
m
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City of Los Angeles
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City of Los Angeles
C/O Yolanda Chavez
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EXEMPTION NARRATIVE
The Project includes the acquisition of an existing single-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel that
will be initially rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the long
term, it will eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project includes
minor tenant improvements to the existing interior and exterior to accommodate American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing and vision impaired upgrades, path of travel
improvements, and life and safety upgrades, to an existing motel building. The address is 3130
W. Washington Blvd., Venice, CA, 90291, located within the Venice Community Plan Area of
Council District 11. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 4237-027-035, as shown in Figure 1 Project Location Map. (City of Los Angeles, 2020).
The Project site is located within an urban area on a parcel that is currently developed as a
Ramada Inn motel. The Project is C2 zoned with a General Commercial land use designation.
(City of Los Angeles, 2020) The Project location is on a 17,422 square foot, rectangular-shaped
parcel that includes three (3) lots. The motel has approximately 33 beds that will provide shelter
with supporting spaces, including living room areas, toilets, showers, laundry services, storage,
food services, and case management to approximately 33 individuals experiencing
homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness and who are impacted by the COVID-19
pandemic.
The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within the single
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone. The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) §
12.20.2 applies to projects within the California Coastal Zone. The proposed Project will include
obtaining any necessary Coastal Act approvals.
Figure 1
Project Site Location Map

Project Location
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I.

PROJECT HISTORY: HOMELESS SHELTER CRISIS AND EMERGENCY
A.

Homelessness Imposes a Loss of, or Damage to, Life, Health, Property, and
to Essential Public Services in the City

Homelessness presents a danger of loss or damage to the health and property of the people of
the City and an undue burden on essential public services. Homeless persons constitute
approximately 0.78 percent of the City’s population (Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority,
2018).
In 2018, homeless persons constituted 13.5 percent of LAFD’s total patient transports to a
hospital, meaning a homeless person is 17 percent more likely to require emergency hospital
transportation than the general population (LAFD Battalion Chief and Paramedic Douglas
Zabilski, 2019). Studies have shown that individuals identified as homeless utilize health care
services more frequently than comparable non-homeless individuals of the same age, gender,
and low-income status, particularly high-cost services such as ER visits and psychiatric
hospitalizations (Hunter, 2017) (Hwang SW, 2013).
Los Angeles County’s Chief Executive Officer reported the County spent $965 million on health,
law enforcement, and social services toward individuals experiencing homelessness in fiscal
year 2014–2015 (Wu, 2016). Consistent with that report, a 1998 study in the New England
Journal of Medicine found that homelessness was associated with substantial excess costs per
hospital stay in New York City, with homeless patient staying in the hospital 36 percent longer
per admission on average than other patients (Salit, Hospitalization Costs Associated with
Homelessness in New York City, 1988).
Homelessness also causes significant danger to the health and lives of persons who are
homeless. Homeless individuals living in the City are frequent crime victims. In 2018, LAPD
reported 2,965 instances where a homeless individual was a victim of a serious crime, including
homicide, rape, aggravated assault, theft, and arson (also known as “Part 1 Crimes.”)
(Commander Dominic H. Choi, 2019). This compares to 1,762 such crimes in 2017, a 68
percent increase (Id.). This dramatic increase in Part 1 Crime statistics may be due to more
rigorous LAPD data collection methodologies, but is consistent with the increasing incidence of
homelessness documented in June of 2019 detailed below (Id.).
Overall, in 2018, the LAPD reported 6,671 instances in total where a homeless individual was a
Part 1 Crime victim and/or suspect, among the 31,285 estimated homeless individuals
throughout the City (Id.). This means that in 2018 there was approximately one Part 1 Crime
per every 4.68 homeless individuals in the City. By comparison, for the same year LAPD
reported 129,549 total Part 1 Crimes Citywide among an estimated population of 4,054,400 City
residents, or approximately one Part 1 crime per every 31.29 City residents. Accordingly, the
rate of Part 1 crimes among homeless individuals in 2018 was approximately seven times
higher than the rate among the City population as a whole (Id.).
On October 4, 2018 and again on February 6, 2019, the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health identified an outbreak of endemic flea-borne typhus in downtown Los Angeles
among persons experiencing homelessness. On September 19, 2017, the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health declared a Hepatitis A virus outbreak among persons who are
homeless and/or use illicit drugs in the County. Likewise, a January 2018 report from the Los
Angeles County Department of Mental Health reported that data from the Los Angeles County
Medical Examiner-Corner’s showed that a significant number of deaths in the homeless
population were caused by treatable conditions such as arteriosclerotic cardiovascular disease,
pneumonia, diabetes, cancer, cirrhosis, severe bacterial infections and other conditions (Choi,
2019). As noted more recently by the Board of Supervisors for the County of Los Angeles on
October 29, 2019:
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Mortality rates for people experiencing homelessness are much higher than
those for the general population, have risen in the County over the past five
years, and are expected to increase again for 2019. A recent analysis by the
County’s Department of Public Health on mortality rates and causes of death
among people experiencing homelessness shed critical light on this issue and
provided sobering data on recent trends. The overall mortality rate, which
accounts for increases in the total homeless population over the 6-year period
from 2013 to 2018, increased each year from 1,382 per 100,000 to 1,875 deaths
per 100,000, with the total number of deaths among people experiencing
homelessness increasing each year from 536 in 2013 to 1,047 in 2018. The
leading causes of death included coronary heart disease (22%) and unintentional
drug and alcohol overdose (21%), indicating that there are opportunities for
interventions to prevent premature deaths (Supervisor Ridley-Thomas,
Supervisor Solis, 2019) (Department of Public Health, 2019).
These significant adverse health impacts suffered by the homeless in the City and County of
Los Angeles are consistent with the impacts identified by a well-established body of expert
social science studies that document the significant adverse health and welfare impacts
experienced by homeless persons in the United States and in other countries, which the
homeless in the City and County experience as well. Some of that research has documented
the following impacts upon homeless persons:
Mortality Rates. A study of the mortality rates of sheltered homeless people in New York City
between 1987 and 1994 documented that homeless men died at a rate more than twice that of
other residents of New York, and that homeless women died at a rate more than 3.7 times
greater than other New York residents (Barrow ,Susan M., PhD, Daniel B. Herman, DSW, Pilar
Cordova, BA, and Elmer L. Struening, PhD, 1999). A study conducted between 1985 and 1988
in Philadelphia found that the mortality rate among homeless persons in Philadelphia was nearly
four times greater than for the general population ( Hibbs, Jonathan R., MD, et. al., 1994). A
review of five years of data between 2000 and 2005 in Glasgow, Scotland found that
homelessness is, itself, is an independent risk factor for death, distinct from other specific
causes (Morrison, 2009).
Access to Healthcare. A 2003 nationwide survey of homeless persons documented that
homeless adults reported substantial unmet needs for multiple types of health care (Baggett,
Travis P., MD, MPH, James J. O’Connell, MD, Daniel E. Singer, MD, and Nancy A. Rigotti, MD,
, 2010). The report found 73 percent of the respondents reported at least one unmet health
need, including an inability to obtain needed medical or surgical care (32%), prescription
medications (36%), mental health care (21%), eyeglasses (41%), and dental care (41%) (Id.).
AIDs Impacts. A study of San Francisco residents diagnosed with AIDS from 1996 through 2006
and reported to the San Francisco Department of Public Health demonstrated that homeless
persons with HIV/AIDS have greater morbidity and mortality, more hospitalizations, less use of
antiretroviral therapy, and worse medication adherence than HIV infected persons who are
stably housed (Schwarcz, Sandra K, Ling C Hsu,, Eric Vittinghoff, Annie Vu, Joshua D
Bamberger and Mitchell H Katz, 2009).
Cancer Impacts. A study of 28,000 current and formerly homeless individuals in Boston
documented that homeless men saw a significantly higher cancer incident rate than expected
compared to the general Massachusetts general population, and that homeless women and
men experienced significantly higher cancer mortality rates than the Massachusetts general
population (Baggett, Travis P et al., 2015).
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B.

Unexpected and Unabated Dramatic Surge in Homelessness

A 2017 Rand Corporation study reported the County of Los Angeles as having the highest rate
in the United States of unsheltered individuals who experience homelessness (Hunter, Sarah
B., Melody Harvey, Brian Briscombe, and Matthew Cefalu, 2017). The impacts of homelessness
upon the homeless and upon the community, in terms of the danger to or loss of life, property,
health and burden on public services is exacerbated in the City due the very size of the City’s
homeless population. The homeless shelter crisis and the rise in homelessness are the type of
emergency situations that led the State to adopt AB 1197, an urgency statute addressing
homelessness that was deemed necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace,
health, or safety and for the critical necessity to address the shelter and homeless crisis within
the City of Los Angeles.
The City of Los Angeles (the City) City Council declared a homeless shelter crisis pursuant to
Government Code Section 8698, et seq. on April 17, 2018 (The Honorable M. Bonin & M.
O'Farrell , 2019), which is currently in effect (The Honorable M. Bonin & M. Harris-Dawson,
2019). Following significant investment of resources by both the County and City, the 2018
Homeless Count showed progress in reducing homelessness, documenting a 5.5 percent
overall decrease in the number of persons experiencing homelessness in LA County (LAHSA,
2020).
Table 1 - 2018 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2018
Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2018 Data
Summary in Table 1 (LAHSA, 2020).

Table 1
2018 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2017

Sheltered Homeless

8,398

6% Decrease

Unsheltered Homeless

22,887

5.3% Decrease

Total Homeless Persons

31,285

5.5% Decrease

Despite these efforts and the initial progress shown in 2018, the revised 2019 Homeless Count,
released in July 22, 2020, unexpectedly documented a dramatic increase in the number of
individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness in (LAHSA, 2020) Table
2 - 2019 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2019 Homeless
Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2019 Data Summary as shown
in Table 2 (LAHSA, 2020):
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Table 2
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary (Revised 07/20/2020)
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

8,944

6.5% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

26,606

16.2% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

35,550

13.7% Increase

LAHSA recently published its 2020 Homeless Count, released in July 20, 2020, which shows
that the homelessness emergency in the City of Los Angeles continues unabated. The
documented number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness
dramatically increased yet again, as shown in Table 3 - 2020 Homeless Count Data Summary.
(LAHSA, 2020)
Table 3
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

12,438

39% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

28,852

8.4% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

41,290

16.1 % increase

C.

Emergency
Community

Related

to

COVID-19

Pandemic

Impacting

Homeless

In addition to the crisis of growing homelessness, the COVID-19 pandemic is impacting
homeless persons. On March 4, 2020, the Governor proclaimed a State of Emergency for the
State of California (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020), and the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles
declared a local emergency related to the threat of the COVID-19 pandemic affecting the local
population (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City is facing an unprecedented emergency at the
current time due to the sudden occurrence of the COVID-19 pandemic, and this emergency is
particularly concerning for the imminent threat it poses to the City’s homeless population.
On March 11, 2020, the State Department of Health issued guidance for protecting homeless
Californians from COVID-19, which noted the following:
“We know that individuals experiencing homelessness are at greater risk of
having an untreated and often serious health condition. This vulnerable
population also has a higher risk of developing severe illness due to COVID-19,”
said Dr. Mark Ghaly, Secretary of the California Health and Human Services
Agency. “It is important that we act now to protect this population and the
compassionate people who serve them.” (Corey Egel, 2020)
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The homeless often live unsheltered, unprotected from the elements and in close contact and
proximity to other individuals in the homeless community. As noted above, the homeless
population is substantially more prone to underlying health conditions. The State Department of
Public Health additionally states that populations “with compromised immune systems, and
people with certain underlying health conditions like heart disease, lung disease and diabetes,
for example, seem to be at greater risk of serious illness.” (California Dept. of Public Health,
2020) Thus, exposure to COVID-19 in the homeless population is an imminent concern for the
damage it will cause on these susceptible individuals.
On March 12, 2020, the Governor’s Executive Order No. N-25-20 noted the “need to secure
numerous facilities to accommodate quarantine, isolation, or medical treatment of individuals
testing positive for or exposed to COVID-19.” (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020) On March 18,
2020, the Governor issued Executive Order No. N-32-20 (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020),
which further noted imminent impacts to the homeless, as follows:
[T]he emergency of COVID-19 necessitates a more focused approach, including
emergency protective measures to bring unsheltered Californians safely indoors,
expand shelter capacity, maintain health and sanitation standards and institute
medically indicated interventions, and add new isolation and quarantine capacity
to California’s shelter and housing inventory to slow the spread of the
pandemic….
The Governor has stated that “[p]eople experiencing homelessness are among the most
vulnerable to the spread of COVID-19,” and “California is deploying massive resources to get
these vulnerable residents safely into shelter, removing regulatory barriers and securing trailers
and hotels to provide immediate housing options for those most at risk. Helping these residents
is critical to protecting public health, flattening the curve and slowing the spread of COVID-19.”
(California Governor, Press Release (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020)
On March 19, 2020, the Governor issued a stay-at-home order directing residents to stay home
or at their place of residence (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). It noted “in a short period of
time, COVID-19 has rapidly spread throughout California, necessitating updated and more
stringent guidance from federal, state, and local public health officials.” (Governor Gavin
Newsom, 2020). Similar local Safer-at-Home orders followed (County of Los Angeles Public
Health Department, 2020) (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City’s Safer at Home order
particularly noted the following:
City of Los Angeles officials and contracted partners responsible for
homelessness outreach shall make every reasonable effort to persuade such
residents to accept, if offered, temporary housing or shelter, as the Health Officer
of the County of Los Angeles recommends that sheltering individuals will assist in
reducing the spread of the virus and will protect the individual from potential
exposure by allowing the individual access to sanitation tools.
(Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020)
In the United States District Court Central District of California case of LA Alliance for Human
Rights Et Al. vs. the City of Los Angeles, Et al. Case No. CV 20-02291 DOC (The Honorable
Judge David O. Carter, 2020), concerning homelessness, the Court entered a May 2020
injunction that had ordered the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the County of Los
Angeles, to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing homelessness, finding they are
exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a result of where they live. (The
Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020) Although the Court vacated that order on June 18,
2020, in favor of a homeless shelter agreement between the City and County, the Court
retained its right to re-impose the May 2020 injunction. The Court’s May 2020 findings
concerning the emergency situation faced by homeless persons, therefore, is relevant to
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understanding the emergency situation.
The Injunction found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near freeways and the
on-going Covid-19 pandemic constitute an emergency. The Court found that it is unreasonably
dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious health impacts and can shorten a
homeless person’s life expectancy by decades. These locations near freeways, for example,
could be contaminated with lead or other carcinogenic substances and also increase the danger
that a homeless person will be struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or
crash. Camps in these locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing
potential hazards to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way
inaccessible to individuals with disabilities.
The Court further found that providing housing for persons experiencing homelessness will help
stop the spread of COVID-19 persons experiencing homelessness and will also help reduce the
likelihood that the disease will spread throughout the greater Los Angeles community
Taken together, the unexpected and dramatic increase in homelessness in the City and County
of Los Angeles identified first in 2019 continues unabated in 2020, which is now exacerbated by
the COVID-19 pandemic posting a critical emergency situation in the City of Los Angeles. This
situation presents documented dangers to health, life, property and a burden on public
resources which presents an emergency as defined by CEQA as explained below. Furthermore,
the State has created additional CEQA exemptions applicable in the City of Los Angeles
concerning homelessness and homeless shelters.
II.

THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW
A.

The Project is Exempt Pursuant to the Emergency CEQA Statutory
Exemption (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section (§) 21080[b][4])

PRC § 21080(b)(4) provides that CEQA does not apply, to “specific actions necessary to
prevent or mitigate an emergency.” PRC § 21060.3 defines Emergency as, “a sudden,
unexpected occurrence, involving a clear and imminent danger, demanding immediate action to
prevent or mitigate loss of, or damage to, life, health, property, or essential public services.”
Section 21060.3 further provides that Emergency, “includes such occurrences as fire, flood,
earthquake, or other soil or geologic movements, as well as such occurrences as riot, accident,
or sabotage.”
Finally, 14 California Code of Regulations (Governor's Office of Planing and Research, 2018) §
15269, “Emergency Projects,” provides examples of emergency projects exempt from the
requirements of CEQA, including the following:
(c) Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency. This does not
include long-term projects undertaken for the purpose of preventing or mitigating a
situation that has a low probability of occurrence in the short-term, but this exclusion
does not apply
(i) if the anticipated period of time to conduct an environmental review of
such a long-term project would create a risk to public health, safety or
welfare, or
(ii) if activities (such as fire or catastrophic risk mitigation or modifications
to improve facility integrity) are proposed for existing facilities in
response to an emergency at a similar existing facility.
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The Project is a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency – the
conditions arising from a sudden and unexpected dramatic rise in the City’s already
dangerously large homeless population, now adversely impacted by the COVID-19
pandemic for all of the reasons set forth above in Part I (Project History). The Project,
therefore is exempt from CEQA environmental review pursuant to Section 21080(b)(4).
B.

The Project is Exempt Pursuant to the Statutory CEQA Exemption Provided
in AB 83, As Codified at Health & Safety Code Section 50675.1.2

Assembly Bill 83 was signed into law on June 29, 2020, which added Health & Safety Code
§50675.1.1 and §50675.1.2, creating a statutory exemption for compliance with CEQA for
Project Homekey Program or similar projects funded from the 2020 Budget Act or any related
acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal CARES Act (Public Law 116-136)
with funds disbursed in accordance with the Multifamily Housing Program for the acquisition of
motel and hotels to be used as shelters.
AB 83 took immediate effect as a budget bill. As noted in the following sections, the acquisition
of motels and hotels for use as shelters under this Project complies with the requirements in
Health & Safety Code Sections 50675.1.1 and 50675.1.2, and thus the Project is exempt from
CEQA under Health & Safety Code Section 50675.1.2.
1.

The Project is a Qualifying Homekey Program Project

Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2(a) and 50675.1.1(a) explain the qualifications for
the statutory exemption from CEQA under Section 50675.1.2. Particularly, Health and Safety
Code Sections 50675.1.2(a) states that if certain requirements are met, as discussed in the
following sections, below, CEQA “shall not apply to any project, including a phased project,
funded pursuant to Section 50675.1.1.” Section 50675.1.1(a) provides that funds appropriated
in the 2020 Budget Act or an act related to the 2020 Budget Act, including, but not limited to,
moneys received from the Coronavirus Relief Fund established by the federal Coronavirus Aid,
Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act (Public Law 116-136), to provide housing for
individuals and families who are experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of
homelessness, as defined in Section 578.3 of Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulation, and
who are impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, shall be disbursed in accordance with the
Multifamily Housing Program, including as grants to cities, counties, and other local public
entities, as necessary, created by this chapter for the following uses, consistent with applicable
federal law and guidance . . . (1) Acquisition or rehabilitation of motels, hotels, or hostels.”
Section 50675.1.1(g) additionally states that “Any project that uses funds received from the
Coronavirus Relief Fund for any of the purposes specified in subdivision (a) shall be deemed
consistent and in conformity with any applicable local plan, standard, or requirement, and
allowed as a permitted use, within the zone in which the structure is located, and shall not be
subject to a conditional use permit, discretionary permit, or to any other discretionary reviews or
approvals.”
This Project qualifies under these requirements because the Project is part of the City’s
Homekey Program that provides interim homeless housing, that will be funded through that
program with remaining qualifying funds from the program appropriated from the Coronavirus
Relief Fund established by the federal Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES)
Act (Public Law 116-136). The Project includes the acquisition and rehabilitation of one motel to
rehabilitate the motel units into housing for persons experiencing homelessness or who are at
risk of homelessness; which may include lower income, and very low income households.
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Therefore, the Project involves qualifying activities and funding for the exemption from CEQA in
Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2.
2.

No units will be acquired through eminent domain

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(1) requires
that, if applicable, no units were acquired by eminent domain. Here, the acquisition will be
purchased through a voluntary negotiated sale with the owner, using public funds and will not be
acquired using eminent domain.
3.

Units will be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of their
occupancy

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(2) requires
that, if applicable, “units will be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of their
occupancy.”
The existing motel units will be rehabilitated for use as crises and bridge homeless shelter
rooms and will be upgraded, as needed, to a decent, safe, and sanitary condition at the time of
their occupancy.
4.

The Project contractors and subcontractors will be required to pay
prevailing wages

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(3) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent shall require all contractors and subcontractors
performing work on the project to pay prevailing wages for any rehabilitation, construction, or
alterations in accordance with Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 1720) of Part 7 of Division 2
of the Labor Code.”
If applicable, the Department of Public Works (DPW) Bureau of Contract Administration's (BCA)
Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) administers the City of Los Angeles' Labor Compliance
Program (LCP). The City's LCP is certified under California Code of Regulations Chapter 8,
Section 16425 and adheres to the statutory requirements as stated in California's Labor Code
Section 1771.5. The OCC's Labor Compliance Section (LSC) is responsible for educating,
assisting, monitoring and enforcing prevailing wage requirements of the applicable labor laws to
ensure that all contractors working on City projects are in compliance with State (California
Labor Code Chapter 1 of Part 7 of Division 2) and Federal (Code of Federal Regulations 29)
prevailing wage statutes and regulations. (City of Los Angeles, 2020)
The Bureau of Engineering’s Project Award and Control Division (PAC) is an engineering
support division of BCA that provides procurement of contracts, and assures compliance with all
Labor Codes. PAC is committed to paying prevailing wages and using a skilled and trained
workforce to ensure that contractors will hire qualified workers and the City will therefore receive
quality work.
Any contractors/subcontractors working on the project rehabilitation work will be required to
comply with prevailing wage requirements given that the source of the funding for the work
requires the payment of prevailing wages.
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5.

Enforceable commitment will be obtained ensuring contractors and
subcontractor perform work with a skilled and trained workforce for any
rehabilitation, construction, or alterations in accordance with Public
Contract Code Section 2600 et seq.

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(4) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent obtains an enforceable commitment that all contractors
and subcontractor performing work on the project will use a skilled and trained workforce for any
rehabilitation, construction, or alterations in accordance with Chapter 2.9 (commencing with
Section 2600) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Public Contract Code.”
As noted above, the Department of Public Works (DPW) Bureau of Contract Administration's
(BCA) Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) administers the City of Los Angeles' Labor
Compliance Program (LCP). The City's LCP is certified under California Code of Regulations
Chapter 8, Section 16425 and adheres to the statutory requirements as stated in California's
Labor Code Section 1771.5. The OCC's Labor Compliance Section (LSC) is responsible for
educating, assisting, monitoring and enforcing prevailing wage requirements of the applicable
labor laws to ensure that all contractors working on City projects are in compliance with State
(California Labor Code Chapter 1 of Part 7 of Division 2) and Federal (Code of Federal
Regulations 29) prevailing wage statutes and regulations. (City of Los Angeles, 2020)
The Bureau of Engineering’s Project Award and Control Division (PAC) is an engineering
support division of BCA that provides procurement of contracts, and assures compliance with all
Labor Codes. PAC is committed to paying prevailing wages and using a skilled and trained
workforce to ensure that contractors will hire qualified workers and the City will therefore receive
quality work.
6.

A letter of support from a county, city, or other local public entity will be
provided to the lead agency for any rehabilitation, construction, or
alteration work

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(5) requires
that, if applicable, “the project proponent submits to the lead agency a letter of support from a
county, city, or other local public entity for any rehabilitation, construction, or alteration work.”
Rehabilitation, construction, and alteration work at the properties will require additional review
by City departments, and the relevant department, HACLA, or other local public entity will
provide a letter of support as needed through the review of that rehabilitation, construction, or
alteration work.
7.

Acquisitions will be paid for exclusively by public funds

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(6) requires
that, if applicable, “any acquisition is paid for exclusively by public funds.” Here, the Project is
anticipated to be entirely funded from the Coronavirus Relief Fund for the federal CARES Act.
for acquiring this property. Additional public funds may be used for the Project if they become
available and/or are needed for the acquisition. No private funds will be used. Therefore, the
acquisition will be paid for exclusively by public funds.
8.

The project will provide housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(7) requires
that, if applicable, “the project provide housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness.” The Project includes the
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acquisition and rehabilitation of a motel to convert the motel units into housing for persons
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness; which may include lower
income, and very low income households. This Project is considered part of the City’s
Homekey Program and is required for the State’s Homekey Program. Therefore, this
requirement is met.
9.

The Project will require long-term covenants and restrictions requiring the
units to be restricted to persons experiencing homelessness or who are at
risk of homelessness, which may include lower income, and very low
income households for no fewer than 55 years.

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Sections 50675.1.2(a)(8) requires
that, if applicable, “long-term covenants and restrictions require the units to be restricted to
persons experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness, which may include
lower income, and very low income households, as defined by Section 50079.5, for no fewer
than 55 years.”
The Project will convert motel rooms into housing units for individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness as part of the City’s Project
Home Key program. Long-term covenants and restrictions, no fewer than 55 years, requiring the
units be restricted to persons experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness will put in
place through recorded deeds of trust and regulatory agreements, which will be coordinated
with HACLA by the City.
10.

The Project does not increase the existing footprint

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, Health and Safety Code Section 50675.1.2(a)(9) requires
that, if applicable, the Project cannot “increase the original footprint of the project structure or
structures by more than 10 percent, [and a]ny increase to the footprint of the original project
structure or structures shall be exclusively to support the conversion to housing for the
designated population, including, but not limited to, both of the following: (A) Achieving
compliance with local, state, and federal requirements[;] (B) Providing sufficient space for the
provision of services and amenities.”
Here, the Project involves the acquisition and improvement of motels and hotels without
increasing the original footprint of the Project structure or structures by more than 10 percent.
The only planned additions to the existing motel will be for fire, life and safety upgrades and
Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. The existing units will be improved to be crises
and bridge homeless shelter rooms and to provide necessary homelessness services and
amenities.
11.

Conclusion Regarding Health & Safety Code § 50675.1.2 CEQA Exemption

Based on the above-noted information, the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Health &
Safety Code § 50675.1.2. The City is committed to providing crises and bridge housing to
people experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness through the acquisition
and rehabilitation of this motel into a shelter.
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 21-01
FINAL STAFF REPORT

(Under authority of the California Coastal Act, Section 30600(b) of the California Public Resources Code and
Chapter 1, Article 2, Section 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles City Municipal Code)

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Title: Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter.
C.F. No. 20-0941 (Dec. 10, 2020 Final City Council Approval)
Applicant(s): City of Los Angeles, Council District 11
Project Location:
Council District: 11
Community: Venice
District: West Los Angeles
A. Project Description:
Coastal Development Permit Number 21-01 includes the change of use from a motel to
an interim crisis and bridge housing homeless shelter; and the alteration of the existing
two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) Ramada Inn Marina motel. The address is 3130
Washington Blvd., Venice, CA, 902921, located within the Venice Community Plan Area
of Council District 11. Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 4237-027-035, as shown in
Figure 1 - Project Location Map. (City of Los Angeles, 2020). The Project includes minor
tenant improvements to the existing motel building’s interior and exterior, to
accommodate American with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing and
vision impaired upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and safety upgrades. The
motel has approximately 33 beds that will provide emergency shelter with supporting
spaces, including living room areas, toilets, showers, laundry services, storage, food
services, and case management to approximately 33 individuals experiencing
homelessness or who are at risk of homelessness and who are impacted by the COVID19 pandemic.
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The nature of this Project is to serve the local homeless community within the vicinity of
the Project. The purpose of the Project is to provide emergency shelter for individuals
experiencing homelessness to help bridge their transition from living on the streets to
finding services and, ultimately, living in transitional and/or permanent housing. Project
beneficiaries include the homeless community, the public and local businesses.
B. Project Background
1. Existing Conditions – Environmental Setting
The Project site is located within an urban area on a parcel that is currently developed as
the shuttered two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) Ramada Inn Marina motel. The Project
site is C2 zoned with a General Commercial land use designation. (City of Los Angeles,
2020) The Project location is on a 17,422 square foot, rectangular-shaped parcel that
includes three (3) lots. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific
Ocean within the single jurisdiction area of the California Coastal Zone. The City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) § 12.20.2 applies to projects within the California
Coastal Zone.
On December 10, 2020, the Los Angeles City Council (City Council) approval of the
Project was final. The City Council determined that it was exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and filed a Notice of Exemption with the County
Registrar-Recorder/Clerk, noting the project is statutorily exempt under the Public
Resources Code § 21080(b)(4) as a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an
emergency as also reflected in CEQA Guideline § 15269(c); Health and Safety Code §
N
50675.1.2 (AB 83); applicable to any project funded from the 2020 Budget Act or any
related acts, including the Coronavirus Relief Fund by the federal (Coronavirus Aid,
Relief, and Economic Security) CARES Act, with funds disbursed in accordance with the
Multifamily Housing Program for the acquisition and rehabilitation of motels and hotels to
be used as Project Homekey Program shelters such as this property on December 10,
2020. The supporting information for the City Council’s decision approving the project is
found in Council File No. 20-0914 in the City Clerk’s Council File Management System,
and those documents are incorporated by reference into this report. This includes the
December 4, 2020 Public Works Engineering report discussing the homelessness
emergency facing the City, City’s CEQA determinations, and that the project approved by
City Council included obtaining any necessary Coastal Act approvals, such as this
Coastal Development Permit. (C.F. No. 20-0941, BOE Report 12/4/2020, at p. 2.)
2. Project History: Homeless Shelter Crisis and Emergency
a. Homelessness Imposes a Loss of, or Damage to, Life, Health, Property, and to
Essential Public Services in the City

Homelessness presents a danger of loss or damage to the health and property of the
people of the City and an undue burden on essential public services. Homeless persons
constitute approximately 0.78 percent of the City’s population (Los Angeles Homeless
Services Authority, 2018).
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In 2018, homeless persons constituted 13.5 percent of Los Angeles Fire Department’s
(LAFD’s) total patient transports to a hospital, meaning a homeless person is 17 percent
more likely to require emergency hospital transportation than the general population
(LAFD Battalion Chief and Paramedic Douglas Zabilski, 2019). Studies have shown that
individuals identified as homeless utilize health care services more frequently than
comparable non-homeless individuals of the same age, gender, and low-income status,
particularly high-cost services such as (Emergency Room) ER visits and psychiatric
hospitalizations (Hunter, 2017) (Hwang SW, 2013).
Los Angeles County’s Chief Executive Officer reported the County spent $965 million on
health, law enforcement, and social services toward individuals experiencing
homelessness in fiscal year 2014–2015 (Wu, 2016). Consistent with that report, a 1998
study in the New England Journal of Medicine found that homelessness was associated
with substantial excess costs per hospital stay in New York City, with homeless patient
staying in the hospital 36 percent longer per admission on average than other patients
(Salit, Hospitalization Costs Associated with Homelessness in New York City, 1988).
Homelessness also causes significant danger to the health and lives of persons who are
homeless. Homeless individuals living in the City are frequent crime victims. In 2018, Los
Angeles Police Department (LAPD) reported 2,965 instances where a homeless
individual was a victim of a serious crime, including homicide, rape, aggravated assault,
theft, and arson (also known as “Part 1 Crimes.”) (Commander Dominic H. Choi, 2019).
This compares to 1,762 such crimes in 2017, a 68 percent increase (Id.). This dramatic
increase in Part 1 Crime statistics may be due to more rigorous LAPD data collection
methodologies, but is consistent with the increasing incidence of homelessness
documented in June of 2019 detailed below (Id.).
Overall, in 2018, the LAPD reported 6,671 instances in total where a homeless individual
was a Part 1 Crime victim and/or suspect, among the 31,285 estimated homeless
individuals throughout the City (Id.). This means that in 2018 there was approximately
one Part 1 Crime per every 4.68 homeless individuals in the City. By comparison, for the
same year LAPD reported 129,549 total Part 1 Crimes Citywide among an estimated
population of 4,054,400 City residents, or approximately one Part 1 crime per every 31.29
City residents. Accordingly, the rate of Part 1 crimes among homeless individuals in 2018
was approximately seven times higher than the rate among the City population as a whole
(Id.).
On October 4, 2018 and again on February 6, 2019, the Los Angeles County Department
of Public Health identified an outbreak of endemic flea-borne typhus in downtown Los
Angeles among persons experiencing homelessness. On September 19, 2017, the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Health declared a Hepatitis A virus outbreak among
persons who are homeless and/or use illicit drugs in the County. Likewise, a January
2018 report from the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health reported that data
from the Los Angeles County Medical Examiner-Corner’s showed that a significant
number of deaths in the homeless population were caused by treatable conditions such
as arteriosclerotic cardiovascular disease, pneumonia, diabetes, cancer, cirrhosis, severe
bacterial infections and other conditions (Choi, 2019). As noted more recently by the
Board of Supervisors for the County of Los Angeles on October 29, 2019:
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Mortality rates for people experiencing homelessness are much higher than
those for the general population, have risen in the County over the past five
years, and are expected to increase again for 2019. A recent analysis by
the County’s Department of Public Health on mortality rates and causes of
death among people experiencing homelessness shed critical light on this
issue and provided sobering data on recent trends. The overall mortality
rate, which accounts for increases in the total homeless population over the
6-year period from 2013 to 2018, increased each year from 1,382 per
100,000 to 1,875 deaths per 100,000, with the total number of deaths
among people experiencing homelessness increasing each year from 536
in 2013 to 1,047 in 2018. The leading causes of death included coronary
heart disease (22%) and unintentional drug and alcohol overdose (21%),
indicating that there are opportunities for interventions to prevent premature
deaths (Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, Supervisor Solis, 2019) (Department of
Public Health, 2019).
These significant adverse health impacts suffered by the homeless in the City and County
of Los Angeles are consistent with the impacts identified by a well-established body of
expert social science studies that document the significant adverse health and welfare
impacts experienced by homeless persons in the United States and in other countries,
which the homeless in the City and County experience as well. Some of that research
has documented the following impacts upon homeless persons:
Mortality Rates. A study of the mortality rates of sheltered homeless people in New York
City between 1987 and 1994 documented that homeless men died at a rate more than
twice that of other residents of New York, and that homeless women died at a rate more
than 3.7 times greater than other New York residents (Barrow ,Susan M., PhD, Daniel B.
Herman, DSW, Pilar Cordova, BA, and Elmer L. Struening, PhD, 1999). A study
conducted between 1985 and 1988 in Philadelphia found that the mortality rate among
homeless persons in Philadelphia was nearly four times greater than for the general
population ( Hibbs, Jonathan R., MD, et. al., 1994). A review of five years of data between
2000 and 2005 in Glasgow, Scotland found that homelessness is, itself, is an independent
risk factor for death, distinct from other specific causes (Morrison, 2009).
Access to Healthcare. A 2003 nationwide survey of homeless persons documented that
homeless adults reported substantial unmet needs for multiple types of health care
(Baggett, Travis P., MD, MPH, James J. O’Connell, MD, Daniel E. Singer, MD, and Nancy
A. Rigotti, MD, , 2010). The report found 73 percent of the respondents reported at least
one unmet health need, including an inability to obtain needed medical or surgical care
(32%), prescription medications (36%), mental health care (21%), eyeglasses (41%), and
dental care (41%) (Id.).
AIDs Impacts. A study of San Francisco residents diagnosed with AIDS from 1996
through 2006 and reported to the San Francisco Department of Public Health
demonstrated that homeless persons with HIV/AIDS have greater morbidity and mortality,
more hospitalizations, less use of antiretroviral therapy, and worse medication adherence
than HIV infected persons who are stably housed (Schwarcz, Sandra K, Ling C Hsu,, Eric
Vittinghoff, Annie Vu, Joshua D Bamberger and Mitchell H Katz, 2009).
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Cancer Impacts. A study of 28,000 current and formerly homeless individuals in Boston
documented that homeless men saw a significantly higher cancer incident rate than
expected compared to the general Massachusetts general population, and that homeless
women and men experienced significantly higher cancer mortality rates than the
Massachusetts general population (Baggett, Travis P et al., 2015).
b. Unexpected and Unabated Dramatic Surge in Homelessness
A 2017 Rand Corporation study reported the County of Los Angeles as having the highest
rate in the United States of unsheltered individuals who experience homelessness
(Hunter, Sarah B., Melody Harvey, Brian Briscombe, and Matthew Cefalu, 2017). The
impacts of homelessness upon the homeless and upon the community, in terms of the
danger to or loss of life, property, health and burden on public services is exacerbated in
the City due the very size of the City’s homeless population. The homeless shelter crisis
and the rise in homelessness are the type of emergency situations that led the State to
adopt (Assembly Bill) AB 1197, an urgency statute addressing homelessness that was
deemed necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, or safety
and for the critical necessity to address the shelter and homeless crisis within the City of
Los Angeles.
The City of Los Angeles (the City) City Council declared a homeless shelter crisis
pursuant to Government Code Section 8698, et seq. on April 17, 2018 (The Honorable
M. Bonin & M. O'Farrell , 2019), which is currently in effect (The Honorable M. Bonin &
M. Harris-Dawson, 2019). Following significant investment of resources by both the
County and City, the 2018 Homeless Count showed progress in reducing homelessness,
documenting a 5.5 percent overall decrease in the number of persons experiencing
homelessness in LA County (LAHSA, 2020).
Table 1 - 2018 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data revealed by the 2018
Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as documented in the 2018 Data
Summary in Table 1 (LAHSA, 2020).
Table 1
2018 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2017

Sheltered Homeless

8,398

6% Decrease

Unsheltered Homeless

22,887

5.3% Decrease

Total Homeless Persons

31,285

5.5% Decrease

Despite these efforts and the initial progress shown in 2018, the revised 2019 Homeless
Count, released in July 22, 2020, unexpectedly documented a dramatic increase in the
number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered homelessness in
(LAHSA, 2020) Table 2 - 2019 Homeless Count Data Summary presents the data
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revealed by the 2019 Homeless Count concerning the City of Los Angeles, as
documented in the 2019 Data Summary as shown in Table 2 (LAHSA, 2020):
Table 2
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary (Revised 07/20/2020)
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

8,944

6.5% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

26,606

16.2% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

35,550

13.7% Increase

LAHSA recently published its 2020 Homeless Count, released in July 20, 2020, which
shows that the homelessness emergency in the City of Los Angeles continues unabated.
The documented number of individuals experiencing both sheltered and unsheltered
homelessness dramatically increased yet again, as shown in Table 3 - 2020 Homeless
Count Data Summary. (LAHSA, 2020)

Table 3
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

12,438

39% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

28,852

8.4% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

41,290

16.1 % increase

c. Emergency Related to COVID-19 Pandemic Impacting Homeless
Community
In addition to the crisis of growing homelessness, the COVID-19 pandemic is impacting
homeless persons. On March 4, 2020, the Governor proclaimed a State of Emergency
for the State of California (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020), and the Mayor of the City of
Los Angeles declared a local emergency related to the threat of the COVID-19 pandemic
affecting the local population (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City is facing an
unprecedented emergency at the current time due to the sudden occurrence of the
COVID-19 pandemic, and this emergency is particularly concerning for the imminent
threat it poses to the City’s homeless population.
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On March 11, 2020, the State Department of Health issued guidance for protecting
homeless Californians from COVID-19, which noted the following:
“We know that individuals experiencing homelessness are at greater risk of
having an untreated and often serious health condition. This vulnerable
population also has a higher risk of developing severe illness due to COVID19,” said Dr. Mark Ghaly, Secretary of the California Health and Human
Services Agency. “It is important that we act now to protect this population
and the compassionate people who serve them.” (Corey Egel, 2020)
The homeless often live unsheltered, unprotected from the elements and in close contact
and proximity to other individuals in the homeless community. As noted above, the
homeless population is substantially more prone to underlying health conditions. The
State Department of Public Health additionally states that populations “with compromised
immune systems, and people with certain underlying health conditions like heart disease,
lung disease and diabetes, for example, seem to be at greater risk of serious illness.”
(California Dept. of Public Health, 2020) Thus, exposure to COVID-19 in the homeless
population is an imminent concern for the damage it will cause on these susceptible
individuals.
On March 12, 2020, the Governor’s Executive Order No. N-25-20 noted the “need to
secure numerous facilities to accommodate quarantine, isolation, or medical treatment of
individuals testing positive for or exposed to COVID-19.” (Governor Gavin Newsom,
2020) On March 18, 2020, the Governor issued Executive Order No. N-32-20 (Governor
Gavin Newsom, 2020), which further noted imminent impacts to the homeless, as follows:
[T]he emergency of COVID-19 necessitates a more focused approach,
including emergency protective measures to bring unsheltered Californians
safely indoors, expand shelter capacity, maintain health and sanitation
standards and institute medically indicated interventions, and add new
isolation and quarantine capacity to California’s shelter and housing
inventory to slow the spread of the pandemic….
The Governor has stated that “[p]eople experiencing homelessness are among the most
vulnerable to the spread of COVID-19,” and “California is deploying massive resources
to get these vulnerable residents safely into shelter, removing regulatory barriers and
securing trailers and hotels to provide immediate housing options for those most at risk.
Helping these residents is critical to protecting public health, flattening the curve and
slowing the spread of COVID-19.” (California Governor, Press Release (Governor Gavin
Newsom, 2020)
On March 19, 2020, the Governor issued a stay-at-home order directing residents to stay
home or at their place of residence (Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). It noted “in a short
period of time, COVID-19 has rapidly spread throughout California, necessitating updated
and more stringent guidance from federal, state, and local public health officials.”
(Governor Gavin Newsom, 2020). Similar local Safer-at-Home orders followed (County
of Los Angeles Public Health Department, 2020) (Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020). The City’s
Safer at Home order particularly noted the following:
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City of Los Angeles officials and contracted partners responsible for
homelessness outreach shall make every reasonable effort to persuade
such residents to accept, if offered, temporary housing or shelter, as the
Health Officer of the County of Los Angeles recommends that sheltering
individuals will assist in reducing the spread of the virus and will protect the
individual from potential exposure by allowing the individual access to
sanitation tools.
(Mayor Eric Garcetti, 2020)
In the United States District Court Central District of California case of LA Alliance for
Human Rights Et Al. vs. the City of Los Angeles, Et al. Case No. CV 20-02291 DOC (The
Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020), concerning homelessness, the Court entered a
May 2020 injunction that had ordered the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the
County of Los Angeles, to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing
homelessness, finding they are exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a
result of where they live. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020) Although the
Court vacated that order on June 18, 2020, in favor of a homeless shelter agreement
between the City and County, the Court retained its right to re-impose the May 2020
injunction. The Court’s May 2020 findings concerning the emergency situation faced by
homeless persons, therefore, is relevant to understanding the emergency situation.
The Injunction found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near freeways
and the on-going Covid-19 pandemic constitute an emergency. The Court found that it
is unreasonably dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious health
impacts and can shorten a homeless person’s life expectancy by decades. These
locations near freeways, for example, could be contaminated with lead or other
carcinogenic substances and also increase the danger that a homeless person will be
struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or crash. Camps in these
locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing potential hazards
to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way inaccessible to
individuals with disabilities.
The Court further found that providing housing for persons experiencing homelessness
will help stop the spread of COVID-19 persons experiencing homelessness and will also
help reduce the likelihood that the disease will spread throughout the greater Los Angeles
community
Taken together, the unexpected and dramatic increase in homelessness in the City and
County of Los Angeles identified first in 2019 continues unabated in 2020, which is now
exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic posting a critical emergency situation in the City
of Los Angeles. This situation presents documented dangers to health, life, property and
a burden on public resources
C. Project Cost:
The Project cost will be approximately $382,220.
D. Previous Coastal Commission Actions:
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There are no previous Coastal Commission Actions for this Project.
II. STAFF FINDINGS
A. Regulatory Basis of Review
PRC Section 30600(b) allows local governments to assume authority to issue coastal
development permits within its jurisdiction before certification of its local coastal program
and the Project is within the City Engineer’s jurisdiction (LACMC Section 12.20.2 et seq.).
The application filed with the City Engineer was deemed adequate.
The project is located entirely within the California Coastal Zone and is considered ‘single
coastal jurisdiction’ (i.e., within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles).
Within this single jurisdiction, a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) must be issued by
the City of Los Angeles. This coastal development permit is processed pursuant to the
requirements of the California Coastal Act. The proposed improvement in the coastal
zone is considered a development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act.
Section 30106 states that:
‘Development’ means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any
solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any
gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or
extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including,
but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with
Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot
splits, except where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase
of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of
use of water, or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration
of the size of any structure, including any facility of any private, public, or municipal
utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other than agricultural
purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance with a
timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provision of the Z’berg-Nejedly
Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511).
Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Chapter 1, Article 2, Section 12.20.2.G gives the City
Engineer the authority to approve, conditionally approve or disapprove any application for
a Permit under the provisions of the California Coastal Act of 1976; standards as
established by Division 5.5 Title 14 of the California Administrative Code (CAC); and, by
the passage of the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 151,603 on November 25, 1978.
The proposed Project will change the use of the land and alter the existing structure,
therefore it is considered a “development” as defined in the California Coastal Act. The
Venice Community of the City of Los Angeles does not have a certified Local Coastal
Program. However, after certification of the Local Coastal Program, permit processing
procedures for coastal permits in the Venice coastal zone are controlled by the Coastal
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Act and the California Code of Regulations. The City’s permit issuing ordinances must be
certified as part of the Local Implementation Plan. After certification of the Local Coastal
Program by the Coastal Commission, the authority of the Coastal Commission is limited
to development within the retained or original jurisdiction and to appeals of locally issued
coastal development permits. The Coastal Commission will also retain jurisdiction over
amendments to coastal development permits that it approved before certification of the
Local Coastal Program. Section 30519(a) of the Coastal Act provides that, except for
appeals to the commission (as provided in Section 30603) after a Local Coastal Program,
or any portion thereof, has been certified and all implementing actions have become
effective, the development review authority provided for in Chapter 7 (commencing with
Section 30600) of the Coastal Act shall no longer be exercised by the Coastal
Commission and shall at that time be delegated to the local government that is
implementing the Local Coastal Program. Section 30519(b) states that 30519(a) does not
apply to development proposed or undertaken on any tidelands, submerged lands, or on
public trust lands. The Commission also retains jurisdiction over coastal development
permits that were previously approved by the Commission as well as amendments to
such permits.
B. Issues of Legal Adequacy of the Application
None
C. Findings

Six findings are required in order for a Coastal Development Permit to be issued. The six
findings are:
(1) That the development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public Resources Code
(PRC)).
(2) That the permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles
to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.
(3) That the Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established by
the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of the
individual project in making its determination.
(4) That the decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any applicable
decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the
Public Resources Code.
(5) If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline
of any body of water located within the coastal zone that the development is in
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conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.
(6) Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the California
Environmental Quality Act.
Staff finds as follows:
1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976 (commencing with Section 30200 of the California Public Resources Code).
The following Sections of the California Coastal Act were considered and found to be
consistent, but not applicable to the proposed Project.
a) PUBLIC ACCESS (Article 2, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30210 through 30214).
Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, and 30212.5.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the
Project does not interfere with coastal or oceanfront areas. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impede coastal or oceanfront recreation
activities. This is consistent with the Public Access policies in Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act.
b) RECREATION (Article 3, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections 30220
through 30224).
Sections 30220, 30221, 30222.5, 30223, and 30224.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the
Project does not interfere with upland, coastal or oceanfront areas. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impede coastal or oceanfront recreation
activities. This is consistent with PRC Sections 30220 – 30221, 30222.5, 30223,
and 30224 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
c) MARINE ENVIRONMENT (Article 4, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code,
Sections 30230 through 30236).
Sections 30230 – 30236.
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The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east of
the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. As such, the Project
does not interfere with any marine environment. Therefore, the proposed Project is
not expected to impact any marine environment. This is consistent with PRC
Sections 30230 – 30236 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
d) LAND RESOURCES – ARCHEOLOGICAL OR PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Article 5 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections 30240 through 30244).
Sections 30240 – 30244.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing single-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east
of the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. There are no
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, archaeological or paleontological
cultural resources, agricultural lands, and timberlands adjacent or near the site. As
such, the Project does not interfere with any coastal land resources. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to impact any coastal land resources. This is
consistent with PRC Sections 30240 – 30244 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal
Act.
e) DEVELOPMENT (Article 6 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30250 through 30255).
Sections 30250(b), 30250(c), 30251, 30252(2), 30252(5), 30252(6), 30254, 30254.5,
30255.
The proposed Project does not include new development. The proposed Project
includes the change of use from a shuttered motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east of
the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along Washington Blvd. It is not located along
the ocean or a scenic coastal area. There are existing commercial uses adjoining
the proposed Project. There is no industrial development adjacent or near the site.
The proposed Project is consistent with the character of the surrounding development
because it is already part of the urban fabric. The proposed Project will not adversely
impact coastal resources; including coastal views, or coastal areas. Further, the
proposed Project is not a commercial facility, public works project, a sewage
treatment plant, a new hazardous development, high density high-rise building or a
visitor-serving recreation facility. As such, the proposed Project does not interfere
with any coastal resources. Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to impact
any coastal land resources. Thus, this is consistent with the Development policies,
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Sections 30250(b), 30250(c), 30251, 30252(2), 30252(5), 30252(6), 30254, 30254.5,
and 30255, in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
f) INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT (Article 7 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code,
Sections 30260 through 30265.5).
Sections 30260-30265.5.
The Project includes the change of use from a motel to an interim crises and bridge
housing homeless shelter; and the interior and exterior tenant improvements of the
existing two-story motel. The Project site is located approximately 1.3 miles from the
Pacific Ocean within an urban area along West Washington Blvd. There is no
industrial development at the site or adjacent or near the site. Therefore, the proposed
Project is not expected to create an industrial development impact. This is consistent
with PRC Sections 30260 – 30265.5 in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
REVELVENT SECTIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT
The relevant Coastal Act Policies analyzed for consistency are the Public Access,
Recreation, and Development policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. They
are as follows:
a) PUBLIC ACCESS (Article 2, of Chapter 3 of the Public Resources Code,

Sections 30210 through 30214).
Coastal Act §§ 30210, 30213, 30214(a)2 state:
Coastal Act § 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of
the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of
private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Coastal Act § 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.
Coastal Act § 30214(a). The public access policies of this article shall be
implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time,
place, and manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances in
each case including, but not limited to, the (2) The capacity of the site to sustain
use and at what level of intensity.
b) RECREATION (Article 3, of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30220 through 30224).
Coastal Act § 30222 states:
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Coastal Act § 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent
industry.
d) DEVELOPMENT (Article 6 of Chapter 3 of Public Resources Code, Sections
30250 through 30255).
Coastal Act §§ 30250(a), 30252, and 30253 state:
Coastal Act § 30250(a). New residential, commercial, or industrial development,
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or,
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other
than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.
Coastal Act § 30252. The location and amount of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or
extension of transit service, (3) providing non-automobile circulation within the
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute
means of serving the development with public transportation.
Coastal Act § 30253. New development shall do all of the following: (a) Minimize
risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, (b) Assure
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any
way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs, (c) Be consistent with requirements
imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Board as to
each particular development, (d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles
traveled, (e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.
Environmental Justice
The Coastal Act’s mandates to provide maximum Public Access, Recreational, and
Development opportunities for all, and to protect, encourage, and provide lower-cost
visitor and recreational opportunities embody fundamental principles of environmental
justice. (California Coastal Commission, 2019) The Commission acknowledges the
historical use of discriminatory housing policies in California and their impact on present
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day demographics in the coastal zone. (Calfiornia Coastal Commission, 2019) The CA
Coastal Commission’s commitment to diversity, equality and Environmental Justice to
protect the coast for the benefit of all people includes the protection and provision of new
affordable housing units within the Coastal Zone as a fundamental part of coastal access.
Historic inequalities, population growth, dynamic demographics, discriminatory socioeconomic factors, biased judicial decisions, and policy choices have and continue to
shape Coastal development patterns that widen the economic disparity gap.
Marginalized populations, including persons experiencing homelessness, low-income
communities, and non-white communities have been historically denied affordable
housing in the coastal zone. Lack of social equity in housing continues today, in fact,
there have only been 13 new affordable housing units constructed in the community of
Venice in the last 11 years. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Only about 9 percent of
the new units added over the past five years have been affordable to households earning
less than the area median income. (UCLA, 2021).
Coastal Act § 30604(g) states “the Legislature finds and declares that it is important for
the commission to encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new
affordable housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the coastal
zone.” Further, Coastal Act § 30604(h) states “when acting on a coastal development
permit, the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, may consider environmental
justice, or the equitable distribution of environmental benefits throughout the state.”
The Coastal Act prefers that low-cost visitor recreation facilities are built when feasible
within the Coastal Zone, however, the lack of affordable housing within the City as a
whole, as well as in the Venice community has exacerbated the homeless crises in the
area. The homelessness crises should be taken into account to assess the need to
regulate the time, place, and manner of low cost visitor and recreation access depending
on the facts and circumstances. The proposed Project provides interim housing units;
100% of which are designated as interim affordable with supporting homeless services,
including drug and mental health counseling; and housing case management.
This is consistent with Coastal Act §§ 30604(g)&(h) regarding new affordable housing
and is also favored by the Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy (adopted in March
2019), encouraging equitable access to coastal resources and low-cost visitor and
recreation opportunities as required by the Public Access, Recreation, and Development
policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will not adversely affect access for
coastal visitors.
ARTICLE 2 PUBLIC ACCESS
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses
The proposed Project includes the introduction of interim affordable homeless housing
into the Venice Coastal Zone. The Project would convert 33 motel rooms to interim
supportive housing units for people experiencing homelessness. According to PATH, the
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Ramada Inn Marina was being used to house people experiencing homeless through
housing vouchers before it was acquired by the City. There were only three people living
in the motel when it was purchased in December 2020. (PATH, Operations, 2020)
Ramada is a large hotel chain owned and operated by Wyndham Hotels &
Resorts. Ramada Limited hotels are budget -oriented properties.
Coastal Act Section 30210 requires the provision for maximum access and recreational
opportunities for "all people" including the people occupying the interim housing. The
Project will prioritize people experiencing homelessness from the Venice community that
surround the site, with a service provider that will be located on-site to address issues.
Converting this hotel to a shelter that provides interim housing for homeless individuals
will not negatively impact public access or recreation opportunities. There are a total of
about 7 other low cost budget hotels in the Venice area. They are listed in the following
table.
Table 4
Venice Low Cost Budget Hotels
HOTEL NAME
ADDRESS
Jolly Roger Hotel
2904 W Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Encore Hotel
13432 Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90292
The Kinney Venice Beach
737 Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90292
Tripper Electric Beach Suites & Pods
23 Paloma Ct, Venice, CA 90291
AIR Venice
5 Rose Ave, Venice, CA 90291
Marina Venice
2435 Lincoln Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Inn at Venice Beach
327 W Washington Blvd, Venice, CA 90291
Samesun Venice Beach
25 Windward Ave, Venice, CA. 90291
Source: Google
There is low demand for low-cost lodging in Venice, such as this hotel, since most tourists
who visit Venice prefer destination type and boutique brand hotels. For those visitors who
do prefer low-budget coastal accommodations, there are options to stay at a bed and
breakfast or at other low-budget visitor accommodations in the Coastal Zone communities
adjacent to Venice for a comparable price.
The low budget motel accommodations in Venice and the adjacent coastal communities
within the Coastal Zone are supplemented by an ample supply of Air BNB low cost room
accommodations. As of Fiscal Year 2020/2021 Q2, Venice has 100 Air BNB rooms for
overnight accommodations. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) Empirical data was analyzed
regarding publicly available information about Airbnb listings in Venice, Los Angeles, CA
(Air BnB, 2021) The collection sample included approximately 90 Airbnb listings filtered
by "Entire Place" and located within Venice's boundaries. "Entire Place" is a listing in
which the guest would have the whole accommodation to themselves. This usually
includes a bedroom, a bathroom, and a kitchen. The cost of each Airbnb listing was
recorded and, of the 90 listings, the average cost per night was approximately $139 USD.
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The hotel room rate at a Ramada by Wyndham hotel in the area ranges between $99 $159.. (Wyndham Hotels, 2021) This is comparable in price and therefore can be a
supplement to low cost visitor uses.
Further, Council District 11 also includes the coastal communities of Los Angeles south
of Venice. These coastal communities share coastal resources and are connected via
multi-modal transportation access. Venice is very close to the Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX), which is also within the Coastal Zone of Los Angeles. The Venice Coastal
Zone is easily accessible via public transportation from LAX to the south and Santa
Monica to the north along Pacific Coast Highway and Sepulveda Blvd. The City of Santa
Monica, that is located just to the north of Venice also has low-cost budget motels and
hotels; and is also in the Coastal Zone. These low-cost visitor accommodations in other
coastal communities directly adjacent to Venice to the north and south are also coastal
resources, and can be considered to supplement the low-cost visitor recreation
accommodation supply in Venice. This shows that Venice and it’s adjacent Coastal Zone
communities have access to an ample supply of comparably priced motels, hotels, and
short term rental properties which are considered low cost visitor recreation
accommodations, within Council District 11, and within the City of Santa Monica, both
located in the California Coastal Zone.
Even with the ample low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations
surrounding the Project site, the occupancy rate for California declined approximately
36% in 2020 and is not forecasted to recover for several years (only back to 94% of 2019
levels in 2023). The immediate impact was a 77% decline in 2020 Transient Occupancy
Tax revenues – a shortfall that is not recoverable. (Hotel Association Los Angeles, 2021)
Tourism spending in California was expected to drop to $66.1 billion in 2020, erasing a
decade of growth. Travel-related spending from visitors is not expected to recover for
several years (Domestic visitors 74% of 2019 levels in 2021; International 54%; Leisure
85%; Business-related 56%). Travel-related spending in California is not expected to
reach pre-coronavirus levels until 2024. (Visit California, 2021) Average Daily Rate in
California is forecast to grow 9% in 2021, following a 24.2% projected decline in
2020. (Visit California, 2021) By introducing housing for people experiencing
homelessness in Venice, tourism will improve because it would lessen the amount of
encampments directly around the Project site.
The Wyndham Hotel chain, who owns the Ramada Inn brand, stock trending is negative
(WH -2.97%) as of January 23, 2021 (The New York Stock Exchange, 2021) and the
occupancy rate is down 30% as of December 2020 per the CEO. (Barron's, 2020) Other
low-cost hotels in the area are selling to boutique chains or participated in Project
Homekey to relieve financial hardship from underperforming motels. (Department of City
Planning, 2021)
As noted above, the visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers more destination
type experiences in boutique or upscale lodging. There is low tourist demand for lowcost budget motels in the surrounding area and an ample supply of low cost hotel and
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motel accommodations, and low cost bed and breakfast accommodations within the
Venice community and adjacent coastal communities.
Low-cost chain motels and hotels in the area have not been performing well and were
used for low-income housing that allow for low-income housing vouchers for payment
(Venice Housing Corps, 2020). Occupancy rates for motels such as the Ramada Inn
Marina will not rebound for at least 3 years. Some of these low-cost visitor hotels have
been sold to boutique hotel chains since occupancy rates for the last couple of years were
not sustainable. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Further, the demand for motel
rooms plummeted when Covid-19 hit Los Angeles in March, 2020, forcing further
economic hardship for lodging in the area.
The visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low cost hotel and
motel visitor accommodations, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows
that the loss of this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging
choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. The capacity
for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable since the
hotel would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project. The change of
use from a low cost visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to respond to the current emergency
homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project.
New affordable housing is the more sustainable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole. This is
consistent with the Public Access policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and
will not adversely affect access for coastal visitors.
Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations
Coastal Act § 30210 Public Access “guarantees maximum access….shall be provided for
all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights,
rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.” There are
several elements that will be included in the Project’s operations that enhance the public
safety aspect of the Project. They include a rear barrier along Harrison St. to provide
better control over access to the Project via Washington, PATH on-site staff that are well
trained and are effective in working with the population, overnight security guards located
on-site, security cameras, and a community hotline.
A safety perimeter boundary will be installed on the rear property line as a fire life safety
design element for residents who live along Harrison St., residents of the Ramada Inn
Homeless Shelter, and pedestrians walking westbound down Harrison St. from Lincoln
Blvd. to Washington Blvd., eventually accessing Venice Beach. The 8-foot height of the
safety perimeter boundary would be in compliance with the design guidelines applicable
to the Project site. Appropriate plantings (such as climbing vines) can turn separation of
homeless facility use and pedestrian access way into a “green wall” that adds comfort to
the pedestrian environment, while keeping beach access open. Such a design element
would reduce the incidence of graffiti and affiliated loitering concerns and enhance the
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rustic appearance (as encouraged in the Venice Land Use Plan) of the exterior Ramada
Inn Homeless Shelter to fit in with the surrounding single family uses. Additionally, any
utility areas adjacent to Right-a-way would need to be screened by landscaping, shrubs,
or hedges.
The boundary would also be accompanied by shelter staff on-site that are well trained
and are effective in working with the population, overnight security guards, security
cameras, a community hotline; and security lights as safety measures as recommended
in the Venice Land Use Plan. Lighting would also improve nighttime security for passerby
and nearby uses, and as required by the Complete Street Design Guidelines, appropriate
plantings (such as climbing vines) would separate pedestrians from unsightly land uses
and adds safety to passersby. A safety perimeter boundary, overnight security personnel,
on-site staff that are familiar with the population, a community hotline, and security lights
in the design does not preclude the City or the operator to committing to the request for
these. Any such elements must have a direct correlation and must be in relation to the
California Coastal Act.
ARTICLE 5 RECREATION
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses
Converting this hotel to a shelter that provides interim housing for homeless individuals
will not impact low-cost visitor recreation opportunities. The change of use from a low cost
visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable housing is more feasible,
and it allows the City to begin to respond to the current emergency homeless crises and
the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project. New affordable
housing is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole.
Affordable Housing
There have only been 13,000 new affordable housing units built in the City of Los Angeles
in the past 11 years. Only 29 affordable units have been added to the Venice Coastal
Zone in the same period. (Department of City Planning, 2021)
The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) estimated that 509,000 new
affordable housing units are needed to meet current affordable housing demand without
taking into account the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.
LAHSA’s COVID-19 recovery plan seeks to house 15,000 vulnerable people experiencing
homelessness. (UCLA, 2021) Also, the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los
Angeles recently reached an agreement in litigation before U.S. District Judge David O.
Carter how to address the unsheltered and unhoused people in makeshift encampments
near freeways. Based upon this lawsuit, the City and County have committed to provide
an additional 6,000 new beds in 2021 for unhoused residents currently living near
freeways. (UCLA, 2021)
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A dramatic expansion in low-income housing stock is urgently needed, and the largescale public acquisition of vacant hotels and motels is the most effective model to expand
low-income affordable housing by shifting property use from hospitality to housing.
(UCLA, 2021) Project Homekey provides a unique opportunity to obtain Federal funding
as a statewide strategy to purchase empty or struggling low-end motels, especially those
that are in financial hardship, and use them for affordable housing.
Affordable housing is the most effective solution to homelessness. The proposed Project
is 100% interim affordable housing. So, even though visitor recreation facilities are
preferred when feasible within the Coastal Zone, the lack of affordable housing in Venice
has created an emergency homeless crisis in the area.
Homelessness
The Venice community of Los Angeles (Venice) has experienced a substantial increase
in homelessness over the last two years. As of January 2020, there are a total of 1,981
people experiencing homeless in Venice. The number of people experiencing
homelessness in Venice increased more than 57% from 2019 to 2020. Sheltered people
experiencing homelessness increased more than 33%, and unsheltered people
experiencing homelessness increased more than 65% over the same period. (LAHSA,
2020) The number of people experiencing homelessness in the City of Los Angeles
during the same period increased only 16%. Please refer to Tables 5 and 6. City of Los
Angeles’ Bureau of Sanitation is the City's designated administrative agency on matters
pertaining to homeless encampments. LAMC § 56.11 and its adopted protocols relate to
the storage of personal property within the public right-of-way.
The total population of the City of Los Angeles is 4 million, with a total of 41,290 people
experiencing homelessness. Approximately, one percent of people in the City are
homeless. The total population of the community of Venice is 36,898, with a total of 1,981
people experiencing homelessness. Approximately, five percent of people living in the
community of Venice are homeless. This equates to the fact that a person is 5 times
more likely to be homeless in Venice, compared to the greater City of Los Angeles as a
whole. The number of people experiencing homelessness in Venice is trending upwards,
increasing more than 57% from 2019 to 2020. These numbers show that chronic
homelessness is more severe in the community of Venice where the project is located
compared to the City as a whole. Therefore, affordable housing in Venice is in more
demand than it would be in the rest of the City.

Page 20
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 375

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01

Table 6
VENICE
2020 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2019

Sheltered Homeless

80

33.3% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

1,901

65% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

1,981

57.2% Increase

Project Homekey
The downturn of the tourism and travel related spending over the last year negatively
affected the economic vitality of the Ramada Inn Marina. Project Homekey provided
financial relief for struggling motels and hotels that were in poor economic health, and
that were not going to make it through the economic downturn brought on by Covid-19 by
providing funds to local agencies to purchase the distressed businesses and use them
for homeless interim housing. This particular Project is unique because it is the only
acquired Project Homekey motel site within the City of Los Angeles’ Coastal Zone.
Project Homekey is California’s innovative real estate acquisition program to purchase
Table 5
VENICE
2019 Homeless Count Data Summary
Number of Individuals

Change from 2018

Sheltered Homeless

60

-50.4% Increase

Unsheltered Homeless

1,200

40.52% Increase

Total Homeless Persons

1,260

84.6 % Increase

and rehabilitate housing, including hotels, motels, vacant apartment buildings and other
properties, and convert them into permanent, long-term housing for people experiencing
or at risk of experiencing homelessness. (State of California, 2020) Project Homekey is a
historic investment opportunity for the City and State to use Federal funding to purchase
Page 21
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 376

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
affordable housing. This unique benefit put the City and State in a strong economic
position to make historic infrastructure investments in affordable housing. It is the second
phase (following Project Roomkey) in the state’s response to protecting Californians
experiencing homelessness who are at high risk for serious illness and are impacted by
COVID-19. It was funded by a $600 million in grant funding that was made available to
local public entities, like the City of Los Angeles within California, to purchase and
rehabilitate housing, including motels, and convert them into interim or permanent, longterm housing. (State of California, 2021)
The data shows that the capacity for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would
not be sustainable considering the economic impacts of dismal hotel occupancy rates,
the lack of affordable housing, and chronic homelessness in the surrounding area. The
visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers more destination type experiences
in boutique or upscale lodging to low-cost budget lodging. Tourism, travel-related
domestic and international, leisure, business related spending are all in economic
recovery. The Wyndham Hotel chain, who owns the Ramada Inn brand occupancy rate
is down 30% as of December 2020. Hotel occupancy rates in California are recessed
approximately three years. All the while, the lack of affordable housing in Venice has
created an emergency homeless crises in the Venice public realm, including the beach.
Affordable housing is the most effective solution to homelessness. Affordable housing in
Venice is in more demand than it would be in the rest of the City.
Therefore, in consideration of environmental justice and the equitable distribution of
environmental benefits throughout the state, the change of use from a low cost visitor
recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable housing is more feasible, and it
allows the City to begin to respond to the current emergency homeless crises and the
lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project. New affordable housing
is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole.
Therefore, the removal of the 33 beds at the Ramada Inn Marina will not adversely affect
the supply for low-cost visitor recreation uses. This is consistent with the Public Access,
Recreation, and Development policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will
not adversely affect access for coastal visitors.
City’s Homeless Program Outreach Strategy
The City’s Homeless Program Outreach Strategy prioritizes two primary populations. 1)
Those who live near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on all freeways and City and
County streets; and 2) Targeted encampments surrounding the Project vicinity and
demobilizing Project Roomkey participants.
This is done with a Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). HMIS is a webbased application that is designed to collect information on the characteristics and service
needs of homeless persons. The system allows agency users and the Los Angeles
Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) to use collected information for informed
programmatic decision-making. Participating agencies collect and input standardized
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client-level and demographic data into the system, including client/household
demographic details; relationships within a family and household; client/household
income; client/household documents; case management and services; housing
placements; and progress for housing retention. The HMIS includes a focus on
Outcomes Management that sets and measures milestones and target achievements of
clients and program performance.
On May 22, 2020, a Preliminary Injunction issued by the United States District Court
Central District of California heard through a case titled, LA ALLIANCE FOR HUMAN
RIGHTS ET AL. v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL., ordered the City and County of Los
Angeles to protect a particular subset of persons experiencing homelessness, those who
live near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on all freeways and City and County
streets, who are exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a result of where
they live. The Court found that the combined risks of health impacts from living near
freeways, and the Covid-19 pandemic public health efforts constitute an emergency and
that a response cannot wait until this case is resolved by settlement or trial. The Court
sited that it is unreasonably dangerous for humans to live in areas which have deleterious
health impacts and can shorten a homeless person’s life expectancy by decades.
Locations near freeways could be contaminated with lead or other carcinogenic
substances. These locations also increase the danger that a homeless person will be
struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or crash. Camps in these
locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing potential hazards
to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way inaccessible to
individuals with disabilities. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The City’s the efforts to shelter vulnerable residents of the City and County of Los Angeles
during the COVID-19 pandemic complies with the Court’s preliminary injunction. It
broadens — not replaces — COVID-19 emergency public health efforts, parallel to each
other, rather than sequentially. The City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles have
the capacity and resources to comply with the injunction while maintaining our
unprecedented efforts to protect vulnerable residents from COVID-19. (The Honorable
Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The Court ordered that the City and County of Los Angeles must humanely relocate
and provide shelter—or alternative housing options, such as government encampments
following the existing Veterans Affairs model, safe parking sites, or hotel and motel rooms
contracted following the Project Roomkey model—to individuals experiencing
homelessness camped within 500 feet of an overpass, underpass, or ramp in the City
and County of Los Angeles, no later than September 1, 2020. (The Honorable Judge
David O. Carter, 2020)
Through this Project Homekey Project, the City of Los Angeles in partnership with the
County of Los Angeles (County) and the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
(LAHSA) are taking action and providing solutions to homelessness. The City committed
to creating 6,100 new shelter opportunities in the next 10 months following the agreement
with the court, which must be done by December 2021. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) The
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City’s plan is contingent upon each shelter location receiving the appropriate levels of
necessary County-funded support and operating services under the voter approved tax
initiative Measure H, the County funds operating services for homeless facilities called for
in the County Homeless Strategy. (The Honorable Judge David O. Carter, 2020)
The City and LAHSA have developed a sustainable outreach strategy that is customized
for this specific location for prioritizing interim housing resources to reach targeted
encampments surrounding the Project vicinity and demobilizing Project Roomkey
participants. This collaboration includes the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Health, LA Family Housing, and LAHSA who have dedicated staff that familiarize
themselves with the people who are living on the streets surrounding the City’s interim
housing shelters. A dedicated team go out and get to know the needs of this population
to match people who they assess can thrive in a single-room environment.
The Ramada Inn Marina will be in a much smaller setting, scope, and scale compared to
other City shelters so outreach teams will assess who are more better suited for the
space. The ratio of staff to residents at this site is higher than some of the other sites that
house up to 100 people experiencing homelessness.
The homeless count is done in different zones that span out from the interim housing
shelters’ locations. Counts are completed at “a point in time” to include the number of
people experiencing homelessness surrounding the site multiple times to confirm that the
population who shows interest are indeed from the adjacent Venice community
surrounding the site. Identifying interest lists are generated from this population who are
encouraged to join the list as clients. Interest lists for interim housing are built initially from
encampments identified by Council Districts. Other areas of the Council District will be
considered if all beds cannot be filled from target encampments.
This prioritization for interim housing resources considers that people entering and
prioritized for interim housing have permanent housing resources available to transition
into exit destinations and pathways to permanent housing. This ensures that interim
housing beds can serve more individuals. A variety of housing interventions through
collaboration with homeless service providers who provide the appropriate level of care
required to support each participant as they transition into permanent housing. This
strategy prioritizes the best target population; clients that are matched to a housing
subsidy (Roadmap, Recovery Rehousing, Rapid Rehousing, or other permanent
supportive housing), whether from other demobilizing Project Room Key sites or targeted
encampments surrounding the shelters. Different interim housing bed types prioritize
clients differently depending upon their needs. In order to maximize bed turnover in the
interim housing portfolio, clients should be provided the financial and case management
support they need to exit into successful permanent housing interventions for which they
are eligible, and which best meet their needs. The more clients that come to the interim
housing shelter with housing subsidies, the more clients will exit to permanent housing,
allowing for new clients to access the interim housing beds. (LAHSA, 2021)
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In conclusion, as noted above, the visitor demographic that visits Venice Beach prefers
more destination type experiences in boutique or upscale lodging. There is low tourist
demand for low-cost budget motels in the surrounding area; and an ample supply of low
cost hotel and motel accommodations, and low cost bed and breakfast accommodations
within the Venice community and adjacent coastal communities.
Low-cost chain motels and hotels in the area have not been performing well and were
used for low-income housing that allow for low-income housing vouchers for payment
(Venice Housing Corps, 2021). Occupancy rates for motels such as the Ramada Inn
Marina will not rebound for at least 3 years. Some of these low-cost visitor hotels have
been sold to boutique hotel chains since occupancy rates for the last couple of years were
not sustainable. (Department of City Planning, 2021) Further, the demand for motel
rooms plummeted when Covid-19 hit Los Angeles in March, 2020, forcing further
economic hardship for lodging in the area.
The visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low-cost hotel and
motel visitor accommodations, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows
that the loss of this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging
choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. The capacity
for the site to remain a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable since the
hotel would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project. The change of
use from a low cost visitor recreation use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to respond to the current emergency
homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding the Project.
New affordable housing is the more sustainable action towards addressing chronic
homelessness in the community of Venice and the state of California as a whole. This is
consistent with the Recreation policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act, and will
not adversely affect low cost visitor recreation access for coastal visitors.
ARTICLE 6 DEVELOPMENT
The Project does not include new development. The Project includes the change of use
from a shuttered motel to an interim crisis and bridge housing homeless shelter; and the
interior and exterior tenant improvements of the existing two-story motel. The Project site
is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along
Washington Blvd. There are no scenic corridors, and there are no coastal dependent
resources adjacent or near the site.
The project is consistent with the character of the surrounding development and will not
adversely impact coastal resources consistent with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
including but not limited to Public Access, Recreation, and Development.
The Project is a change of use from a motel to a residential, interim housing use on an
existing development located in a dense, urban, primarily commercial inland area of the
Coastal Zone, in close proximity to other residential uses (Section 30250). This project
is not considered a “new” development and is located in a developed area that can
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accommodate the re-use of an existing failed, defunct motel. Therefore, the Project will
not be inconsistent with the character of the surrounding uses or create any significant
adverse effects.
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act protects public views to and along the coast and requires
permitted development be sited and designed to be visually compatible with the character
of surrounding areas. The Proposed Project is an existing shuttered motel that includes
a change of use to interim affordable housing, and minor tenant improvements. The site
is already part of the urban fabric. The project site is located in an area designated
General Commercial. (City of Los Angeles, 2021) This land use designation is intended
to maintain the uses, density, and character of existing low intensity commercial areas.
Thus, the Project, with interim affordable housing will provide social programs and
services for the residents; is allowed under the certified Venice LUP. (Department of City
Planning, 2021)
The project would not affect geologic, flood, or fire risks (30253(1) (2)), would not conflict
with any requirements of the State Air Resources Control Board or South Coast Air Quality
District (30253(3)), would not affect energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled
(30253(4)), and would not permanently affect the local community (30253(5)).
Section 30252(1) of the Coastal Act encourages facilitating the provision or extension of
transit service, and (2) providing non-automobile circulation within the development. The
proposed Project is within 600 feet of a regional transit stop at the intersection of Lincoln
Blvd. and Washington Blvd. Also, the Project site includes landscaped grounds and open
space. The proposed Project includes bicycle parking. This provides for active
transportation opportunities in biking and walking. This is consistent with the Chapter 3
Development policies of the Coastal Act and will not adversely impact coastal resources.
Parking
Coastal Act § 30252(4). Requires new development to maintain public access to
the coast by providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of
serving the development with public transportation.
Per the Venice Specific Plan, the prior motel has legal non-conforming parking that
displaces on-street coastal parking. The prior motel building was originally constructed
as a 30 guest room hotel with 3 additional dwelling units. The original permit shows 18
parking stalls provided (tucked under the building). The required parking at the time was
for 0.5 stalls per guest room. (City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety,
2021) The motel use requires much more parking than the 18 parking spaces that were
originally provided. Today, the motel occupancy would require 86 parking spaces (66
spaces for 33 residential units, 12 beach impact parking, 8 spaces for guest parking).
(Department of City Planning, 2021) So, the proposed Project improves coastal on-street
parking by changing the use of the motel to interim homeless housing, and providing
adequate parking that complies with the lower parking utilization rates of those who are
experiencing homelessness.
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AB 744 amended Section 65915 of the Government Code to include provisions for
reduced parking rates for affordable housing. Legislature finds that there exists a severe
shortage of affordable housing, especially for persons and families of extremely low, very
low, and low income, and there is an immediate need to encourage the development of
new housing. AB 744, Section 65915(p)(2), 65915(p)(3), and 65915(p) (3)A, state that if
a development includes the maximum percentage of low- or very low income units or if a
development consists solely of rental units, exclusive of a manager’s unit or units, with an
affordable housing cost to lower income families, and is located within one-half mile of a
major transit stop, and there is unobstructed access to the major transit stop from the
development; then, a vehicular parking ratio, should not exceed 0.5 spaces per bedroom.
(State of California, 2015)
Further, in a recent study conducted by Fehr & Peers in April 20, 2017, 42 affordable
housing sites within the City of Los Angeles were surveyed for vehicle trip generation and
parking. The results indicate that parking utilization ratios are less than the ratios required
in the certified Venice LUP. The study indicated that permanent supportive affordable
housing, created a demand between 0.2 and 0.48 spaces per unit. (Fehr and Peers,
2017). Additionally, in March 2019, Crain and Associates produced a report on the effects
of a 100% affordable housing project and transit availability on personal vehicle
ownership and parking demand. That study concluded that substantial evidence and
academic research support reduced car ownership and parking utilization by lower
income households and housing in close proximity to public transit. (Crain and
Associates, 2019)
Applying a parking ratio of 0.2 to 0.48 parking spaces per unit for affordable supportive
housing, as suggested in the Fehr & Peers April 2017 study, between 7 and 16 spaces
would be required for the 33 housing units. Applying AB 744 parking ratio of .5 spaces
per unit for affordable supportive per AB 744, 16.5 spaces would be required for the same
amount of units.
Currently, the Los Angeles zoning code requires 1 stall per guestroom for the first 30
guest rooms of a hotel and 0.5 stalls for the next 30 guest rooms. Also, up to 15% of
these parking stalls may be replaced with bicycle parking because the Project is within
1,500 ft of a major transit stop at Lincoln Blvd. and Washington Blvd., (service at no more
than 15 minute intervals). The Project can further apply incentives to reduce parking via
Affordable Housing Incentives - Density Bonus (Section 12.22 A.25 of the LAMC). This
section allows for parking to be calculated at the ratio of 0.25 stalls per restricted,
affordable residential hotel unit. As these guest rooms would be used for non-transient
residents (Residential Hotel), the parking would be based on the quantity of habitable
rooms per unit. For less than 3 habitable rooms (the majority of the affordable units), the
code requires 1 parking stall. (City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety,
2021)
The proposed Project includes 100% interim affordable housing for people experiencing
homelessness. Further, the proposed Project is located approximately 528 feet from
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public transit located at Lincoln Blvd. and Washington Blvd. It provides affordable
supportive housing for a minimum of 55 years, and generates a significantly lower
demand for parking then a market rate residential development. The Project qualifies for
bicycle parking, and an affordable housing density bonus. Therefore, a reduced parking
ratio for the development is appropriate to apply in this case.
The Project’s reduced demand for parking (due to the restricted income levels of the
residents and the project site’s proximity to public transit), the addition of 15 bicycle
parking spaces, and the application of a density bonus for affordable housing supports
the Los Angeles zoning code parking ratio. Based on the Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety (DBS), the parking for the 33 affordable units, 9 employees who work
in three shifts, and 3 spaces for operations is calculated to be approximately 33 required
parking stalls, given its close proximity to major transit stops, (31.5 parking spaces, plus
6 employee and operations parking stalls, minus 4.725 spaces for bicycle parking). Since
LAMC 12.22A.25 also applies, only 8.25 parking spaces will be needed.
The Project includes the required 9 spaces and a surplus of 17 parking spaces, for a total
of 26 on-site parking spaces, and up to 15 bicycle parking spaces. (PATH, 2020). This is
appropriate for 33 interim affordable housing units, 3 employee spaces, and 3 spaces for
daily operations. Therefore it is consistent with the Development policies in Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act, and will not adversely affect coastal parking for coastal visitors.
2. The permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los
Angeles to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976.
Since the project conforms to the applicable Community Plan and Specific Plans, and
relevant provisions and policies of the Coastal Act, the Project will not prejudice the ability
of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Plan in conformity with the Coastal Act and
amendments.
3. The Interpretative Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Permits as established
by the California Coastal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any subsequent
amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed, and considered in the light of
the individual project in making the City Engineer’s determination.
As noted in the preceding Sections, the California Coastal Commission’s interpretive
guidelines (State and Regional) for the Venice area have been reviewed and considered
in preparation of these findings and recommendations. However, following prevailing
case law (e.g., Pacific Legal Foundation v. Coastal Commission (1982) 33 Cal.3d 158),
the City Engineer’s determination is based on the cited provisions of the California
Coastal Act and other legally established laws and regulations.
4. The decision of the permit granting authority has been guided by any
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code.
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The decision of the permit granting authority, as evidenced in the staff report of this
project, has been guided by any applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission
pursuant to Section 30625(c) of the Public Resources Code.
5. If the development is located between the nearest public road and the sea or
shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, the development is
in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976.
The development is not located between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline
of any body of water located within the coastal zone. The Project site is located
approximately 1.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean within an urban area along West
Washington Blvd. Therefore, the development is in conformity with the public access
and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.
6. Any other finding or findings as may be required for the development by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Los Angeles City
Council found the Project to be a Categorical statutorily exempt on December 10, 2020.
There are no additional evaluations required by the California Environmental Quality Act
in connection with the approval of this permit.
III. PUBLIC COMMENTS
There were over 200 comments received by the community via verbal comments at the
two Hearings that were held for this Project, via emailed, written comments, and via USPS
mail. There were five primary Coastal issues the commenters raised concerns about.
They are as follows:
PUBLIC ACCESS

Public Safety
Coastal Act § 30210. [M]aximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted,
and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
This Project removes people from living on the streets into homeless housing, which helps
alleviate public safety issues and improves public access, and according the LAPD, the
project will not impact the LAPD's ability to fight crime. (Los Angeles Police Department,
2021) Further, it protects public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural
resource areas from overuse by beginning to remove encampments that surround the
Project site. It places homeless persons into an organized setting managed by a service
Page 29
Board of Public Works Meeting

- April 14, 2021 -

PAGE 384

Final Staff Report - Coastal Development Permit No. 21-01
provider with counselors, it provides housing and safety and coastal access to the
homeless people that already exist in Venice that use the interim housing. This project
removes people experiencing homelessness from living on the street and provides them
with resources to survive and get the help they need, which is consistent with public safety
needs. Moreover, it fosters other important Coastal Act policies, such as to "encourage .
. .the provision of new affordable housing opportunities . . . in the coastal zone," which is
found in Public Resources Code section 30604(g) and improves public safety by reducing
homelessness. So this Project does not create any inconsistency with public safety
needs. This Project does not impede public access, but rather facilitates it and does so
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Also, the public safety issues raised by the community already historically existed in
Venice. The public comments generally discussed existing public safety issues with the
community’s existing homeless population. Some commenters stated that the new
homeless shelter on Sunset Avenue in Venice caused the existence of homeless people,
the shelter caused violence that resulted in calling the police upon occupants of the
shelter, and it caused associated safety issues. But, those issues existed before the
shelter was built, and they were identified as existing conditions by the neighborhood
residents back then, just as they are being raised now with this project involving interim
housing. The fact that police assistance was called by the Sunset Avenue shelter’s
operators shows that the shelter setting was providing managed oversight of the
homeless population and addressing safety concerns among the homeless population
and the community. Comments then opposing the Sunset Avenue shelter’s development
pointed to several instances of violence among the homeless living on the streets. It is
unlikely that homeless individuals, living in fear on the street with no resources, would be
able to call the police for that same help and protection afforded in the shelter setting.
The issues raised are not new to Venice. They were not caused by a shelter, and building
a homeless shelter did not cause the homeless crisis that is facing this region. Increasing
the ability to house the homeless by building shelters and interim housing will support
improving the existing homelessness conditions in the Venice area and it will improve
safety. It does not cause these issues.
Also, the comments aimed at the Sunset Avenue shelter are not relevant to this type of
Project. The interim housing proposed for this project involves 33 beds in 33 individual
rooms in a former motel structure that will be managed by a service provider. This project
is very different from a congregate 154-bed shelter operated with a large common tent
structure at the Sunset Avenue shelter. The safety concerns in a congregate temporary
tent shelter setting are not the same and do not exist in this interim housing setting that
provides greater privacy and separation of individuals in the program and greater focus
on individualized assistance to the participants.
This does not preclude the City of Los Angeles and PATH to report to the Venice
Neighborhood Council and the Del Rey Neighborhood Council monthly status reports
related to coastal Public Safety needs that directly affect the adjacent neighborhood.
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Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations
Please refer to the Public Safety - Fire Life Safety Design and Operations analysis above
in Section II.C.1., Article 2 - Public Access § 30210.
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Facilities vs. Affordable Housing
Coastal Act § 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.
As more fully explained in the report, above, the ample supply of low cost motel, hotel,
and bed and breakfast accommodations in the Venice area and adjacent Coastal Zone
shows that the loss of this underperforming low-cost motel is insignificant to the overall
lodging choices in Venice and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone.
There is low demand for low-cost lodging in Venice, including this low-cost hotel, since
most tourists who visit Venice prefer destination type and boutique brand hotels. For
those visitors who do prefer low-budget coastal accommodations, there are options to
stay at a bed and breakfast or at other low-budget visitor accommodations in the Coastal
Zone communities in and adjacent to Venice for a comparable price. There are ample
bed and breakfasts and low-cost motel hotel accommodations in Venice and in other
coastal communities directly adjacent to Venice to the north and south, which are also
coastal resources. These can be considered to supplement the low-cost visitor recreation
accommodation supply in Venice.
Even with the ample low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations
surrounding the Project site, the occupancy rate for California declined approximately
36% in 2020 and is not forecasted to recover for several years (only back to 94% of 2019
levels in 2023). The immediate impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was a 77% decline in
2020 Transient Occupancy Tax revenues – a shortfall that is not recoverable. (Hotel
Association Los Angeles, 2021) Tourism spending in California was expected to drop to
$66.1 billion in 2020, erasing a decade of growth. Travel-related spending from visitors
is not expected to recover for several years (Domestic visitors 74% of 2019 levels in 2021;
International 54%; Leisure 85%; Business-related 56%). Travel-related spending in
California is not expected to reach pre-coronavirus levels until 2024. (Visit California,
2021) Average Daily Rate in California is forecast to grow 9% in 2021, following a 24.2%
projected decline in 2020. (Visit California, 2021)
Also, under the Los Angeles region’s particular COVID-19 constraints on the hotel
industry, it is even more speculative to presume there will be a rebound, considering that
currently, over a year has passed since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, and
the hotel industry is still suffering. In an announcement only as recent as January 25,
2021, the Los Angeles County Public Health Department began allowing occupancy of
local hotels and motels for “tourism and individual travel.” (Los Angeles County Public
Health Department, Jan, 2021) The County’s new order provides that hotels “may reopen
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out-of-state reservations for non-essential travel,” after meeting certain required COVID19 protocols that continue to constrain the use of hotels in the Los Angeles region. (Los
Angeles County Public Health Department, Jan, 2021) The capacity for the site to remain
a visitor and recreational use would not be sustainable. By introducing housing for people
experiencing homelessness in Venice, tourism will improve because it would remove
homeless people from the streets into interim housing and that helps the efforts to lessen
the amount of encampments directly around the Project site.
Data shows that Venice has an ample supply of comparably priced motels, hotels and
short term rental properties for temporary accommodations that are also within Council
District 11, and within the City of Santa Monica, both located nearby in the Coastal Zone.
Further, the visitor preference for higher end and boutique type hotels, ample low cost
motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the area shows that the loss of
this low-end underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging choices in Venice
and the adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone. Therefore, this Project will not
negatively affect public access to low cost visitor recreations uses.
Impacts from the Project on low-cost visitor facilities (and other coastal policies identified
in this report), if any, by converting one motel into interim housing also needs to be
considered in the context of how the Project protects other important coastal resources
under the Coastal Act. (Coastal Act section 30007.5.) The Project will provide interim
housing for the homeless and it will remove those homeless people from living on the
streets. Addressing the homelessness crisis is necessary to protect coastal resources in
this area. By doing so, it improves public access and supports the financially viability of
other nearby low-cost visitor facilities to continue providing their short-term
accommodations by improving coastal access for visitors staying at those
accommodations. (Coastal Act Chapter 3, Article 2.) As discussed, above, the Project
is consistent with public safety needs because it protects these homeless individuals by
placing them into a safer, managed environment with resources to help them. (Coastal
Act section 30210.) It also strongly supports the Coastal Act’s broader “important” policy
goal of encouraging new affordable housing opportunities in the Coastal Zone for low
income persons, and it does so in an existing facility in an existing developed urban area.
(Coastal Act section 30604(g).) Since it is within an existing development (not a new
development) and it is in an existing urban area, it also fosters maintaining development
within an urban and employment center. (Coastal Act sections 30007.5, 30250.) On
balance, the Project’s support for these broader important Coastal Act policies is more
protective of coastal resources than preventing the conversion of a single specific small
and unviable motel in an urban area where there are abundant alternative options for lowcost short-term lodging in the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act section 30007.5.)
RECREATION
Protection of Low Cost Visitor Recreation Uses vs. Affordable Housing
Coastal Act § 30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving
commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for
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coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent
industry.
Section 30222 is not relevant to this Project because the Project does not involve a
“private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development.” Therefore,
the prioritization of commercial recreation facilities over other private uses, is not
implicated in the City’s Project providing interim housing to the homeless public that are
living on City streets since it is not considered a private residential development. Also,
potential impacts upon “low cost visitor facilities” from converting this motel to a shelter
that provides interim housing for homeless individuals is addressed in the preceding
section, above, related to Coastal Act section 30213. As more fully explain above, the
ample supply of low cost motel, hotel, and bed and breakfast accommodations in the
Venice area and adjacent Coastal Zone shows that the loss of this low-end
underperforming motel is insignificant to the overall lodging choices in Venice and the
adjacent communities within the Coastal Zone.
The change of use from a low-cost visitor use (a motel) to interim supportive affordable
housing is more feasible, and it allows the City to begin to respond to the current
emergency homeless crises and the lack of affordable housing in the area surrounding
the Project. New affordable housing is the more sustainable, just, and equitable action
towards addressing chronic homelessness in the community of Venice and, as noted
above, on balance, addressing the homelessness crisis provides more protection for
coastal resources by supporting important broader Coastal Act policies that will enhance
access and recreation for visitors to the Coastal Zone. Therefore, the Project is consistent
with this policy.
DEVELOPMENT
Cumulative Impact
Coastal Act § 30250(a). New residential, commercial, or industrial development,
except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or,
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other
than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.
This Section 30250(a) is not relevant because the Project is not a “new” development,
and it does not present any question about where the Project can be located or sited
because it involves the re-use of an existing, failed, and defunct motel. Also, it is
unquestionably located in an “existing developed area” that is “able” to accommodate it
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because it is a former motel that is capable of housing homeless people with interim
housing. This same motel was previously temporarily used to house people experiencing
homelessness, which shows it is capable of housing homeless people under Project
Homekey since it is essentially the same type of program and use as its prior use under
the predecessor State program. Because of this, the Coastal Act section 30250 does
not require analyzing any cumulative impacts on coastal resources.
Even assuming the Project could be considered new development being sited in an area
that is not an “existing developed area able to accommodate it” — all of those
presumptions are false —this Project is nevertheless located “where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources,” and
thus it would comply with this policy from a cumulative standpoint.
Regarding low-cost visitor facilities, the data shows there are many other low-cost
accommodations available in Venice and the adjacent coastal communities, and the hotel
would have failed to continue to operate regardless of the project.
Parking
Coastal Act § 30252. The location and amount of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (4) providing adequate parking
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation.
As more fully described above related this Report’s analysis of this Coastal Act policy, the
parking requirements and needs for this Project are met through the parking available onsite. This Project has more than adequate parking, which thus will not cause any impact
to public parking within the Coastal Zone, and thus the Project will not impact coastal
access. The proposed Project also improves coastal on-street parking by changing the
use of the “under-parked” motel to interim homeless housing that provides adequate
parking that complies with the lower parking utilization rates of those who are
experiencing homelessness.
Please refer to the Parking analysis above in Section II.C.1. Article 6 Development –
Parking.
Protect Special Communities
Coastal Act § 30253. New development shall do all of the following: (e) Where
appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.
Based on the public comments the City received related to Section 30253, it is difficult to
discern how this policy applies to this Project. The commenters did not provide an
adequate explanation or support for what particular “special communities or
neighborhoods” exist and what “unique characteristics” have been affected, or how this
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particular Project affected them by failing to protect them. The City only received
generalized comments about general homelessness impacting the general Venice area,
which does not provide any insight into how this Project fails to protect special
communities and neighborhoods under this Coastal Act policy.
As discussed more fully, above, homelessness issues in Venice have long predated this
Project and this Project does not cause homelessness. Quite the opposite. This Project
removes homeless people from living on the streets. Removing people from the streets
into homeless housing unquestionably helps protect special communities and
neighborhoods, if such communities and neighborhoods and their unique characteristics
are affected by homelessness. The Project allows the City to begin to remove
encampments that surround the Project site. It places homeless persons into an
organized setting managed by a service provider with counselors, it provides housing and
safety; and coastal access to the homeless people that already exist in Venice that use
the interim housing. Therefore, this project removes people experiencing homelessness
from living on the street, it provides them with resources to survive and get the help they
need. Moreover, it fosters other Coastal Act policies such as to “encourage . . .the
provision of new affordable housing opportunities . . . in the coastal zone,” which is found
in Public Resources Code section 30604(g) and improves public safety by reducing
homelessness.
More importantly, this Project involves only the reuse of an existing motel property, and it
does not make any change that would impact the architectural “character” of the
neighborhood. The Project does not alter the scale or appearance of the existing building
relative to the neighborhood’s character, and only involves negligible minor
improvements. If anything the Project supports the neighborhood’s existing character by
avoiding leaving the property sitting vacant and boarded-up as a former motel.
Assuming that the vicinity of the Project contains special communities and neighborhoods
that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses, this Project is consistent with the Coastal Act policies protecting such
areas.
NOTICING
The noticing was completed for both hearings by mail, posting onsite, and by BOE staff
being available virtually online for the community’s convenience to access project
information. Also, a Project website was created that provided access to the Project’s
Hearing Notices, CDP Application, Staff Report, and Notice of Exemption. A second
hearing was conducted to correct a gap in the mailing radius and additionally provide
ample opportunity to the community to comment on the Project.
Posting
The site was posted within 3 days of Hearing #1 and #2 in a conspicuous place for both
hearings, with a notice easily read by the public on the property site and containing
specific information as to the nature of the proposed development. Staff found that all
Hearing Notices for Hearing #1 were vandalized by ripping them off the side of the building
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after they were posted. So, for the Hearing Notice #2 posting, an additional posting was
placed on a sign behind a chain link fence to protect it from vandalism. BOE Homeless
Program Staff’s email contact information was included on the notices, so the community
or any interested party could conveniently contact BOE Staff if they had any questions or
concerns. Posting photos are attached. This satisfies this requirement for posting the
Project site.
Mailing
Hearing Notice #1 was mailed within 10-days of Hearing #1, to a list containing the name
and address of each property owner, within one hundred feet from the front lot of the
proposed development. The gap in mailing addresses was correct by scheduling a
second hearing immediately. The second hearing was done because the mailing list was
100-ft from the front lot boundary. Hearing Notice #2 was mailed within 10-days of
Hearing #2, to each property owner within one hundred feet from each boundary of the
site of the proposed development. This satisfies this requirement for mailing notices to
neighboring addresses of the Project site.
Virtual
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, BOE Staff telecommute and work from home through
virtual accessibility. BOE staff was available, virtually, online which allowed for the public
to easily access Project information in preparation for the hearings. This ensured the
community had continued access to BOE staff and allowed the Project information to be
effectively communicated to the public.
These virtual elements included the following:
1. The Project Website address was created for a central virtual depository of Project
documents. BOE Staff created the site with the intention to provide our constituents
the ability to conveniently access Project files while they wrote their Reponses to
Comments.
Here is the Project's Website Address:
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
2. February 1, 2021, Hearing Notice #2 was sent by email to all participants of Hearing
#1. Hearing Notice #2 contained BOE Staff email contact information for the
community’s convenience and consideration.
Hearing Notice #2
To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for your interest in the Ramada Inn Marina Interim Housing Project's
Coastal Development Permit hearing. Your comments are appreciated.
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Please see the attached Public Hearing Notice #2 for your reference.
Here is digital access or your convenience and consideration:
Hearing Date, Time, and Location: This notice is for a public hearing scheduled
for February 11, 2021 beginning at 3:00 PM and to be held via Zoom webinar for
the Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter Coastal Development Permit.
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1602707432
Passcode: 875893
Or Telephone:
Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 669 254 5252 or
+1 669 216 1590 or
+1 551 285 1373 or
+1 646 828 7666 or
833 568 8864 (Toll Free)
Webinar ID: 160 270 7432
Also, please visit the Project's website for more information.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Code (LAMC) § 12.20.2 applies to projects within the California Coastal Zone. The first
public hearing for this Project was held on Friday, January 29, 2021 at 3:00 pm via Zoom.

Project Description: The project proposed under CDP 21-01 includes the
acquisition of an existing two-story 12,220-square foot (sf) motel that will be initially
rehabilitated to a crises and bridge housing homeless shelter; then in the long term,
it will eventually become permanent homeless supportive housing. The Project
includes minor tenant improvements to the existing interior and exterior to
accommodate American with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; including hearing
and vision impaired upgrades, path of travel improvements, and life and safety
upgrades, to an existing motel building.
Interested persons, as well as the applicant may speak at the hearing or submit
written information. All written comments must be received on or before 4:00
PM on Friday, February 12, 2021 to be considered, prior to a decision on the
case. Written comments should be sent by email to: Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org,
or delivered, or mailed to:
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
Attention: Eileen Schoetzow Environmental Supervisor I
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1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213
The application, exhibits and other information relating to the case are available for
your review at 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213 in the
Office of the Environmental Management Group. If you have any questions, please
contact at Eileen Schoetzow at via email at Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org or at
(213) 485-5751.
3. February 5, 2021, An email was sent RE: Comment Period for Ramada Inn Marina Interim
Shelter Project CDP Clarification. This was because there was a gap in the comment period
between Hearing #1 and Hearing #1. This email communicated to our constituents that the
comment period would be extended one more week for their convenience until the day after
Hearing #2. This provided the community with more time to prepare their comments.

Good day,
For your information, we are conducting an additional hearing to accommodate as
many comments from the community.
Even though the comment period ended February 4th at 4pm per the first hearing,
we will continue to allow comments up until the end of the comment period of the
second notice. For your convenience and consideration we are accepting
comments up until February 12th @ 4pm.
Please see the Project website for the Hearing Notice #2.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Thank you for your interest in this Project,
4. February 11, 2021, Public Testimony Guidelines were emailed to all commentors that emailed
BOE up until that day at 1:00 pm. The purpose of this was to provide participants with clear
guidance on how the ZOOM hearing would be conducted. BOE Staff was able to review
lessons learned from Hearing #1 and enhance the community’s ability to comment efficiently
during Hearing #2. We shared our Project web address again for everyone’s convenience.

Public Testimony Guidelines
The Bureau of Engineering would like to provide our constituents Public
Testimony Guidelines for today's Coastal Development Permit Hearing.
Please follow the following guidelines during the ZOOM hearing:
x Make sure you have signed in
For your convenience, there will be two ways to access the sign in sheet:
1. Via the Project Website
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
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2. Via the ZOOM chat box
x Use the "raise your hand" function in ZOOM or press *9 on your phone to
make a verbal comment
x When speaking state your first and last name for the record
x You will get 3 minutes to make your comments, with a 1 minute warning
x After the public hearing, written comments can also be sent to
Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org by Friday, February 12, 2021 @ 4pm.
IV. STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the City Engineer’s Office.
Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
permit date as reported from the Coastal Commission.
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period
of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.
Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the City Engineer.
Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the City Engineer an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.
Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the City Engineer and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
V. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. PATH shall provide the following elements for operations:
x
x
x
x
x
x

Install and thereafter maintain a rear barrier along Harrison to provide better
control over access to the Project via Washington.
PATH staff on-site
Overnight security guards located on-site
Security cameras
Community hotline
HMIS will assist residents to find permanent housing and homeless services

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the preceding analysis and the comments received prior to, during and after
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the public hearing, we recommend that the City Engineer issue a Coastal Development
Permit for this project.
Digitally signed by Maria Martin
DN: cn=Maria Martin, o=Department
of Public Works, ou=Bureau of
Engineering,
email=maria.martin@lacity.org, c=US
Date: 2021.03.05 16:02:43 -08'00'

3/5/2021
________________________________
Maria Martin
Date
Environmental Affairs Officer
Environmental Management Group
Bureau of Engineering
DOCUMENT PREPARED BY:
Eileen Schoetzow

Digitally signed by Eileen Schoetzow
DN: cn=Eileen Schoetzow, o=Bureau of
Engineering, ou=Homeless Facilities Program,
email=eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org, c=US
Date: 2021.03.09 08:39:55 -08'00'

3/8/21

________________________________
Eileen Schoetzow
Date
Environmental Supervisor I
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FIGURE 1 – PROJECT LOCATION MAP
3130 WASHINGTON BLVD, VENICE, CA 90292

PROJECT
LOCATION
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

Ramada Inn Marina Interim Shelter Project CDP Hearing #2 -- February 11, 2021 @
3pm
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Mon, Feb 1, 2021 at 1:05 PM
To: "andrea.murray001@gmail.com" <andrea.murray001@gmail.com>, "arisahdoot@gmail.com" <arisahdoot@gmail.com>,
"austinrovetti@gmail.com" <austinrovetti@gmail.com>, "bjelacari@gmail.com" <bjelacari@gmail.com>,
"clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com" <clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com>, "defurio@msn.com" <defurio@msn.com>, "enemy.girl@yahoo.com"
<enemy.girl@yahoo.com>, "gfrutkoff@gmail.com" <gfrutkoff@gmail.com>, "gvogelheim@gmail.com"
<gvogelheim@gmail.com>, "ingridsmiles5@gmail.com" <ingridsmiles5@gmail.com>, "jamie@venicecurrent.com"
<jamie@venicecurrent.com>, "jlukeme@gmail.com" <jlukeme@gmail.com>, "judy.esposito@msn.com"
<judy.esposito@msn.com>, "kathyfalsey@gmail.com" <kathyfalsey@gmail.com>, "laurel.polson@yahoo.com"
<laurel.polson@yahoo.com>, "lindalucks@gmail.com" <lindalucks@gmail.com>, "mariekenned@gmail.com"
<mariekenned@gmail.com>, "mbohan@vchcorp.org" <mbohan@vchcorp.org>, "michaelsuhd@gmail.com"
<michaelsuhd@gmail.com>, "millmannsusan@gmail.com" <millmannsusan@gmail.com>, "mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org"
<mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org>, "mjswabeck@hotmail.com" <mjswabeck@hotmail.com>,
"mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org" <mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>, "retamoser@gmail.com"
<retamoser@gmail.com>, "ruthie@mikeandruthie.com" <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>, "s_shoup@icloud.com"
<s_shoup@icloud.com>, "sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org" <sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org>, "serafino_sini@yamahamotor.com" <serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>, "sheena.ahdoot@gmail.com" <sheena.ahdoot@gmail.com>,
"sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com" <sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com>, "steveclare743@gmail.com" <steveclare743@gmail.com>,
"stevesanders497@icloud.com" <stevesanders497@icloud.com>, "tilly@luskin.ucla.edu" <tilly@luskin.ucla.edu>,
"traciparkesq@gmail.com" <traciparkesq@gmail.com>, "tracycarpenter@me.com" <tracycarpenter@me.com>,
"wildrudi@icloud.com" <wildrudi@icloud.com>
Bcc: Marcelino Ascensio <marcelino.ascensio@lacity.org>, Marina Quinonez <marina.quinonez@lacity.org>, Erik Villanueva
<erik.villanueva@lacity.org>, Adrian Hwang <adrian.hwang@lacity.org>, Luz Rabelo <luz.rabelo@lacity.org>, Wendy Delgado
<wendy.delgado@lacity.org>, Nathan Ho <nathan.ho@lacity.org>, Steve Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Maria Martin
<maria.martin@lacity.org>, Mary Nemick <mary.nemick@lacity.org>, Shilpa Gupta <shilpa.gupta@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy
<norman.mundy@lacity.org>, Billy Ho <billy.ho@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay <meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite
<allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>, Dexter
O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>, Tim McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>, Eileen Schoetzow
<eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Irvin Nguyen <irvin.nguyen@lacity.org>, Lauren Rhodes <lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>, Jose
FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>, Matthew Glesne
<matthew.glesne@lacity.org>, Becky Dennison <bdennison@vchcorp.org>, Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>
To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for your interest in the Ramada Inn Marina Interim Housing Project's Coastal Development Permit hearing.
Your comments are appreciated.
Please see the attached Public Hearing Notice #2 for your reference.
Here is digital access or your convenience and consideration:
Hearing Date, Time, and Location: This notice is for a public hearing scheduled for February 11, 2021 beginning at 3:00
PM and to be held via Zoom webinar for the Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter Coastal Development Permit.
Please use the link below to join the webinar:
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1602707432
Passcode: 875893
Or Telephone:
Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 669 254 5252 or
+1 669 216 1590 or
+1 551 285 1373 or
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+1 646 828 7666 or
833 568 8864 (Toll Free)
Webinar ID: 160 270 7432
Also, please visit the Project's website for more information.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Thank you.
Enjoy your day,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Homeless Facilities Division EMG | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 820
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works - Bureau of
Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

Public Hearing Notice signed 1 29 21.pdf
1862K
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

Comment Period for Ramada Inn Marina Interim Shelter Project CDP Clarification
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Fri, Feb 5, 2021 at 11:42 AM
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>
Bcc: "andrea.murray001@gmail.com" <andrea.murray001@gmail.com>, "arisahdoot@gmail.com" <arisahdoot@gmail.com>,
austinrovetti@gmail.com, "barton.jamieann@gmail.com" <barton.jamieann@gmail.com>, Benjamin Shahrabani
<benjaminshahrabani@yahoo.com>, "bjelacari@gmail.com" <bjelacari@gmail.com>, "celindajungheim@gmail.com"
<celindajungheim@gmail.com>, "defurio@msn.com" <defurio@msn.com>, "diannesax@gmail.com"
<diannesax@gmail.com>, "enemy.girl@yahoo.com" <enemy.girl@yahoo.com>, "gfrutkoff@gmail.com"
<gfrutkoff@gmail.com>, "gvogelheim@gmail.com" <gvogelheim@gmail.com>, ingridsmiles5@gmail.com,
"jamie@venicecurrent.com" <jamie@venicecurrent.com>, "jlukeme@gmail.com" <jlukeme@gmail.com>, John Clark Brown
<clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com>, "judy.esposito@msn.com" <judy.esposito@msn.com>, Kathryn Zwicker
<ktzwicker@gmail.com>, "kathyfalsey@gmail.com" <kathyfalsey@gmail.com>, "kenhalloway@yahoo.com"
<kenhalloway@yahoo.com>, "kuna.jason@gmail.com" <kuna.jason@gmail.com>, "laurel.polson@yahoo.com"
<laurel.polson@yahoo.com>, lindalucks@gmail.com, "mariekenned@gmail.com" <mariekenned@gmail.com>, Marjorie
Swabeck <mjswabeck@hotmail.com>, "michaelsuhd@gmail.com" <michaelsuhd@gmail.com>,
mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org, "mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org" <mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>,
Myrna Bohan <mbohan@vchcorp.org>, "nicholcarlson1@gmail.com" <nicholcarlson1@gmail.com>, retamoser
<retamoser@gmail.com>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>, Ruthie Seroussi <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>,
"s_shoup@icloud.com" <s_shoup@icloud.com>, "sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org" <sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org>,
"serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com" <serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>, "sfc129@gmail.com" <sfc129@gmail.com>,
Sheena Ahdoot <sheena.ahdoot@gmail.com>, Sheila Johns <sheila.johns315@gmail.com>, "sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com"
<sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com>, ssdmogroup odere <ssdmogroup@hotmail.com>, "stephaniecortez1@gmail.com"
<stephaniecortez1@gmail.com>, Steve Clare <steveclare743@gmail.com>, Steve Sanders <stevesanders497@icloud.com>,
susan millmann <millmannsusan@gmail.com>, Sybil Watson <sybilwatson1067@gmail.com>, "tilly@luskin.ucla.edu"
<tilly@luskin.ucla.edu>, Toni Caserta <tonicaserta@gmail.com>, traci park <traciparkesq@gmail.com>, Tracy Carpenter
<tracycarpenter@me.com>, Marcelino Ascensio <marcelino.ascensio@lacity.org>, Marina Quinonez
<marina.quinonez@lacity.org>, Erik Villanueva <erik.villanueva@lacity.org>, Adrian Hwang <adrian.hwang@lacity.org>, Luz
Rabelo <luz.rabelo@lacity.org>, Wendy Delgado <wendy.delgado@lacity.org>, Nathan Ho <nathan.ho@lacity.org>, Steve
Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Mary Nemick <mary.nemick@lacity.org>, Shilpa
Gupta <shilpa.gupta@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>, Billy Ho <billy.ho@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Krista
Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>, Dexter O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>, Tim McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>,
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Irvin Nguyen <irvin.nguyen@lacity.org>, Lauren Rhodes
<lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>, Jose FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh
<mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>, Matthew Glesne <matthew.glesne@lacity.org>, Becky Dennison
<bdennison@vchcorp.org>, Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Ted Jordan <ted.jordan@lacity.org>,
phoffman@lmu.edu, "Stevens, Eric@Coastal" <eric.stevens@coastal.ca.gov>, "Hudson, Steve@Coastal"
<steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov>, "Rehm, Zach@Coastal" <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>
Good day,
For your information, we are conducting an additional hearing to accommodate as many comments from the community.
Even though the comment period ended February 4th at 4pm per the first hearing, we will continue to allow comments up
until the end of the comment period of the second notice. For your convenience and consideration we are accepting
comments up until February 12th @ 4pm.
Please see the Project website for the Hearing Notice #2.
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Thank you for you interest in this Project,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
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Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client
privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in
any manner.
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

Today's Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter - Local Coastal Development Permit
Hearing - Public Testimony Guidelines
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Thu, Feb 11, 2021 at 1:45 PM
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Bcc: "2711scottie@gmail.com" <2711scottie@gmail.com>, "503aaron@gmail.com" <503aaron@gmail.com>,
"aimie@threehundred.biz" <aimie@threehundred.biz>, "alessandra.alarcon06@gmail.com"
<alessandra.alarcon06@gmail.com>, "alexmscarr@gmail.com" <alexmscarr@gmail.com>, "andrea.murray001@gmail.com"
<andrea.murray001@gmail.com>, "aprilmckay@gmail.com" <aprilmckay@gmail.com>, "arisahdoot@gmail.com"
<arisahdoot@gmail.com>, "assemblymember.Burke@assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.Burke@assembly.ca.gov>,
"assemblymember.kiley@assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.kiley@assembly.ca.gov>, "austinrovetti@gmail.com"
<austinrovetti@gmail.com>, "barton.jamieann@gmail.com" <barton.jamieann@gmail.com>, "bbgarner87@gmail.com"
<bbgarner87@gmail.com>, Ben Allen <senator.allen@senate.ca.gov>, Benjamin Shahrabani
<benjaminshahrabani@yahoo.com>, "betarhobeta@gmail.com" <betarhobeta@gmail.com>, "bjelacari@gmail.com"
<bjelacari@gmail.com>, "bleeckerj@gmail.com" <bleeckerj@gmail.com>, "bmartin@vtbs.com" <bmartin@vtbs.com>,
"busdisora@aol.com" <busdisora@aol.com>, "caribjelajac@me.com" <caribjelajac@me.com>, "cc_carterla@yahoo.com"
<cc_carterla@yahoo.com>, "celindajungheim@gmail.com" <celindajungheim@gmail.com>, "charles.deutsch@gmail.com"
<charles.deutsch@gmail.com>, "christos@streamlinebuild.com" <christos@streamlinebuild.com>, "clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com"
<clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com>, "cmargol21@gmail.com" <cmargol21@gmail.com>, "cody.metz.palmer@gmail.com"
<cody.metz.palmer@gmail.com>, "controller.galperin@lacity.org" <controller.galperin@lacity.org>,
"controller.galperin@lacity.org" <ron.galperin@lacity.org>, councilman bonin <councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>,
"councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org" <councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "councilmember.deleon@lacity.org"
<councilmember.deleon@lacity.org>, "councilmember.martinez@lacity.org" <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>,
"Councilmember.raman@lacity.org" <Councilmember.raman@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.raman@lacity.org"
<contactCD4@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.raman@lacity.org" <councilmember.nithya@lacity.org>,
"cristinameyer@gmail.com" <cristinameyer@gmail.com>, "davefruehe@yahoo.com" <davefruehe@yahoo.com>,
"defurio@msn.com" <defurio@msn.com>, Dexter O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>, "diannesax@gmail.com"
<diannesax@gmail.com>, "ecromelin@gmail.com" <ecromelin@gmail.com>, "egorcey@aol.com" <egorcey@aol.com>,
"enemy.girl@yahoo.com" <enemy.girl@yahoo.com>, "erikssondal@gmail.com" <erikssondal@gmail.com>,
"evagreene99@yahoo.com" <evagreene99@yahoo.com>, "fel.adessa@gmail.com" <fel.adessa@gmail.com>,
"FirstDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov" <FirstDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>, "FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov"
<FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>, Gary Lee Moore <Gary.Lee.Moore@lacity.org>, Gary Lee Moore
<gary.lee.moore@lacity.org>, "genericevents@me.com" <genericevents@me.com>, "gfrutkoff@gmail.com"
<gfrutkoff@gmail.com>, Gregg <greggwenk23@gmail.com>, "gretchfos@aol.com" <gretchfos@aol.com>,
"gvogelheim@gmail.com" <gvogelheim@gmail.com>, "hailey.mag@gmail.com" <hailey.mag@gmail.com>,
"heatherlkahler@gmail.com" <heatherlkahler@gmail.com>, Heidi Marston <hmarston@lahsa.org>,
"helenandbertfallon@gmail.com" <helenandbertfallon@gmail.com>, "ingridsmiles5@gmail.com" <ingridsmiles5@gmail.com>,
"itsbobbyd@gmail.com" <itsbobbyd@gmail.com>, "jamie@venicecurrent.com" <jamie@venicecurrent.com>,
"janiceklug@me.com" <janiceklug@me.com>, "jesskase9@gmail.com" <jesskase9@gmail.com>, "jlukeme@gmail.com"
<jlukeme@gmail.com>, "judy.esposito@msn.com" <judy.esposito@msn.com>, "judyfoxwhite@yahoo.com"
<judyfoxwhite@yahoo.com>, "julesromero@hotmail.com" <julesromero@hotmail.com>, "kathyfalsey@gmail.com"
<kathyfalsey@gmail.com>, "kelly.kruzick@verizon.net" <kelly.kruzick@verizon.net>, "kenhalloway@yahoo.com"
<kenhalloway@yahoo.com>, "kind1@ca.rr.com" <kind1@ca.rr.com>, "ktzwicker@gmail.com" <ktzwicker@gmail.com>,
"kuna.jason@gmail.com" <kuna.jason@gmail.com>, "l.swanson1@icloud.com" <l.swanson1@icloud.com>,
"laurel.polson@yahoo.com" <laurel.polson@yahoo.com>, "leslie.brennan@gmail.com" <leslie.brennan@gmail.com>,
"lindalucks@gmail.com" <lindalucks@gmail.com>, "lucashakim@gmail.com" <lucashakim@gmail.com>,
"lynette@napacenter.org" <lynette@napacenter.org>, "mariacoray24@gmail.com" <mariacoray24@gmail.com>,
"mariekenned@gmail.com" <mariekenned@gmail.com>, Marjorie Swabeck <mjswabeck@hotmail.com>,
"maryannzukinmd@ca.rr.com" <maryannzukinmd@ca.rr.com>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.gacetti@lacity.org>, "mbohan@vchcorp.org" <mbohan@vchcorp.org>, Michael Patonai
<michael.patonai@lacity.org>, "michaelsuhd@gmail.com" <michaelsuhd@gmail.com>, "mike.n.feuer@lacity.org"
<mike.n.feuer@lacity.org>, "mike.tavendale@gmail.com" <mike.tavendale@gmail.com>, "millmannsusan@gmail.com"
<millmannsusan@gmail.com>, "mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org" <mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org>,
"mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org" <mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>, "naidanjoe@verizon.net"
<naidanjoe@verizon.net>, "nicholcarlson1@gmail.com" <nicholcarlson1@gmail.com>, "ockomichal@ca.rr.com"
<ockomichal@ca.rr.com>, paul koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>, paul koretz <councilmember.koretz@lacity.org>, paul koretz
<paulkoretz@lacity.org>, "phoffman@lmu.edu" <phoffman@lmu.edu>, retamoser <retamoser@gmail.com>,
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"riborgese@yahoo.com" <riborgese@yahoo.com>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>, "rubywilder55@gmail.com"
<rubywilder55@gmail.com>, Ruthie Seroussi <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>, "s_shoup@icloud.com" <s_shoup@icloud.com>,
"sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org" <sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org>, "sbparker2@aol.com" <sbparker2@aol.com>,
"serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com" <serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>, "sfc129@gmail.com" <sfc129@gmail.com>,
Sheena Ahdoot <sheena.ahdoot@gmail.com>, Sheila Johns <sheila.johns315@gmail.com>, "Sheila@bos.lacounty.gov"
<Sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, "sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com" <sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com>, ssdmogroup odere
<ssdmogroup@hotmail.com>, "stacy@q-la.net" <stacy@q-la.net>, "stephaniecortez1@gmail.com"
<stephaniecortez1@gmail.com>, Steve Clare <steveclare743@gmail.com>, Steve Sanders <stevesanders497@icloud.com>,
"stewart.oscars@gmail.com" <stewart.oscars@gmail.com>, "stocker.april@gmail.com" <stocker.april@gmail.com>, Sybil
Watson <sybilwatson1067@gmail.com>, "tamiprivate@haltonpardee.com" <tamiprivate@haltonpardee.com>,
"thejensall@gmail.com" <thejensall@gmail.com>, "tilis.ryan@gmail.com" <tilis.ryan@gmail.com>, "tilly@luskin.ucla.edu"
<tilly@luskin.ucla.edu>, "tonedeaf@ix.netcom.com" <tonedeaf@ix.netcom.com>, Toni Caserta <tonicaserta@gmail.com>,
traci park <traciparkesq@gmail.com>, "tracycarpenter@me.com" <tracycarpenter@me.com>, Travis Binen
<travis.binen@delphix.com>, "ubertortuga@yahoo.com" <ubertortuga@yahoo.com>, Va Lecia Adams
<VAdams@stjosephctr.org>, "vhinderliter@lahsa.org" <vhinderliter@lahsa.org>, "wlucaciu@icloud.com"
<wlucaciu@icloud.com>, Marcelino Ascensio <marcelino.ascensio@lacity.org>, Marina Quinonez
<marina.quinonez@lacity.org>, Erik Villanueva <erik.villanueva@lacity.org>, Adrian Hwang <adrian.hwang@lacity.org>, Luz
Rabelo <luz.rabelo@lacity.org>, Wendy Delgado <wendy.delgado@lacity.org>, Nathan Ho <nathan.ho@lacity.org>, Steve
Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Mary Nemick <mary.nemick@lacity.org>, Shilpa
Gupta <shilpa.gupta@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>, Billy Ho <billy.ho@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Krista
Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>, Tim McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>, Eileen Schoetzow
<eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Irvin Nguyen <irvin.nguyen@lacity.org>, Lauren Rhodes <lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>, Jose
FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>, Matthew Glesne
<matthew.glesne@lacity.org>, Becky Dennison <bdennison@vchcorp.org>, Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>,
Jennifer Hark-Dietz <JenniferD@epath.org>, AJ Azara <ajazara@pathventures.org>, Cynthia Wong
<CynthiaW@pathventures.org>, Tescia Uribe <TesciaU@epath.org>, "Peter.Hoffman@lmu.edu" <Peter.Hoffman@lmu.edu>

To Whom It May Concern,
The Bureau of Engineering would like to provide our constituents Public Testimony
Guidelines for today's Coastal Development Permit Hearing.
Please follow the following guidelines during the ZOOM hearing:
Make sure you have signed in
For your convenience, there will be two ways to access the sign in sheet:
1. Via the Project Website https://eng.lacity.org/
RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
2. Via the ZOOM chat box
Use the "raise your hand" function in ZOOM or press *9 on your phone to make a
verbal comment
When speaking, state your first and last name for the record
You will get 3 minutes to make your comments, with a 1 minute warning
After the public hearing, written comments can also be sent to
Eileen.Schoetzow@lacity.org by Friday, February 12, 2021 @ 4pm.
Thank you,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
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Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works - Bureau of
Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01 Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Fri, Mar 5, 2021 at 8:02 PM
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Bcc: "2711scottie@gmail.com" <2711scottie@gmail.com>, "503aaron@gmail.com" <503aaron@gmail.com>,
"aimie@threehundred.biz" <aimie@threehundred.biz>, "alant253@gmail.com" <alant253@gmail.com>,
"alessandra.alarcon06@gmail.com" <alessandra.alarcon06@gmail.com>, "alex.simon33@gmail.com"
<alex.simon33@gmail.com>, "alexmscarr@gmail.com" <alexmscarr@gmail.com>, "andialexiu@gmail.com"
<andialexiu@gmail.com>, "andrea.murray001@gmail.com" <andrea.murray001@gmail.com>, Anna Dubin
<annadubin4@gmail.com>, "aprilmckay@gmail.com" <aprilmckay@gmail.com>, "arisahdoot@gmail.com"
<arisahdoot@gmail.com>, "assemblymember.Burke@assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.Burke@assembly.ca.gov>,
"assemblymember.kiley@assembly.ca.gov" <assemblymember.kiley@assembly.ca.gov>, "austinrovetti@gmail.com"
<austinrovetti@gmail.com>, "barton.jamieann@gmail.com" <barton.jamieann@gmail.com>, "bbgarner87@gmail.com"
<bbgarner87@gmail.com>, Ben Allen <senator.allen@senate.ca.gov>, Benjamin Shahrabani
<benjaminshahrabani@yahoo.com>, "betarhobeta@gmail.com" <betarhobeta@gmail.com>, "bjelacari@gmail.com"
<bjelacari@gmail.com>, "blamelis@gmail.com" <blamelis@gmail.com>, "bleeckerj@gmail.com" <bleeckerj@gmail.com>,
"bmartin@vtbs.com" <bmartin@vtbs.com>, Bob Herrera <presnow.inc@gmail.com>, "bryceryanca@hotmail.com"
<bryceryanca@hotmail.com>, "busdisora@aol.com" <busdisora@aol.com>, "caribjelajac@me.com" <caribjelajac@me.com>,
Carol Caldwell <carolcaldwell@verizon.net>, "cc_carterla@yahoo.com" <cc_carterla@yahoo.com>,
"celindajungheim@gmail.com" <celindajungheim@gmail.com>, "charles.deutsch@gmail.com"
<charles.deutsch@gmail.com>, "christos@streamlinebuild.com" <christos@streamlinebuild.com>, "clara@smdp.com"
<clara@smdp.com>, "clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com" <clarkbrown@jcbjrlaw.com>, "cmargol21@gmail.com"
<cmargol21@gmail.com>, "cody.metz.palmer@gmail.com" <cody.metz.palmer@gmail.com>, "controller.galperin@lacity.org"
<controller.galperin@lacity.org>, "controller.galperin@lacity.org" <ron.galperin@lacity.org>, Cornelis van Dijkhuizen
<keesvandijkhuizen@gmail.com>, "coucilman.cedillo@lacity.org" <coucilman.cedillo@lacity.org>, Council Member Krekorian
<councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org>, Council Member Krekorian <paul.krekorian@lacity.org>, councilman bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, Councilmember Blumenfield <councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, Councilmember
Harris-Dawson <councilmember.harris-dawson@lacity.org>, "councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org"
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "councilmember.deleon@lacity.org" <councilmember.deleon@lacity.org>,
"councilmember.martinez@lacity.org" <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.raman@lacity.org"
<Councilmember.raman@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.raman@lacity.org" <contactCD4@lacity.org>,
"Councilmember.raman@lacity.org" <councilmember.nithya@lacity.org>, "cristinameyer@gmail.com"
<cristinameyer@gmail.com>, "cwilli7269@aol.com" <cwilli7269@aol.com>, "davefruehe@yahoo.com"
<davefruehe@yahoo.com>, "defurio@msn.com" <defurio@msn.com>, Dexter O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>,
"diannesax@gmail.com" <diannesax@gmail.com>, donna benz <donnakei@yahoo.com>, "ecromelin@gmail.com"
<ecromelin@gmail.com>, "egorcey@aol.com" <egorcey@aol.com>, "enemy.girl@yahoo.com" <enemy.girl@yahoo.com>,
"erikssondal@gmail.com" <erikssondal@gmail.com>, "evagreene99@yahoo.com" <evagreene99@yahoo.com>,
"fel.adessa@gmail.com" <fel.adessa@gmail.com>, "FirstDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov" <FirstDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov" <FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>, Fred Grossman <frdgrossman@gmail.com>, Gary Lee
Moore <Gary.Lee.Moore@lacity.org>, Gary Lee Moore <gary.lee.moore@lacity.org>, "genericevents@me.com"
<genericevents@me.com>, "gfrutkoff@gmail.com" <gfrutkoff@gmail.com>, "GreatTravelRentals@ca.rr.com"
<GreatTravelRentals@ca.rr.com>, Gregg <greggwenk23@gmail.com>, "gretchfos@aol.com" <gretchfos@aol.com>,
"gvogelheim@gmail.com" <gvogelheim@gmail.com>, "hailey.mag@gmail.com" <hailey.mag@gmail.com>,
"heatherlkahler@gmail.com" <heatherlkahler@gmail.com>, Heidi Marston <hmarston@lahsa.org>,
"helenandbertfallon@gmail.com" <helenandbertfallon@gmail.com>, "ingridsmiles5@gmail.com" <ingridsmiles5@gmail.com>,
"itsbobbyd@gmail.com" <itsbobbyd@gmail.com>, J Kurland <jjsk7@hotmail.com>, "jamie@venicecurrent.com"
<jamie@venicecurrent.com>, "janiceklug@me.com" <janiceklug@me.com>, Jessica Fisher <jessicafisher@me.com>,
"jesskase9@gmail.com" <jesskase9@gmail.com>, "jlukeme@gmail.com" <jlukeme@gmail.com>,
"johncaldwell2@verizon.net" <johncaldwell2@verizon.net>, joseph Lieske <jlieske21@gmail.com>, Joy Mashaal
<joymash@gmail.com>, "judy.esposito@msn.com" <judy.esposito@msn.com>, "judyfoxwhite@yahoo.com"
<judyfoxwhite@yahoo.com>, "julesromero@hotmail.com" <julesromero@hotmail.com>, "kathyfalsey@gmail.com"
<kathyfalsey@gmail.com>, keith fallen <kofallen@hotmail.com>, Kelly Mohritz <mohritzk@hotmail.com>,
"kelly.kruzick@verizon.net" <kelly.kruzick@verizon.net>, "kenhalloway@yahoo.com" <kenhalloway@yahoo.com>,
"kevinmossgallagher@gmail.com" <kevinmossgallagher@gmail.com>, "kind1@ca.rr.com" <kind1@ca.rr.com>,
"ktzwicker@gmail.com" <ktzwicker@gmail.com>, "kuna.jason@gmail.com" <kuna.jason@gmail.com>,
"l.swanson1@icloud.com" <l.swanson1@icloud.com>, "laurel.polson@yahoo.com" <laurel.polson@yahoo.com>,
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"leslie.brennan@gmail.com" <leslie.brennan@gmail.com>, "lindalucks@gmail.com" <lindalucks@gmail.com>,
"lucashakim@gmail.com" <lucashakim@gmail.com>, "lynette@napacenter.org" <lynette@napacenter.org>,
"mail@adamcarter.org" <mail@adamcarter.org>, "mariacoray24@gmail.com" <mariacoray24@gmail.com>,
"mariekenned@gmail.com" <mariekenned@gmail.com>, Marjorie Swabeck <mjswabeck@hotmail.com>,
"maryannzukinmd@ca.rr.com" <maryannzukinmd@ca.rr.com>, Mathilde Kapuano <MKapuano@sheppardmullin.com>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.gacetti@lacity.org>,
"mbohan@vchcorp.org" <mbohan@vchcorp.org>, Michael Patonai <michael.patonai@lacity.org>, "michaelsuhd@gmail.com"
<michaelsuhd@gmail.com>, "michaelsuhd@icloud.com" <michaelsuhd@icloud.com>, "mike.n.feuer@lacity.org"
<mike.n.feuer@lacity.org>, "mike.tavendale@gmail.com" <mike.tavendale@gmail.com>, "millmannsusan@gmail.com"
<millmannsusan@gmail.com>, "mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org" <mischad@safeplaceforyouth.org>,
"mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org" <mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>, "naidanjoe@verizon.net"
<naidanjoe@verizon.net>, "nicholcarlson1@gmail.com" <nicholcarlson1@gmail.com>, Nisa Kove <nisa.kove@lacity.org>,
"ockomichal@ca.rr.com" <ockomichal@ca.rr.com>, paul koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>, paul koretz
<councilmember.koretz@lacity.org>, paul koretz <paulkoretz@lacity.org>, "phoffman@lmu.edu" <phoffman@lmu.edu>,
"ptesavino@yahoo.com" <ptesavino@yahoo.com>, retamoser <retamoser@gmail.com>, "riborgese@yahoo.com"
<riborgese@yahoo.com>, Robert Levy <robertilevy@earthlink.net>, Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>,
"rubywilder55@gmail.com" <rubywilder55@gmail.com>, Ruthie Seroussi <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>,
"s_shoup@icloud.com" <s_shoup@icloud.com>, "sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org" <sahark@safeplaceforyouth.org>,
"sbparker2@aol.com" <sbparker2@aol.com>, "serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com" <serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>,
"sfc129@gmail.com" <sfc129@gmail.com>, Sheena Ahdoot <sheena.ahdoot@gmail.com>, Sheila Johns
<sheila.johns315@gmail.com>, "Sheila@bos.lacounty.gov" <Sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, "sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com"
<sheilagoldberg7@gmail.com>, ssdmogroup odere <ssdmogroup@hotmail.com>, "stacy@q-la.net" <stacy@q-la.net>,
"stephaniecortez1@gmail.com" <stephaniecortez1@gmail.com>, Steve Clare <steveclare743@gmail.com>, Steve Sanders
<stevesanders497@icloud.com>, "stewart.oscars@gmail.com" <stewart.oscars@gmail.com>, "stocker.april@gmail.com"
<stocker.april@gmail.com>, Sybil Watson <sybilwatson1067@gmail.com>, "tamiprivate@haltonpardee.com"
<tamiprivate@haltonpardee.com>, Tarron Kushner <chadkushner@me.com>, Ted Allen <ted.allen@lacity.org>,
"thejensall@gmail.com" <thejensall@gmail.com>, "tilis.ryan@gmail.com" <tilis.ryan@gmail.com>, "tilly@luskin.ucla.edu"
<tilly@luskin.ucla.edu>, "tonedeaf@ix.netcom.com" <tonedeaf@ix.netcom.com>, Toni Caserta <tonicaserta@gmail.com>,
traci park <traciparkesq@gmail.com>, "tracycarpenter@me.com" <tracycarpenter@me.com>, "travelmelinda1@yahoo.com"
<travelmelinda1@yahoo.com>, Travis Binen <travis.binen@delphix.com>, "ubertortuga@yahoo.com"
<ubertortuga@yahoo.com>, Va Lecia Adams <VAdams@stjosephctr.org>, "vhinderliter@lahsa.org" <vhinderliter@lahsa.org>,
"wlucaciu@icloud.com" <wlucaciu@icloud.com>, Marcelino Ascensio <marcelino.ascensio@lacity.org>, Marina Quinonez
<marina.quinonez@lacity.org>, Erik Villanueva <erik.villanueva@lacity.org>, Adrian Hwang <adrian.hwang@lacity.org>, Luz
Rabelo <luz.rabelo@lacity.org>, Wendy Delgado <wendy.delgado@lacity.org>, Nathan Ho <nathan.ho@lacity.org>, Steve
Martin <steve.martin@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Mary Nemick <mary.nemick@lacity.org>, Shilpa
Gupta <shilpa.gupta@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>, Billy Ho <billy.ho@lacity.org>, Meg Barclay
<meg.barclay@lacity.org>, Allison Wilhite <allison.wilhite@lacity.org>, Yolanda Chavez <yolanda.chavez@lacity.org>, Krista
Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>, Tim McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>, Eileen Schoetzow
<eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>, Irvin Nguyen <irvin.nguyen@lacity.org>, Lauren Rhodes <lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>, Jose
FUENTES <jose.fuentes@lacity.org>, Mahmood Karimzadeh <mahmood.karimzadeh@lacity.org>, Matthew Glesne
<matthew.glesne@lacity.org>, Becky Dennison <bdennison@vchcorp.org>, Elyse Matson <Elyse.Matson@lacity.org>, Ted
Jordan <ted.jordan@lacity.org>, "Stevens, Eric@Coastal" <eric.stevens@coastal.ca.gov>, "Hudson, Steve@Coastal"
<steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov>, "Rehm, Zach@Coastal" <Zach.Rehm@coastal.ca.gov>, Nicholas Ayars
<nicholas.ayars@lacity.org>, Helene Rotolo <helene.rotolo@lacity.org>
To Whom It May Concern:
Please find the attached NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01 - Ramada Inn
Marina Homeless Shelter.
Stay healthy and safe,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works - Bureau of
Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

FINAL_Ramada Inn Marina CDP_Notice of Decision_03-08-2021.pdf
434K
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

Re: NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01
- Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Tue, Mar 9, 2021 at 2:01 PM
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Bcc: "barton.jamieann@gmail.com" <barton.jamieann@gmail.com>, "chris.cerbo@yahoo.com" <chris.cerbo@yahoo.com>,
"erikssondal@gmail.com" <erikssondal@gmail.com>, "itsbobbyd@gmail.com" <itsbobbyd@gmail.com>, J Kurland
<jjsk7@hotmail.com>, Jason Douglas <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, Jason Douglas <jason.douglas@lacity.org>,
"jrgposte@aol.com" <jrgposte@aol.com>, "leslie.brennan@gmail.com" <leslie.brennan@gmail.com>,
"lynette@napacenter.org" <lynette@napacenter.org>, "mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org"
<mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>, "naidanjoe@verizon.net" <naidanjoe@verizon.net>, Robin Rudisill
<wildrudi@icloud.com>, Ruthie Seroussi <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>, "serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com"
<serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>, Summer McDowell <whitesnapper@icloud.com>, "susie.breitbart@me.com"
<susie.breitbart@me.com>, Sybil Watson <sybilwatson1067@gmail.com>, "tbmlaw@aol.com" <tbmlaw@aol.com>, traci park
<traciparkesq@gmail.com>, "ubertortuga@yahoo.com" <ubertortuga@yahoo.com>
Good day,
Please find all the information you requested regarding this Project at:
https://eng.lacity.org/RamadaInnMarinaHomelessShelterCDP
Thanks,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works - Bureau of
Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Fri, Mar 5, 2021 at 8:02 PM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
To Whom It May Concern:
Please find the attached NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01 - Ramada Inn
Marina Homeless Shelter.
Stay healthy and safe,
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Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any
manner.
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Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>

Re: NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01
- Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter
1 message
Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Fri, Mar 12, 2021 at 3:49 PM
To: Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org>
Bcc: "barton.jamieann@gmail.com" <barton.jamieann@gmail.com>, "chris.cerbo@yahoo.com" <chris.cerbo@yahoo.com>,
"erikssondal@gmail.com" <erikssondal@gmail.com>, "itsbobbyd@gmail.com" <itsbobbyd@gmail.com>, J Kurland
<jjsk7@hotmail.com>, Jason Douglas <jason.p.douglas@lacity.org>, Jason Douglas <jason.douglas@lacity.org>,
"jrgposte@aol.com" <jrgposte@aol.com>, "leslie.brennan@gmail.com" <leslie.brennan@gmail.com>,
"lynette@napacenter.org" <lynette@napacenter.org>, "mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org"
<mtemple@integratedrecoverynetwork.org>, "naidanjoe@verizon.net" <naidanjoe@verizon.net>, Robin Rudisill
<wildrudi@icloud.com>, Ruthie Seroussi <ruthie@mikeandruthie.com>, "serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com"
<serafino_sini@yamaha-motor.com>, Summer McDowell <whitesnapper@icloud.com>, "susie.breitbart@me.com"
<susie.breitbart@me.com>, Sybil Watson <sybilwatson1067@gmail.com>, "tbmlaw@aol.com" <tbmlaw@aol.com>, traci park
<traciparkesq@gmail.com>, Tracy Carpenter <tracycarpenter@me.com>, "ubertortuga@yahoo.com"
<ubertortuga@yahoo.com>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Dexter O'Connell <dexter.oconnell@lacity.org>,
"Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal" <Shannon.Vaughn@coastal.ca.gov>, "Stevens, Eric@Coastal" <eric.stevens@coastal.ca.gov>,
Krista Kline <krista.kline@lacity.org>
To Whom It May Concern:
Please find Appeal Instructions for the Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter here: Ramada Inn Marina Homeless Shelter.
Stay healthy and safe,
Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works - Bureau of
Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

On Fri, Mar 5, 2021 at 8:02 PM Eileen Schoetzow <eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org> wrote:
To Whom It May Concern:
Please find the attached NOTICE OF DECISION ON LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 21-01 - Ramada Inn
Marina Homeless Shelter.
Stay healthy and safe,
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Eileen Schoetzow, MBA
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor I
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway Avenue, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mailstop 295
Office Phone: (213) 485-5751
iPhone: (310) 424-0765 (currently telecommuting)
eileen.schoetzow@lacity.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, which may be conﬁdential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any
manner.
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