
Sue Kaplan 
763 Nowita Place 
Venice, CA 90291

April 13, 2015

RE: 758 Sunset Avenue, Venice File number 15-0362 
Honored Councilmen of PLUM,

I am not sure what is happening here. The community is at a disadvantage here; the 
appellant was not given the same notice of Councilman’s motion as the applicants. Mr 
Bonin did not think it proper to notify her personally. Nor have any of us been able to 
learn what the technicality was; we can only surmise by reading the Municipal Code and 
presuming to understand. I think this hearing should on that basis, the lack of 
communication, cancelled or postponed while the Council Office gives the Venice 
community information. I stand before you here after only guessing what this is about.

So, if your purpose is to decide how to handle this case, then I urge you to take it back to 
the West LA Area Planning Commission. Lack of informing the public was an issue there 
as well. The applicants changed their project and submitted the new plans but Planning 
Department did not think it necessary to inform the public. All of us came prepared to 
defend one position only to learn seconds before speaking that the project was 
substantially changed. Further the APC ruled correctly based on the guidance given to 
them by Planning and the deputy CA. Allow it to be heard de novo in an APC meeting so 
that everyone, the community and the developers, can be fairly heard.

If you are intending to hear this case now, then I urge you to uphold the appeal. Despite 
the alleged inconsistencies in the hearing, the fact is this project does not meet the 
findings of the Venice Specific Plan that new coastal development be compatible in mass, 
scale and character to its immediate neighborhood. And this was not able to be discussed 
by the Commission.

I present the Streetscape for the 700 block of Sunset, Mr Liu’s version notwithstanding.

There are 38 lots on the block, all developed. The average house size is 1578 sq. ft. 
Twenty-one (21) or 55% are smaller than the average size. The 758 developers propose 
to put a 3863 sq. ft. project on a comparable lot, resulting in a house/lol ratio of 81% (the 
average is 30%). Mr Liu seems to take offence at the Appellants’ properties as he 
highlights them in his documentation. His project is 40% and 55% larger than the 
family’s two projects. And while their house heights are 27 ft., this was before the VSP 
and with the VSP being sloped roofs, can go as high as 30’ as Mr Liu originally proposed 
for his properties.

Looking at the heights of the block, 27 (71%) of the homes are one story, Eleven (11) are 
two story or 29%. What is important to note is that of those 11, seven have a stepbacked



second story or have built the second story towards the back of the lot, leaving the street 
profile, its human scale and pedestrian orientation, as the VSP requires.

Mr Liu attempts to address this in his Exhibit F. Venice is rightly known for its 
architecture, the new, the older and the oldest and everything in between. But eclectic 
does not mean that one can throw out or disregard what is already there. A definition 
addresses the diversity here in Venice: “noting or pertaining to works of architecture, 
decoration, landscaping, etc., produced by a certain person or during a certain period, that 
derive from a wide range of historic styles, the style in each instance often being chosen 
for its fancied appropriateness to local tradition, local geography, the purpose to be 
served, or the cultural background of the client.” So here we are in the 21st century in 
Venice and what should we take from our predecessors? That is what eclectic is; it is not 
to be different or “new” for its own sake. The VSP addresses that when it requires a new 
coastal development project be compatible in mass, scale and character to its immediate 
neighborhood or adjoining lots. It asks that new construction both reference and respect 
its surroundings.

This is not new to the PLUM committee, of course. Since February you were considering 
a amendment to the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance that it “ensure that the character 
and scale of stable single-family residential neighborhoods is maintained ... (Objective 
3.5) and it “require that new development in single-family neighborhoods maintains its 
predominant and distinguishing characteristics ... (Policy 3.5.2)

The residents of Venice ask for nothing less and ask that our planning document the 
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan is given the same consideration and attention that you 
expect your new ordinance will receive.

Please send this back to WLAAPC for a de novo hearing where the requirements can 
justly be heard or grant the Appeal that mass and scale in the Venice Coastal Zone will be 
maintained.

Thank you,

Sue Kaplan


