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Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

From: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 11:12 AM

To: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Subject: FW: California Coastal Commision Appeal No. A-5-VEN-17-0016 2325 Wilson Ave.,,
Venice

Attachments: far slvr trngl map001.pdf

From: Frank Defurio [mailto:defurio@msn.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 3:13 PM

To: Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Subject: California Coastal Commision Appeal No. A-5-VEN-17-0016 2325 Wilson Ave., Venice

Mr. Hudson,
Please submit this letter to the Commissioners and the Executive Director in connection with the appeal of the
Coastal Development Permit approved by the City of Los Angeles for the property at 2325 Wilson Ave., Venice.

Honorable Commissioners
Jack Ainsworth, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

Support of Appeal
A-5-VEN-17-0016
2325 Wilson Ave, Venice

Dear Commissioners and Executive Director Ainsworth,

I am a resident of Venice in an area that is often referred to as the Silver Triangle (see map below and the
attachment) . | live in a neighborhood that has historically been single story homes with a few two story
homes of a reasonable size. That is the mass scale and character of my neighborhood that should be
maintained. But, in recent years developers, who have no roots or connection to the neighborhood, have
been, little by little, attempting to destroy the character of my neighborhood by demolishing these homes,
and replacing them with big box homes of enormous size which cover way too much (or virtually all) of the
land area. Often they have avoided or attempted to avoid scrutiny by falsely claiming that these massive
developments were “merely a remodel of an existing home”. This tactic allowed the developers to obtain
building permits without first obtaining a coastal development permit (CDP), thus avoiding the issue of mass
scale and character of the homes in this area of Venice. This tactic is apparently not available to developers as
a result of decisions recently made by the Commission concerning the definition of the "remodel of an existing
home". It appears that the City is no longer granting exemptions to obtaining a CDP.

However, the City is approving CDP's without sincere consideration, if at all, of the mass scale and character of
the proposed development being consistent with the mass, scale and character of our neighborhood. The
approval by the City the CDP in Question is a perfect example. The existing home of 700 square feet at 2325 S.
Wilson Ave is proposed to be demolished and replaced with the construction of a new 2 story “home" of



almost 4,000 square feet plus a roof top deck. The new mansion will be more than 5 times the size, mass and
scale of the home being demolished and many of the other homes in the neighborhood.

The map below defines this neighborhood to include 232 homes within an area bounded on West by Beach
Ct., on the North and East by Mildred Ave. and on the South by Harbor St. and is outlined in yellow highlight.
The homes on the North side of Mildred are not, and should not, be included in defining this neighborhood
nor be used to determine the mass, scale or character of this area. Lots in this area along the North side of
Mildred Ave are uniquely small even by Venice standards, and thus exceptions have been granted to build
homes in excess of the standards for our “low density single-family residential neighborhood.” The homes on
the north side of Mildred Ave. are part of a different subdivision than the neighborhood in which the proposed
project is situated, and it has a very different and quite unique subdivision pattern, the layout of which reflects
the original rail lines of Venice. These were built relatively recently and are subject to different rules of the City
than the rules governing homes within the highlighted area concerning set-backs, height limitations, etc.
These homes have virtually no side yards, and front and rear set backs don't exist for all practical purposes.
Some of these homes are built right up to the front side walk, and some have no side walk at all, and are built
right up to the curb. Those homes do not represent the mass scale or character of this neighborhood.

A survey (based information shown on zillow.com) of the defined area shows that 69% of the homes in the
defined area are single story homes of 1500 square feet or less, and 17% of the homes are between 1500
square feet and 2500 square feet. Only 7% consist of homes between 2500 square feet and 3000 square
feet, and 6% of the homes in this area exceed 3000 Square feet. The homes exceeding 2500 were almost
certainly built without the scrutiny required by the CDP process, with no notice given to the residents of the
area until the existing modest homes were demolished and construction of the new home begun, and no
consideration was given to the mass, scale and character of the then existing homes in the neighborhood.

This project, at almost 4000 square feet is clearly out of proportion in mass and scale with 94% of the existing
homes in this area, and it is not in keeping with the character of our precious neighborhood. A few existing
out of scale large box houses have been built in the neighborhood. The construction of these houses avoided
scrutiny of the residents of the neighborhood, the City and the Coastal Commission by the developer’s
deceptive, false and possibly illegal permit applications. These out of scale houses should not be considered by
the City as representative of the scale and size of the homes or character of this neighborhood. The
developers should not be rewarded for their deceptive or illegal activity, or be allowed by their greed and
deception to change the character of the neighborhood

My neighborhood is being destroyed all in the name of profit for the developer, who leaves the neighborhood
with its ill-gotten gains. It is the residents of this area that have lived here for years or decades that must
suffer the consequences of this over development and destruction of the character their neighborhood for the
rest of their lives.

Thank you for your consideration,

Frank Defurio






Sent from Outlook






Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

From: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 11:13 AM

To: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Subject: FW: Support of Appeal A-5-VEN-17-10016 2325 Wilson Ave. Venice

From: Judy Esposito [mailto:judy.esposito@msn.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 5:04 PM

To: Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal
Cc: Robin Rudisill

Subject: Re: Support of Appeal A-5-VEN-17-10016 2325 Wilson Ave. Venice

Please add this identifier =W 23d thank you so much

From: Judy Esposito <judy.esposito@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 1, 2017 3:15 PM

To: steve coastal; Chuck Posner; teresa.henry@coastal.ca.gov

Cc: Robin Rudisill

Subject: Support of Appeal A-5-VEN-17-10016 2325 Wilson Ave. Venice

Dear Mr. Hudson, Could you please submit my letter to the Commissioners and the
Executive Director in connection with the appeal of the Coastal Development Permit
approved by the City of Los Angeles for the property at 2325 Wilson Ave. Venice.we

Dear Honorable Commissioners,

We are begging for your help to protect our neighborhoods and | speak especially about
the Silver Triangle neighborhood in Venice. It is a single family area of 232 homes with
an over all average FAR of .393 (and that is after several out of scale homes have been
approved by the City and built here to our great detriment).

Homes have been approved that are 1.013 FAR !l The City has injured us with such
out of scale buildings and continues to do so. FOUR homes are slated for demolition to
my knowledge right now. | have begged for a meeting with Mr. Bonin, no reply.

The City is derelict in it's duty to assess new developments and evaluate if the are within
the mass, scale and character of the neighborhood.

One house, you may remember, 2405 Boone Ave. It was falsely approved as a re-model
by the City and then, thanks to the Coastal Staff and Coastal Commission was seen to be
what it truly was...a demolition requiring a coastal permit. This "project” was approved

1



by the City. It was THREE STORIES and 4363 square feet !!!ll when our lots are 3600
square feet !l This was approved by the City !l!!!

The maintenance of character and density of these stable single family neighborhoods is
consistent with the objectives of the State Coastal Act and the City's General Plan. We
must minimize the impacts of building BULK and MASS.

PLEASE insist that the City be RESPONSIBLE and check carefully over the entire
neighborhood to be certain that new developments maintain the character of our
precious neighborhood.

Most neighborhoods have a FAR protection and we would BEG for such a protection !!!

Please do not allow the City to injure us further. People have suffered greatly because
of the City's negligence. It's truly horrific !

Judy Esposito
2341 Boone Ave. Venice, Ca. 90291



Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

From: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 11:13 AM

To: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

Subject: FW: Protecting our Venice Neighborhood W 23 d

From: Judy Esposito [mailto:judy.esposito@msn.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 4:48 PM

To: stacy fong; Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Cc: wildrudi@me.com

Subject: Re: Protecting our Venice Neighborhood W 23 d

RE: W23d

From: stacy fong <stacy@Q-la.net>

Sent: Thursday, June 1, 2017 3:38 PM

To: steve.hudson@coastal.ca.gov; Teresa.henry@coastal.ca.gov; chuck.posner@coastal.ca.gov
Cc: wildrudi@me.com

Subject: Protecting our Venice Neighborhood

I am hoping that you, as members of the Coastal Commission, will put some pressure on our local
representatives to curb the over-building in our beach town of Venice. Or, at a minimum, be more
scrutinizing of projects that come before your board for approval.

| currently own two homes in the Silver Triangle of Venice. And until recently, | lived in the
neighborhood for over 25 years. Both homes are the original 1950’s single story 1000sf buildings on
3600sf lots. | have spent a lot of care, time and money maintaining and improving upon these homes
over the past 30 years, without going outside of the original footprint or building “up.” And because of
that care and attention to detail, | have never had a tenant who hasn’t appreciated my rental
properties or the quaint Venice Silver Triangle neighborhood. But, as of late, that quaintness is
beginning to disappear.

| am an architectural designer and developer, so | very much appreciate development and
neighborhood gentrification in general. However, it's hard to overlook these most recent imposing
and out-of-scale sized homes being built in our small neighborhood for purely speculative
purposes. Not only do these towering homes affect the quaint neighborhood “feel”, but, more
specifically and literally, they have created a negative presence upon their adjacent neighbors
because their 3 story heights block out sunlight, minimize privacy due to the minimal setback
requirements, and impact available street parking.



Recently, there have been a number of projects being approved by the Building Department in the
Silver Triangle (Venice 90291). Even though the vast majority of lots are only 3600 s.f., these
projects are coming in at 4000 sf ++, and this is not including non-livable spaces like garages. There
are other districts and neighborhoods that have enacted de-mansionization policies to limit the size of
building in proportion to the lot size. The local residents hope that this will curtail the huge boxes that
are popping up all over the westside, and, literally, looming over it's quaint 1 story neighbors. Less
than 2 miles away, in 2016, the city approved a change in the building code to reduce the FAR to
45%. But, herein lies the problem: Our neighborhood has no FAR established to date, and the City is
supposed to be sure that new developments are “within character of the existing homes”. With these
recent homes coming in at 80%+ FAR, and the existing, on average of .38%, | don’t think anyone
would consider these new projects fitting within the existing character of the neighborhood. Please
keep in mind that, as of 5 to 7 years ago, the existing home FAR average was closer to 30%!!!

| understand the code and permit process, and do not want to interfere in others’ rights to build and
develop their projects within the framework that the building and fire department, as well as the
Coastal Commission has set forth. Being that the Building Department cannot decifer or agree upon
what is “fitting within character of the existing homes” | am requesting an implemention of an FAR in
our neighborhood, and that the FAR should be no more than 30%! In addition, for those builders who
are not complying with the rules and standards of the neighborhoods in which they build, please put
pressure on the local municipalities by asking them to tighten up on their permit and building
restrictions and/or allowances; make sure the appeals boards do more research on the variances
being applied for, and severely penalize those builders and developers who are found guilty of side-
stepping the standard process and procedures with the local building departments as well as the
California Coastal Commission.

We are a very desirable neighborhood because there is little street traffic, the homes (for the most
part) are small and discreet, and there is room to breathe. When another 3 story, 3500sf + structure
is built next to an original 800 to 1000 sf home, it upsets the very reason why people gravitate to the
neighbor in the first place. There is a place for these developments, but it doesn’t belong in a
neighborhood where the lot sizes are 3600 square feet or smaller. (The average lot size is only 40’ x
90')

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Stacy Fong
Owner of 2326 Cloy Avenue, and 2342 Cloy Avenue, Venice, CA.

Stacy Fong
-LA
1144 11th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90403



(310) 383-9932

stacy@Q-la.net




Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

From: Pamela Harbour <pclews04@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 1:39 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal; Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal; Hudson,
Steve@Coastal

Cc: Wildrudi@me.com; wildrudi@mac.com

Subject: W 23d A-5-VEN-17-1016 Support of Appeal 2325 Wilson Ave. Venice

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

The City is not doing it's job. When nearly 70% of our Silver Triangle homes are less than 1500 square feet,
only 3% painfully hit the 3,000 square foot mark, and the City approves a THREE STORY, 4,363 square foot
massive box, something is dangerously wrong!

MASSIVE BOXES are destroying our precious neighborhood and we are begging you to protect us from the
City and to protect this precious single family neighborhood.

HELP!
Pamela Harbour

2330 McKinley Ave
Venice, Ca. 90291



Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal

From: Hudson, Steve@Coastal

Sent: Saturday, June 03, 2017 11:42 AM

To: Henry, Teresa@Coastal; Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Cc: Ainsworth, John@Coastal

Subject: RE: W23d: 2325 Wilson Ave

Attachments: Screen Shot 2017-05-19 at 2.41.06 PM.png; Screen Shot 2017-05-19 at 2.42.20 PM.png;

Screen Shot 2017-05-19 at 2.48.27 PM.png; Screen Shot 2017-05-19 at 3.00.38 PM.png;
Screen Shot 2017-05-19 at 3.00.12 PM.png; Screen Shot 2017-06-01 at 12.27.07
PM.png; Screen Shot 2017-06-01 at 12.29.24 PM.png

Yes, par for the course. | think its close enough though, please make sure its included in the addendum on Monday.
Thanks.

From: Henry, Teresa@Coastal

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 6:07 PM

To: Vaughn, Shannon@Coastal; Posner, Chuck@Coastal
Cc: Hudson, Steve@Coastal

Subject: FW: W23d: 2325 Wilson Ave

Of course Robin could not get her addendum in by the 5pm deadline!

From: Robin Rudisill [mailto:wildrudi@me.com]
Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 5:13 PM

To: Posner, Chuck@Coastal

Cc: Hudson, Steve@Coastal; Henry, Teresa@Coastal
Subject: W23d: 2325 Wilson Ave

Please add to the Addendum for this case, thank you.
W23d
Commissioners and Executive Director,

This is a Substantial Issue for this neighborhood, one of the only “low density single-family residential neighborhoods in
Venice.

The MANY similar neighborhoods in the non-coastal zone areas of Los Angeles are more protected than those in the
Venice Coastal Zone as they have very low FAR limits, such as .45. It would be a crime to have less protection for such
neighborhoods in the Coastal Zone than in the non-coastal zone areas of Los Angeles.

If the Commission does not honor this neighborhood’s protections in the Coastal Act Chapter 3 and its Certified Venice
Land Use Plan of requiring compatibility with the existing surrounding neighborhood, these single-family neighborhoods
of Venice will be unprotected, which will destroy the character and scale of these neighborhoods.

Please note the Substantial Evidence in the overall results of the Wilson block and the Streetscape analysis of the
neighborhood, showing that the existing scale of the neighborhood is a large part of its character as one of the few
remaining low density, single-family residential coastal neighborhoods in the Venice Coastal Zone.



Also, prior Commission decisions using de minimus waivers as well as projects in an area that has already achieved full
adverse cumulative impact to the greatest extent possible (the Mildred railway corridor) cannot be used as comps, but
rather the current law and guidance documents should be followed, which is that new construction and renovations
must be compatible with the existing surrounding neighborhood, typically the block.

Lastly, the Mildred corridor is a different subdivision than the neighborhood in which the proposed project is situated,
and it has a very different and quite unique subdivision pattern, the layout of which reflects the original rail lines of
Venice. (see excerpt from Land Use Plan, below) As per prior Commission reports, the lots in this area along Mildred Ave
are uniquely small even by Venice standards, and thus exceptions have been granted to build homes in excess of the
standards for our “low density single-family residential neighborhood.

The neighborhood of the project is all of the area with the very light yellow color, which are the lowest density single-
family neighborhoods:
[cid:f32e956f-f32e-488b-ad65-85124092bbda@mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

The only other place in Venice with this low density single family residential land use category is the Oxford Triangle:
[cid:5648a40a-2ada-43e0-b042-1cb929ff0940@mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

These neighborhoods should be the most protected neighborhoods in Venice

Excerpt from the Certified Venice Land Use Plan, Policy I. A. 1. (page 1I-5):
[cid:318c6903-b679-4b5b-96ce-1d76d8263787 @mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

De minimis Waivers should not be used to support this CDP decision, as they were stopped by the Commission in its
March 2014 hearing due to concerns about adverse cumulative impact on the Venice neighborhoods. See excerpt from
subsequent Commission hearing explaining that:

[cid:a70459d9-4775-4c04-a066-fb8dc37949c1@mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

[cid:6f2a7d46-28f0-472d-8de6-7968e2682f97 @mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

The subdivision patters along Mildred are different than the adjacent neighborhood as they are built on the original
Venice rail lines, as in the certified Venice LUP, below:

[cid:61b318cc-6b64-45a5-be9f-24c27fb32077 @mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]




[cid:34c73123-8819-472a-a35e-cbdddb14b6ff@mgd.waterboards.ca.gov]

This IS a substantial issue, and we would appreciate your consideration accordingly.

Best,

For the Love of Los Angeles
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill

(310) 721-2343
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