39
2124

SOUTH VALLEY AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 80012-4801, (213) 978-1300
www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm

Determination Mailing Date

Case No.: ZA-2011-2679-ELD-SPR-1A Address: 6221 North Fallbrook Avenue
Council District: 3
CEQA:.  ENV-2011-2680-MND Plan Area: Canoga Park-Winnetka-

Woodland Hills-West Hills
Zone: (Q)C4-1VL; C2-1VL,; (Q)P-1VL
D.M.: 168B133
Legal Description: Arb 1; Lot PT 4
Tract 3558

APPLICANT: Ken Barry, Community Multihousing, Inc.
Representative: Christopher Murray, Rosenheim & Associates

APPELILANTS: Mohammed Tat, Sossi and Jack Pomakian, Charles and Betty Salverson,
John Sundahi, Dawn Stead, Mark Dymond, Susan Hamersky, Kelly Del Valle,
Donna Schuele and Jack Sorkin
Representative: Donna Schuele

At its meeting on June 28, 2012, the following action was taken by the South Valley Area
Planning Commission:

1. Granted the appeal;

2. Overturned the Zoning Administrator's Determination granting the construction, use and
maintenance of an Eldercare Facility and a Site Plan Review;

3. Adopted the Findings,

4. Did not adopt the recommendation of the lead agency in issuing Categorical Exemption
No. ENV 2011-2980-MND as the environmental clearance for this action.

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees,

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved: Commissioner Cochran

Seconded: Commissioner Mather

Ayes: Commissioners Cochran, Mather, Murley and Epstein

Nay: Commissioner Guzman

Vote: 4-1

Effective Date: Appeal Status

Effective upon mailing of this report Not further appealable to City Councn

Sheidred Alexander CO.ITII’UISSEOH Executive Assistant
South Valley Area Planning Commission
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If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must
be filed no later than the 80th day following the date on which the City's decision became
final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other
time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review.

Attachment(s): Findings

ce: Notification List
Fernando Tovar
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The South Valley Area Planning Commission granted the appeal and overturned the
determination of the Zoning Administrator in approving:

a Zoning Administrator's Determination pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 14.3.1 for the construction, use and maintenance of an Eldercare Facility
with no less than 75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas, consisting
of Assisted Living Care Housing; and

Site Plan Review pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05 for the
construction, use and maintenance of an Eldercare Facility containing approximately
50,289 square feet with no less than 75 percent of the floor area, exclusive of
common areas, consisting of Assisted Living Care Housing, thereby, denying the
proposed project.

FINDINGS OF FACT
(AS APPROVED BY THE SOUTH VALLEY AREA PLANNING COMMISSION)

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans
submitted therewith, the report of the Zoning Analyst Administrator thereon, and the
statements made at the public hearing before the Zoning-Administrater South Valley Area

Planning Commission on June 28, 2012, all of which are by reference made a part hereof,
as well as knowledge of the property and surrounding district, { the Area Planning
Commission find found that the requirements and prerequisites for granting an Eldercare

Facility and Site Plan_Review as enumerated by Sections 14.3.1and 16.05 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code have not been established by the following facts:

FINDINGS — ELDERCARE FACILITY
(Bold Strikeout and Bold Double Underline of the Zoning Administrator's Findings)

Following (highlighted) is a delineation of the findings and the application of the relevant
facts {o the same:

1. The strict application of the land use regulations on the subject property
would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent
with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations.
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In granting the appeal and overturning the Zoning Administrator's Determination, the
South Valley Area Planning Commission based their decision on the scope and
scale of the proposed eldercare facility as enumerated under Finding No. 5 and

2, The project will not be materially detrimental or injurious to the properties or
improvements in the immediate area.
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The South Valley Area Planning Commission determined that, as designed,
the size of the proposed facility was too massive and incorporated design
elements such as an 8-foot high perimeter estate wall that was {oo high and
second story windows that would invade the privacy of adjoining residential

uses.
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3. The project will provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical
services, social services, or long term care to meet the citywide demand.
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While the South Valley Area Planning Commission recognized the
desirability and need for an eldercare facility, the Commission’s
rminati rant the appeal and there n request i

the scope and size of the proposed project as enumerated under Finding

Nos. 2 and 5.

4. The project will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in
the surrounding neighborhood.
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While public testimony raised concerns reqgarding the proposed project’s
potential street access and circulation impacts, in granting the appeal, the
South Vailey Area Commission based their decision on the project’s scope
and design as enumerated under Finding Nos, 2 and. 5.
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5. The project does not consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures
(including height, bulk, and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading
areas, lighting, landscaping, trash collection and other pertinent
improvements, which is or will be compatible with existing and planned future
development on neighboring properties.
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In_granting the appeal, the South Valley Area Planning Commission
determined that as designed, the facility was too massive. While the
Commissioners recognized the need for an eldercare facility, the
Commissioners found that the scope, density and scale of the proposed
facility is inappropriate for the neighborhood. The Commission pointed out
that while streets similar to Falibrook Avenue in east areas of the Valley such
as_Kester and Hazeltine Avenues have commercial uses around major
intersections, there is no “creep” of commercial uses beyond the street
intersections and pointed out that eldercare facilities of this size are usually
surrounded by apartment houses. In the instant case, the facility’s location
would result in _creep of commercial uses on Faillbrook Avenue beyond
Oxnard Street or Victory Boulevard.

The Commission also had concerns about the design of the facility which
incorporated design elements such as an 8-foot high perimeter estate wall
and second_story windows that would invade the privacy of adjoining

residential uses west and north of the site.

Inreaching this conclusion, the Commission cited their knowledge of the area
and the testimony that was presented at their public hearing on June 28, 2012.
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The following points were raised during public comments that are relevant to

this finding.
. ility_introduces a massive _commercial ventu 0 area
characterize Cify very low residential density and would

place a large institutional/commercial use in_the middle of a viable
residential neighborhood.

« The proposed development will change the character of the

neighborhood.
e The design of the proposed facility does not minimize impacts on
surrounding resi i nd negatively impacts and deqgrades the

viability of low density residential uses.

« Animal Keeping_rights would be constrained resulting in injury to
surrounding uses.

6. The project is in conformance with any applicable provision of the General
Plan.
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In granting the appeal and overturning the Zoning Administrator’s approval of
the requested entitlements, the South Valley Area Planning Commission

based their decision on the scope and scale of the proposed eldercare facility
as enumerafed under Finding Nos, 2 and 5.

FINDINGS - SITE PLAN REVIEW

7. The project complies with all applicable provisions of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code, Planning and Zoning Section and any applicable specific
pian.
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In granti appeal and ov rning the Zoning Administrator’s approval

the requested entitlements, the South Valley Area Planning Commission
based their decision on the scope and scale of the proposed eldercare facility

as enumerated under Finding Nos. 2 and 5
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10.

1.

The project is consistent with the General Plan.

In granting the appeal and overturning the Zoning Administrator’s approval
of the requested entitlements, the South Valley Area Planning Commission
based their decision on the scope and scale of the proposed eldercare
facility as enumerated under Finding Nos. 2 and 5.

The subject site is not located within an adopted redevelopment plan area.

Not in an adopted redevelopment plan area.

The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including
heights, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, load areas, lightning,
landscaping, trash collections, and other such pertinentimprovements, which
is or will be compatible with existing and future developments, which is or will
be compatible with existing and future development on the neighboring
properties.

In granting the appeal and overturning the Zoning Administrator’s approval
of the requested entitlements, the South Valley Area Planning Commission
based their decision on the scope and scale of the proposed eldercare
facility as enumerated under Finding Nos, 2 and 5,

The project incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring measures
when necessary, or any alternatives identified in the environmental review
which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the
project, and/or any additional findings as may be required by CEQA.

The South Valley Area Planning Commission granted the appeal and

overturned the determination of the Zoning Administrator’s approval of the
reguested entitlements and thereby denied the proposed project, Therefore,
adoption of the environmental document for the proposed project is not
required
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12. The project which contains residential uses provides its residents with
appropriate type and placement of recreational facilities and service amenities
in order to improve habitability for the residents and minimize impacts on
neighboring properties where appropriate.
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in granting the appeal and overturning the Zoning Administrator’s approval of
the requested entitlements, the South Valiley Area Planning Commission based
their decision on the scope and scale of the proposed eldercare facility as

enumerated under Finding No. 5.
ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

13.
In view of the Area Planning Commission’s granting of the appeal and denial of
the project, this finding is not required or relevant.

14,

The South Valley Area Planning Commission granted the appeal and

overturned the Zoning Administrator’'s approval of the requested entitlements
and _thereby denied the proposed project, Therefore, adoption of the
environmental document for the proposed project is not required.
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