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Plaoning and Land Use Committee

Los Angeles City Council (I T =7
200 N. Main Street ﬁ%%, Oy 2
Los Angeles, CA 90012 '

Subject: Council Action on Chapter 245 Regarding ZA 2011-2679-ELD-SPR-1A

The Tarzana Property Owners Association strongly supports the decision of the South Valley
Area Planning Commission to deny the proposed Eldercare facility at 6221 North Fallbrook
Avenue in the Walnut Acres neighborhood of Woodland Hills. That decision was based on a
careful consideration of the specific provisions of the City Planning and Zoning Code. We
request that the PLUM Committee abide by that correct decision.

In the first place, the density of the proposed development is too high and it would not conform
to the City Planning and Zoning Code, as amended, in Sections 12.03, 12.04, 12.07, 12.07.1,
12.08,12.21.1,12.23, 12.28, 12.32, and 13.13. The plot is approximately 65,715 square feet, or
approximately 1.5 acres. The Code would allow approximately 13,143 square feet of building
on the RA-1 property, less than 1/3" the 50,289 square feet requested. These sections of the
Code were amended in response to the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance which was passed
subsequent to the adoption of the Eldercare Ordinance and thus supersedes that ordinance,

In the second place, the Eldercare Ordinance explicitly requires that the proposed development
meet ALL of the requirements detailed in the ordinance. Let’s look at the specific language of
the Ordinance. The bolded material is directly from the ordinance, contained in Article 4.3 of
the Code. The unbolded material indicates non-compliance with the ordinance for this project.

E. Findings for Approval. In order to grant the approval, the Zoning Administrator must
find that 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. Not the case: there are other uses consistent with
the General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning regulations. A number of very viable options for
development of the property are possible. Conversely, there are numerous places in the Valley
whose zoning would permit construction, by right, of Eldercare facilities.

The Zoning Administrator must also find that the Eldercare Facility:

1. Will not be materially detrimental or injurious to preperties or improvements in
the immediate area. Not the case: the viability of single family residential uses would
be degraded by the project. The neighborhood is a totally viable community. Several
highly respected local real estate professionals have testified that such a change would
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seriously degrade the value of adjoining properties and significantly degrade the value
of nearby properties.

2. Will provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical services, social
services, or long term care to meet the citywide demand. This is strictly speculative:
it is impossible to forecast future demand. The National Association of Real Estate
Investment Trusts, a national trade association of real estate investment companies, has
indicated that there may be overbuilding in the eldercare industry due to the inability of
prospective residents to afford the cost for residence at the facilities. While there is no
doubt that the population is aging, we are aware of no study that shows that the
increasing numbers of the aging population can afford the high cost of such facilities. A
survey of four current large facilities in the South Valley indicated that the cost ranges
from approximately $3000 per month to several times that amount. A discussion with
Kenneth H. Barry of Chandler Pratt and Partners, the project developer, confirmed that
the monthly cost at this facility would be toward the upper end of that range. All the
facilities visited in Tarzana and Reseda, including the Jewish Home for the Aging, have
current vacancies.

3. 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. Not the
case: The neighborhood is a viable single family residential area. The intrusion of a
50,000 square foot commercial/mstitutional structure in an area of single family homes
that are predominantly in the 2000-3000 square foot range is certainly not compatibie
with current or planned future development. A multiplicative factor of 25 difference in
bulk is not compatible with existing or planned future development.

4. Is in conformance with any applicable provision of the General Plan. Not the case:
The General Plan designates the property, and surrounding area, as Very Low
Residential or Low Residential. All of the properties in the immediate neighborhood are
so zoned and developed.

The South Valley Area Planning Commission, which upheld the appeal against the project,
obviously paid attention to the specific requirements contained in the Code.. Let’s abide by the
law, as detailed in the Los Angeles City Planning and Zoning Code. If it is the desire of the City
to modify the requirements for Eldercare facilities, then I suggest a study quantifying the
percentage of the aging population that would want, and could afford, the $5-6000 per month
cost of a new facility. If the findings indicate additional need, then modifications of the current
code could be initiated, with full public participation.
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David R. Garfinkle

President, Tarzana Property Owners Association
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TO: City of Los Angeles PLUM Committee:

RE: ZA-2011-2679-ELD-SPR 6221 N Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills CA 91367, Eldercare Facility.

Bear Honorable Committee Members:

In an era where we are once again are learning the value of work and live communities it
becomes even more important that we keep our elderly in the communities where they spent several
generations. Where they worked, lived and now are living out their final years.

This very facility that has become such a point of debate and controversy is for the very people who are
fighting its existence. '

The developer, understanding the impact upon the community has made numerous changes to the
facility, including eliminating resident windows facing the home behind it. Developed a landscape
barrier as well as positioning the structure as a barrier to activities of the facility.

The community has been greatly misinformed over the potential of traffic impact as it should be much
less when the property was utilized as a school. There will be three periods of traffic as the shift

changes take place. And with traffic being routed on to Fallbrook, the community behind the facility will
more than likely not even realize that a shift change took place.

As a resident and business owner in Woodland Hills, | find that the project will not only enhance the

community but has the potential to become an icon of a community that lacks sufficient senior housing
projects.
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From: "Aaron Levinson" <aaron@levinsonhouse.com:
Subject: Support for Assisted Living project on Fallbrook Avenue
Date: August 10, 2012 9:21:32 PM PDT
To: <councilmember.reyes@lacity.org>
Ce: <counciimember.englander@iacity.org>, <councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>,
<councilmember.zine @lacity.org>, <pol@klenners.com>, "Aaron Levinson”
<aaron@levinsonhouse.com>, <brad@raa-inc.com>
Reply-To: "Aaron Levinson" <aaron@Ilevinsonhouse.com>

Councilman Reyes,

{ have previously written a letter of support for the proposed assisted iiving facility on Fallbrook Avenue in Woodiand Hills. | am unable
to attend the PLUM meeting on August 14, so | felt | should reiterate my support and explain why | support the project.

First, | think it is important to note that the neighborhood is not unanimously opposed to the project. Since 1 am not opposed-—-and |
know of at least one other resident who is not opposed and who has written a letier of support--cbviously there is not unanimous
opposition. 1 believe that most of the nefghborhood is unaware of the project or is apathetic about it, and that there is a very vocal
minorily expressing opposition (not unlike simitar proposed developments that come before the city for approval). The fact that others

purport to speak for me (and the entire neighborhood) is interesting, but it does not difute the fact that | am supportive of this project
and, if others were educated about it, they might agree.

One reason | support this project is that it would fit into the neighborhood well. By neighborhood, | refer mainly to Fallbrook Avenue.
While it is true that the property is at the intersection of Erwin Street (where | also reside, by the way) which is residential, the traffic flow
would be on Falibrook, aiready a main thoroughfare. if the neighbors find that parking becomes an issue on Erwin Street after the
facility is operational, it would not be difficult to remedy this with residential parking permits for Erwin Street near Fallbrook.

Should this project be rejected, other projects would likely be proposed that would be much worse for that site. At least this proposed
project is residential for seniors, which is very needed in our community, and is less of a commercial purpose than a strip mall. There
would be much less fraffic and noise than when the school previously occupied the site. {And, by the way, | naver noticed an issue with
the fraffic flow when the school occupied the sife, and | drive by that infersection at least 10 fimes per week since 1997.) Further, the
site as it is has become an eyesore since the school vacated, and it has attracted vandalism. It begs for something to be done.

Professionally | am a fundraiser for the Los Angeles Jewish Home for the Aging in Reseda (though | need to be clear that 1 am writing
this as a private citizen and not as a representative of the Jewish Home). From my professional experience, 1 can attest that this facility
is very small compared to some other senior assisted living centers, This is hardly a massive project, And, even though the Jewish
Home where 1 work actually is very, very large (the largest single senior care provider in the State), there Is relatively little traffic, even

with shift changes and deliveries. One only needs to visit for an hour or two to see how little traffic such a facility actually attracts (and
how littie noise it creates).

Moreover, the developers have made strides o make the project fit into the character of the neighborhood and 1 believe they are doing
all they can to work with the community and be good neighbors.

Some people have expressed that if this project is approved, then other similar projects will be approved within the actual residential
portions of our communities (i.e. off the main thoroughfares and on smaller residential streets). These individuals point to a proposed
project in Tarzana, though my understanding is that that project was uitimately blocked (and rightly so). One cannot compare this
project on Fallbrook to a possible future project on Erwin Street closer to Woodlake Avenue, for example. The two are simply not
comperable, and 1 believe the City Council would recognize this.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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PAMELA S. ARONOFF

August 14, 2012

Council of the City of Los Angeles

Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street

. Los Angeles, CA 00012

Re: 6221 Fallbrook Avenue
Case No: 7.4 2011-2679 (ELD){SPR)-1A.

Dear Planning and Land Use Committee Members:

1 am writing to express my support for the proposed Eldercare project at 6211 Fallbrook
Avenue in Woodland Hills.

I served as Vice Chair of the Woodland Hills Warner Center Neighborhood Councl
(WHWCNC) from approximately November 1% 2011 until Apdl 30%, 2012 when I resigned. During
that period, the issue concerning building an Eldercare facility at 6221 Fallbrook Avenue came before
the Planning, Land Use and Mobility Committee of the WHWCNC at least four times, and before
the full council for a vote twice. In my capacity as Vice Chair, I was present at all of the PLUM
hearings and at both of the full council hearings. At these hearings, both the developer and
representatives from the neighborhood adjacent to the proposed development were allowed
extensive oppottunities to express their points of view At these hearings, the group representing
the neighbor hood cleatly, and repeatedly, stated that thete was nothing that the developer could do
to make the ptoject acceptable to them. They simply did not want this project built in their
community.

Fallbrook Avenue, at this location, is 2 major through street with a mix of uses ranging from
commercial to single family homes. The project would serve as a buffer protecting the residences
behind it from the noise and traffic along Fallbrook Avenue. The City of Los Angeles has
recognized the need for Eldercate in our communities and had made a commitment to facilitate the
building of Bldercare housing: This project is sensitively designed and furthers the goals of the City
with respect to Eldercare.

Fifty percent of the WHWCNC agreed that this is 2 good project and appropriate to its
proposed location. Those representing the neighborhood of the proposed facility threatened a
nummber of board membets with reptisals, should they attend and vote their support of the ptoposed
project. 1 believe that the actimony from the zepresentatives of the group opposing this project
continues to have an impact on those who had previously strongly supported this project.

Again, 1 support the Eldercare project proposed for 6221 Fallbrook and hope that the

Planning and Land Use Committee Members will do so as well Los Angeles desperately needs
quality Eldercare facilities adjacent to onr neighborhoods.

- 3111z
Thank you for your attention. Date: - L e

Y _
Sincerely,  Submited in_| LAY Committee
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John L. Sundahl \ \f 6221 Fallbrook Eldercare
22 843 Erwin 5t. BY " o BoWalnut Acres

Woodiand Hills,91367

Ladies and Gentlemen:

{ am writing this letter of appeal based on the complete disregard of the rights of property owners and citizens
of Los Angeles by our Lame Duck City Councilman. The Los Angeles County Zoning Administrator recently had approved
this case for construction of a commercial eldercare facility, located at 6221 North Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, and in
Judicial Action, this finding was overturned by the South Valley Appeals Board.

The original finding by the ZA was almost verbatim of the presentation by the developer and ignored the 5
findings which must all be satisfied N

The project is definitely incompatible with this RA neighborhood and a lack of respect and consideration for the
homeowners of the area who like the quiet environment and plan to live in the area for long term like myself . am
appealing to you to turn down the application to build this project which will grossly effect our neighborhood

1. Increased Traffic, Noise and air pollution
There will be a large obvious increase in Traffic due to the trucks, ambulances, residents, employees due to 100
people and their needs which will impact our residential neighborhood. The additional noise of required door
alarms, ambulances and the backup claxons on all delivery trucks as they must all backup.

2. Lack of parking spaces in the facility: This commercial enterprise does not have sufficient parking spaces as
compared to the others that have been surveyed. The developer stated that perhaps the majority of these
employees will use public transportation or will not drive. On the days of their required inservice education, all
the personnel will be present at the same time, the proposed facility do not have sufficient parking spaces for all
of their employees. As we all know, if the business is to be successful, onsite parking spaces are usually
insufficient. Parking will spill over onto Erwin St and others increasing congestion and affecting the character of
the neighborhood.

3. Problems with transient cars parked in front of our houses: This insufficient parking at this proposed facility for
their employees, private caregivers, family and friend visitors, and volunteers creates a situation that these
people will be parking their cars on our neighborhood streets, in front of our houses. One of the developers had
mentioned that one of his children parks his car regularly in front of his {the developer) house. Our visitors, our
service people and ourselves will not have street space in front of our houses to park when on occasion, we
need some extra space. My personal experience was that some of these transient people from this location
where this commercial enterprise will be built is unsafe for our neighborhood, particularly in the aspect of petty
theft.

4. Decisions made by the nonresident of this RA zoned area: It is obvious that neither the Councilman, Zoning
Administrator nor the developer lives in the neighborhood of Walnut Acres, and they purposely disregard the
law and ignore the overwhelming neighborhood opposition to this project. The Developer and his consultants
have donated thousands of dollars in this “Pay for Play” situation.

In closing,  urge you to listen to and consider the neighborhood opposition to this project and disapprove this
project immediately. Over 60 of the 120 neighbors in the 500 foot circle have signed letters and Petitions opposing this
project and we have several hundred supporters who are very disturbed that this method of over-riding the Judicial
process has occurred. This is a large commercial “for Profit Facility” charging $5,000 to $8,000 per month

John and Gisela Sundahl

Johww L. Sundahl, Giselait. Sundahl



August 9th™, 2012.

The Los Angeles City Council

Attn: City Clerk

200 N. Spring St

Los Angeles, CA., 90012

C.C., Los Angeles City Council PLUM Committee

John L. Sundahl 6221 Fallbrook Eidercare
22 843 Erwin St Walnut Acres
Woodiand Hitls, 91367

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am writing this letter of appeal based on the complete disregard of the rights of property owners and citizens
of Los Angeles by our Lame Duck City Councilman. The Los Angeles County Zoning Administrator recently had approved
this case for construction of a commercial eldercare facility, focated at 6221 North Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, and in
Judicial Action, this finding was overturned by the South Valley Appeals Board.

The original finding by the ZA was almost verbatim of the presentation by the developer and ighored the 5
findings which must ali be satisfied

The project is definitely incompatible with this RA neighborhood and a lack of respect and consideration for the
homeowners of the area who fike the quiet environment and plan to live in the area for long term like myseilf . | am
appealing to you to turn down the application to build this project which will grossly effect our neighborhood

1. Increased Troffic, Noise and air pollution ,

There will be a large obvious increase in Traffic due to the trucks, ambulances, residents, employees due to 100
people and their needs which will impact our residential neighborhood. The additional noise of required door
alarms, ambulances and the backup claxons on all delivery trucks as they must ail backup.

2. Lack of parking spaces in the facility: This commercial enterprise does not have sufficient parking spaces as
compared to the others that have been surveyed. The developer stated that perhaps the majority of these
employees will use public transportation or will not drive, On the days of their required inservice education, all
the personnel will be present at the same time, the proposed facility do not have sufficient parking spaces for all
of their employees. As we all know, if the business is to be successful, onsite parking spaces are usually
insufficient. Parking will spill over onto Erwin St and others increasing congestion and affecting the character of
the neighborheod.

3. Problems with transient cars parked in front of our houses: This insufficient parking at this proposed facility for
their employees, private caregivers, family and friend visitors, and volunteers creates a situation that these
people will be parking their cars on our neighborhood streets, in front of our houses. One of the developers had
mentioned that one of his children parks his car reguiarly in front of his (the developer} house. Our visitors, our
service people and ourselves will not have street space in front of our houses o park when on occasion, we
need some extra space. My persohal experience was that some of these transient people from this location
where this commercial enterprise will be built is unsafe for our neighborhood, particularly in the aspect of petty
theft,

4. Decisions made by the nonresident of this RA zoned area: 1t is obvious that neither the Councilman, Zoning
Administrator nor the developer lives in the neighborhood of Walnut Acres, and they purposely disregard the
taw and ignore the overwhe!lming neighborhood opposition to this project. The Developer and his consultants
have donated thousands of doliars in this “Pay for Play” situation.

in closing, I urge you to listen to and consider the neighborhood opposition to this project and disapprove this
project immediately. Over 60 of the 120 neighbors in the 500 foot circle have signed letters and Petitions opposing this

project and we have several hundred supporters who are very disturbed that this method of over-riding the Judicial
process has occurred. This is a large commercial “for Profit Facility” charging 55,000 to $8,000 per month

John and Gisela Sundahl

Johw L. Sundahl, Gusela #. Sundahl



August 12, 2012

Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Council File # 12-1126

To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commitiee/ Los Angeles City Council

On June 28, 2012, the South Valley Area Planning Commission (SVAPC) heard
the pros and cons of constructing a 50,000+ square foot eldercare facility on the
approximately 1.5 acre lot listed above. Many neighbors of the property and the
surrounding Walnut Acre/Woodland Hills neighborhoods made their opinions and
concerns known to the commissioners. After thorough consideration of the issues
presented, the SVAPC granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator's
determination that granted the éonstruction, use and maintenance of an eldercare
facility: o oo

The requirements and prerequisites for granting an eldercare facility and site plan
review:by: thed es Angeles Municipal-Code had.not-been established: The massive
commereial eldercare project is not compatible with existing development on |
neighboring properties. The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it

_invades-theprivacy.of-adjoining residential properties with up to 36-foot:high rooftops:. |
The SVAPC found that the scope, densﬂy and scale of the proposed fac:ilty are
:nappmpnate forthe: neighborhood:: - TR g ey ey YA
» prcEhemajority.of. neighbors: surroundmg the property are. opposed to tha proposed
: pgc;:uagtsandatf,,doesfnat;meetﬁal,i\_m&eﬁv@f;ndanS:-rgqu.ited in the Los Angeles City
Eldercare f-acility Ordinance. ! Ina paternalist-action;. Councilman. Dennis Zine:«:
discarded:thevoicetof-thermajority-of the neighbors.and the decision of the SVARC by
havmg the LA City:Council take jurisdiction of the issue: sl e Tralons
rPlease support the majorlty of the. Woodland Hills. nelghbors and the: action of the
SMAEC by voting against the proposed development on RA-zoned property. It is the
wrong size, density;.and scope-of use for this.parcel-of land. Thank-you. .. u=d sits man
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August.12, 2012

Re Eldercare Facmty at 6221 Falibrook Ave., Woodland Hitls, CA 91367
Councﬂ File # 12-1126 .

Tbi-;l?l_anning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angeles City Council

.. On June 28, 2012, the South Valley Area Planning Commission (SVAPC) heard
the pros and cons of constructing a 50,000+ square foot eldercare facility on the
approximately 1.5 acre lot listed above, Many neighbors of the property.and.the ., .
surrounding Walnut 'Acrel\Noodiand Hills neighborhoods made their opinions and
con'cerns known to the commissioners. After thorough consideration of the issues,
presented the SVAPC granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator’s
determination that granted the construction, use and maintenance of an eldercare
fagility: 12, 207 \

_ .. The rec;mrements and prerequisites for granting an eldercare facility and Site pian
' @ygnghyi the:Los.Angeles Municipal. Code had.not been: established; The massive
C,Qmmﬁmlal eldercare project is not compatible with existing development on
neighboring properties. The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it
invades;the:privacy of adjoining residential properties.with up to 36-fopt high'rooftops:
The SVAPC found that the scope, densnty and scale of the proposed facuhty are
inappropriate for.the neighborhood:., " S vz Dovandasion (VAR ti it o)
e o lhe:majority of neighbors: surroundmg the property are opposed fo <the proposed

- projestianddt.doesnot:meet.all the five findings sequired in the Los Angeles @ﬂy

:Eldercare. Facility Ordinance.” in a paternalist action,;Councilman: Dennis.Zine: .

discardedithevoice:of -the:majority of the neighbors.and. the decision of the SMARC by

haV"EQ the LA City; Coungil take jurisdiction:of the-issue: . L Al deaturs
tetervPlease supportithe majority.of the Woodland Hills: nelghbprs and theaetlen of the

SVAF;C by voting against the proposed development on RA-zoned property It is the

wrong size,:gdensity,.and scope:of use for. this-parcel.of land. Thankyou.: b
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Cournicil File #12-1126 |

To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angeles City Council

On June 28, 2012, the South Valley Area Plannmg Commission (SVAPC) heard
the | pros ‘and cons of constructing a 50, 000+ square foot eldercare facility on'the
approxnmately 1.5 acre lot listed above. Many neighbors of the property and the
T undmg Walnut Acre/Woodland Hills neighborhoods made their opinions and
.concerns: known 1o: the commiissioners. After thorough consideration of the issues
‘présented, the'SVAPC granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator’s
determination that granted the eonstruction, use and maintenance of an eldercare
fagility: 12, 2017

The requ;rements and prerequisites for granting an eldercare facnlaty and site plan
rewemlay thie: Les:AngeleS'Mtin}e;pai {Gode hadnotbeen: eStabkshedi The massive
commercial eldercare: ‘project is not compatibie with existing development on- |
ne;ghbonng properties. The proposed-desigh wotild be materlally detrimental’ because it
" invades .thefpyyacy ef;a@jmnmg tesidential properties.with wp. to 36-foot-high’ r@oﬂ;@ps i
* The SVAPC found that the scope, density, and scale of the proposed facility are”
-inapprapriate fortheneighborhood:: /aliey A oo Flanning Cuniniission (SVAPC) heard
e p;a;f!:?riz.e-smaiﬁri,ty@of;neigh,b@reiﬁurrf:anetings;:meﬁpmpe_wgreiqpposed;ip theproposed
projectiand itdoes:not meet:all-the five findings required in the Los:Angeles Gity
‘EldercareFacility Ordinance:In a:patemalist:action, Gouncilman: Depnis. Zine: .
dmagdedahevenpetaf the:majority-of the neighbors and theidecision of the SMAPC by
having the LA:City:Council take jurisdictioniofthedssuens Joning Adminisralors
deterrPlease suppertethe-«ma;orlty- of the Woodland Hillsineighbors-and, the @action of the
BVARC by voting against the proposed development on RA-zoned property. It is the
wrong size,: densny -and scepe of use. foruthls parcelaot Iand Thank YOty ar
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August 13, 2012

' City Council Planning and Land Use Management Commitiee
Los Angeles, CA

_ | Re:-;_El_derc_:are‘ Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Council File # 12-1126

Letter of Opposition to Councilman Zine’'s Motion

| reside at 22712 Erwin St, Woodland Hills, CA, and am just outside of the 500 foot radius from
the proposed Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave.

el have many-concerns regarding the negative impact that this project would have on our
: nelghborhood ‘both immediate and long-term. In reviewing the Fmdmgs for Approval in the

: Eldercare Ordinance, it seems that this project “would result in practical difficulties AND

- unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning

. regulations.” | must, therefore, ask that the Los Angeles PLUM Committee reject this proposed
.: project.

" fugust 13 2017

i Specifically it appears that Findings for Approval, ltem 3 and 4 are NOT met. As you are aware,
z lterr) 3 s;ates that for approval the prq;ect “Will not create an adverse impact on street access

¥ 'op ln  the surrounding nmgh‘borhood LA

s This project has only a small, 30-space parking area planned

i - st <The project allowsfarone driveway.into.and-outiof the property. The small

: -7 parking lot will not accommodate both cars and Iarge delivery vehicles at the

Lefter bf Opocsame time: Therefore;since there will always be cars in the parking area, the

delivery vehicles will have to park in the street on busy Fallbrook Ave, creatmg

.2+ unsafe conditions for.other motorlsts, pedestrlans, and the-delivery drivers:as. -

o ‘_‘hey loady unfoad their supplies...

o The dellverv vehacles will biock the snte !me of motorists attemptmg to make

Sy wo [ i

the peaghborheed has c@n‘cemus;régard;ng the fieed: and v:abjhw @1’: tjwags@roposed

jaﬂw

: : fac:ittya We havedoneouriown survey,of:existing Eldercare facilities in-the West Valley:area.and
. bavg:determined that there is a minimum vacancy rate of 21%. We believe that the vacancy
rat n}ay actualiy be much higher than that due to facilities not being completely forthcoming

allowed to go. '1.‘6gward anda»thea cannot fiii 1ts beds and: operate profitably; what happens toit?
i 'Wlth-oniy 30 pa;king spacesxto,affeﬁ what can |; poss,ably bp modlfled to accommodate[? :i;hen

Thankyou,
Dawn Stead
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: C;ty Councﬂ Piannmg and Land Use Management Cornrmttee

| f‘Re Eldercare Facmtv at 6221 Fallbrook Councﬁ Flle#12-’¥126\ c e

: Le_ er, of: Opposutlon to Counc:!man Zme|s Motlon

o i resnde at 22712 Erwm St, Woodland Hills, CA, and am just outside of the 500 foot: radtus from
5 the proposed Eidercare Facmty at6221 fFallbrook Ave: SR A

i l have many: concerns regardmg the negatwe 1mpact that this pro;ect would have on our-
0 ne:ghborhocd both.immediate and long-term. In reviewing the Findings for Approvalin:the
s Eidercare Ordinance, it seems that this project “would result in practical difficulties AND
- unnecessary hardsths inconsistent with the general purpose.and intent of the zoning - .
regu!ations " |'must; therefore, ask that the Los Angeles PLUM Committee reject this. proposed
" project. o .
épe’cﬁ}cally it appears that Findings for Approval, Item 3 and 4 are NOT met. As you are aware,
: item 3 states that for approval the P ject “Will not.c create an adverse impact on street access
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on Jn the surroundl‘: g nelg_; _“orhood ”

L

dehvery veh:cies w:li have to park in the street on busy Fallbrook Ave creatmg
' ‘ungafg cond&t&qnsffqr othe[ m@torlgta, pedestnanse, and the: del:very drwersgs n o

:'i:*‘ iy T
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' have;@etermmed that there is a mlnlmum vacancy rate of 21% We beheve that the vacancy
' ra; ay actually be much hlgher than that due to faczhtles not belng complete!y forthcorning




j.'f Sp ﬁca fyit aﬁpears that Fmdmgs for Approval, ftem 3 and 4 are NOT met. As youare aware, '
et lterq.Eistat;es thatifor approval the pro;ect “Wlll not create an adverse lmpact on street access
v » 2 ” I‘ .

"the surroundlng nelghborhood '
Thts project has'onlya:small, 30-space parking area planned

',«i,;!l"hg(g{@;ect a:lio,ws;fqr @neﬂrgvewqy;ntq anﬁ putiof ti';le property The smaii
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. A_J;;ﬁ rthey. ioad/unload thesrr supphesl K Avi : B
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Thank you, .
. Dawn Stead
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This letter is in regards to the massive proposed Elder Care Facility with a proposed
location of 6221 Fallbrook Ave, Woodland Hills, CA. In short, I oppose this project.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly and negatively impact surrounding
property values due to the common knowledge fact that properties adjacent to
commercial buildings are less desirable than properties located adjacent to like properties.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly increase traffic volume in the near
vicinity on Fallbrook Avenue as well as the immediately adjacent Erwin Street. Traffic
will be negatively impacted from Calvert Street to Victory Blvd on Fallbrook and with
the increased speed limit of 45 mph on Fallbrook the increased traffic will present a new
danger to drivers.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will be an immense departure from and
completely inconsistent with the zoning code, the existing single family dwellings, and
the style and arrangement of the current building structures on surrounding and
neighboring properties. It just doesn't fit our neighborhood!

Please do not allow this project to continue forward and please do not consider like
structures in our RA 1 zoned nezghborhood in the future | e

Smcerely, o
Térry Coupe ) .

BRTCafa St
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 B
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This letter is in regards to the massive proposed Elder Care Facility with a proposed
location of 6221 Fallbrook Ave, Woodland Hills, CA. In short, I oppose this project.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly and negatively impact surrounding
property values due to the common knowledge fact that properties adjacent to
commercial buildings are less desirable than properties located adjacent to like properties.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly increase traffic volume in the near
vicinity on Fallbrook Avenue as well as the immediately adjacent Erwin Street. Traffic
will be negatively impacted from Calvert Street to Victory Blvd on Fallbrook and with
the increased speed limit of 45 mph on Fallbrook the increased traffic will present a new
danger to drivers.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will be an immense departure from and
completely inconsistent with the zoning code, the existing single family dwellings, and
the style and arrangement of the current building structures on surrounding and
neighboring properties. It just doesn't fit our neighborhood!

Please do not allow this project to continue forward and please do not consider like
structures in our RA-1 zoned neighborhood in the future. . .

byt ol Al “
Sincerely,

TerryCoupe T |
23327Ca11qut N } o
Woodiandels, Qikgiigehy S s s Bt llanent o ke propsities
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This letter is in regards to the massive proposed Elder Care Facility with a proposed
location of 6221 Fallbrook Ave, Woodland Hills, CA. In short, I oppose this project.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly and negatively impact surrounding
property values due to the common knowledge fact that properties adjacent to
commercial buildings are less desirable than properties located adjacent to like properties.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will greatly increase traffic volume in the near
vicinity on Fallbrook Avenue as well as the immediately adjacent Erwin Street. Traffic
will be negatively impacted from Calvert Street to Victory Blvd on Fallbrook and with
the increased speed limit of 45 mph on Fallbrook the increased traffic will present a new
danger to drivers.

The proposed massive Elder Care Facility will be an immense departure from and
completely inconsistent with the zoning code, the existing single family dwellings, and
the style and arrangement of the current building structures on surrounding and
neighboring properties. It just doesn't fit our neighborhood!

Please do not allow this project to continue forward and please do not consider like

structures, IP our RA-1 zoned neighborhood in the future, ... . . .. |
E P : H - i :.: .l_ i . [ ‘

Smcerely,
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We bought our home in Walnut Acres within the past year and have invested a lot of
money in remodeling it. We would not have bought this property having known about
the ill-conceived project on the corner of Fallbrook and Erwin. This project would
severely impact our home. The coming and going at all hours of the night, including
emergency vehicles and services vehicles will increase the traffic dramatically. The
increased traffic will be a danger to our small children and we are opposed to this project
in any form! Also the possibility of only having 2 attendants for 76 beds at night
increases the likelihood that Alzheimer's patients will wander from the home, creating
havoc in the surrounding neighborhoods.

Best regards,

John & Amy Feldmann
22940 Erwin street . L
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We bought our home in Walnut Acres within the past year and have invested a lot of
money in remodeling it. We would not have bought this property having known about
the ill-conceived project on the corner of Fallbrook and Erwin. This project would
severely impact our home. The coming and going at all hours of the night, including
emergency vehicles and services vehicles will increase the traffic dramatically. The
increased traffic will be a danger to our small children and we are opposed to this project
in any form! Also the possibility of only having 2 attendants for 76 beds at night
increases the likelihood that Alzheimer's patients will wander from the home, creating
havoc in the surrounding neighborhoods.

Best regards,

John & Amy Feldmanmn
Woodland Hlls, CA 91367 . 0 el o e
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We bought our home in Walnut Acres within the past year and have invested a lot of
money in remodeling it. We would not have bought this property having known about
the ill-conceived project on the corner of Fallbrook and Erwin. This project would
severely impact our home. The coming and going at all hours of the night, including
emergency vehicles and services vehicles will increase the traffic dramatically. The
increased traffic will be a danger to our small children and we are opposed to this project
in any form! Also the possibility of only having 2 attendants for 76 beds at night
increases the likelihood that Alzheimer's patients will wander from the home, creating
havoc in the surrounding neighborhoods.

Best regards,

John & Amy Feldmann
22940Ermns1:1:eet T OO PR T
WoodlandHﬂls CA 91367 R
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Tuesday, August 14, 2012 /Z&/ /’%ﬁ/ / CQ ’”/ / 02 <

This letter is in reference to the above item, which will be heard before the PLUM
Committee on Tuesday August 14, 2012,

1 urge the PLUM Committee and the entire City Council to reject the effort to overturn
the democratic decision of the South Valley Area Planning Commission
(SVAPC) that rejected the Zoning Administrator's approval of this project.

The SVPAC correctly found that the developer, the ZA and Councilman Zine failed to
show that this project met all five (5) findings required by law for such a project.

As an expert on the factors that affect property values, I have seen no evidence that the
developer, et. al. conducted any studies that showed its project:

Requirement (1) Will not be materially detrimental or injurious to properties or
improvements in the immediate area;

Requirement (3) Will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in
the surrounding neighborhood

Every City Councilmember who voted to seize jurisdiction over the SVPAC and its
decision,, reached after reading the ZA's findings and listening fo testimony from both
s1des of the issue, has shown desplse for ‘the democratic process.

No. pr0ject  including | this one - should proceed without having met all five (5) legal
reqmrements regardless of the populanty of the pr03 ject w;th a Councﬂmember or his
campalgn contnbutors In fact ignoring t the law asa matter of convemence will have
future negatlve 1mpacts to other nezghborhoods as the Clty Council engages in decision-
makmg based on seli-interest rather than both the law and the will of voting property
OWners,. : ‘ o ‘

P N A A

Sincerely, .

Monique Bryher Broker-Associate/Realtor . .. . .
P}nnacie Estate Propertles, Inc. e
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This letter is in reference to the above item, which will be heard before the PLUM
Committee on Tuesday August 14, 2012.

I urge the PLUM Committee and the entire City Council to reject the effort to overturn
the democratic decision of the South Valley Area Planning Commission
(SVAPC) that rejected the Zoning Administrator's approval of this project.

The SVPAC correctly found that the developer, the ZA and Councilman Zine failed to
show that this project met all five (5) findings required by law for such a project.

As an expert on the factors that affect property values, I have seen no evidence that the
developer, et. al. conducted any studies that showed its project:

Requirement (1) Will not be materially detrimental or injurious to properties or
improvements in the immediate area;
Requirement (3) Will not create an adverse impact on street access or circulation in

Every City Councilmember who voted to seize jurisdiction over the SVPAC and its
decision, reached after reading the ZA's findings and listening to testimony from both
sldes of the 1ssue, has shown despzse for the democratic process.

No project  including this one - should proceed without having met all five (5) legal .

requxr?ments?,regardless of the: populanty of the proj Wlth a Councﬂmember or his
ampai gn g contributors. In fact, ignoring t the. law as amatter of convemence will have

ﬁxture negatwe nnpacts to other neighborhoods as the City Councﬁ engages in decision-
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This letter is in reference to the above item, which will be heard before the PLUM., .
Committee on Tuesday August 14, 2012.

I urge the PLUM Comumittee and the entire City Council to reject the effort to overturn
the democratic decision of the South Valley Area Planning Commission
(SVAPC) that rejected the Zoning Administrator's approval of this project.

The SVPAC correctly foimd that the developer, the ZA and Councilman Zine failed to
show that this project met all five (5) findings required by law for such a project.

As an expert on the factors that affect property values, I have seen no evidence that the
developer, et. al. conducted any studies that showed its project:

Requirement (1) Will not be materially detrimental or injurious to properties or
improvements in the immediate area;

Requirement (3) Will not create an adverse impact on street access or clrculatlon in
the surrounding neighborhood

Every City Councilmember who voted to seize jurisdiction over the SVPAC and its
dec;mpn reached after reading the ZA's findings and listening to. testlmony from»}gpti}{

2
: s1des ofL tﬁe zssue !__§§h,O, desplse fpr the democratic process.

No. p}:o_kect including this one - should proceed without havmg met all five (5). }egal
reqmrements, regardless of the popuianty of the pro;ect wuh a Ccuncﬂmember or his
campa ) the s a mat éi’ of convemence will have
future neéatwe nnpacis to other ne1ghborhoods as the City Council engages in decision-
making based on se1f~mterest rather than both the law and the will of votmg proper’gy
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Re; Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council File # 12-1126

We live a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to STOP your attempt to use
your influence over other councilt members to overturn a decision on this project that was made
after MANY months of review and negotiations between the Zoning Administrator, the developer,
and the residenis!!! In addition to the fact that the subject property would result in difficulties or
hardships on the adjacent neighborhood, it is also INCONSISTENT with the general purpose and
intent of the zoning regulations!! Please remember that the Eldercare Facility MUST MEET ALL 5§
CRITERIA - and research shows you that it does NOT

On a personal level, | want to say how disappointed we are in your attempt to coerce your fellow
councilmembers into rejecting this project that has already been proven unworthy:{ We know they
have not studied (or even READ) the background on this facility, but in a "you scratch my back, 'l
scratch yours" move, they defer to your opinion - and you have chosen to attempt to "bully” your
residents in a lame-duck move in order to win favor with a major contributor to your campaigns,
but this move is not going unnoticed by your constifuents either in OR out of that neighborhood!

We are Neighborhood Watch Block Captains just north of Vanowen and Fallbrook who have
supported you for years because of your previous commitment to help residents with
neighborhood issues. Regardless of how you might protest, your action on this matter gives the
appearance that you are deeply entrenced in "Pay to Play" politics:( You are not just abstaining
on the issue but are taking the lead role AGAINST a decision that was made after many months
of "due. process“ during \ which residents made great ; sacrlf" ces of time and money to defend their
néighborhood. '

a "mockefy" of Iegltlmate due process Piease take & step back and re~cons;der your motlv '[IOT]S‘
for this actlon ' b

Sincerely yours,

Jl‘?rfl'éﬁ&\'réi‘éizrié Boynton

6953 Mlnstrel Avenue

West H|Eis CA 91 307




Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council Fite # 12-1126

We live a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to STOP your attempt to use
your influence over other council members to overturn a decision on this project that was made
after MANY months of review and negoftiations between the Zoning Administrator, the developer,
and the residents!!! [n addition to the fact that the subject property would result in difficuities or
hardships on the adjacent neighborhood, itis also INCONSISTENT with the general purpose and
intent of the zoning regulations!! Please remember that the Eldercare Facility MUST MEET ALL 5
CRITERIA - and research shows you that it does NOT

On a personal level, | want to say how disappointed we are in your attempt to coerce your fellow
councilmembers into rejecting this project that has already been proven unworthy:{ We know they
have not studied (or even READ) the background on this facility, but in a "vou scratch my back, [l
scratch yours" move, they defer to your opinion - and you have chosen to attempt to "bully” your
residents in a lame-duck move in order to win favor with a major contributor fo your campaigns,
but this move is not going unnoticed by your constituents either in OR out of that neighborhood!

We are Neighborhood Wateh Block Captains just north of Vanowen and Fallbrook who have
supported you for years because of your previous commitment to help residents with
neighborhood issues. Regardless of how you might protest, your action on this matter gives the
appearance that you are deeply entrenced in "Pay to Play" politics:( You are not just abstaining
on the issue but are taking the lead role AGAINST a decision that was made after many months
of "due. process“ durmg wh:ch res;dents made great sacrzf ices of time and money to defend their
ne:ghborhood

'f‘hss pro;ect was denied because it does not meet all 5 reqmred cntena ‘and your chelce to
support a campalgn contrlbutor over the resuients you were eiected to represent will not

unnotlced the next tlme many of us vote for an off ice of whach you are a cand;date 1t IS ‘hard not

Sincerely yours,

Sodswnlirguivibe s e o e
Jim and Elaine BOynton’

6953 Mmstrej Avenue

St 5ﬁ\‘i:' R e

West Hllls CA 91307




Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council File # 12-1126

We live a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to STOP your attempt to use
your influence over other council members to overturn a decision on this project that was made
after MANY months of review and negotiations between the Zoning Administrator, the developer,
and the residents!!! In addition to the fact that the subject property would resuit in difficulties or
hardships on the adjacent neighborhood, it is also INCONSISTENT with the general purpose and
intent of the zoning regulations!! Please remember that the Eldercare Facility MUST MEET ALL 5
CRITERIA - and research shows you that it does NOT

On a personal level, | want to say how disappointed we are in your attempt to coerce your fellow
councilmembers irdo rejecting this project that has already been proven unworthy:{ We know they
have not studied (or even READ) the background on this facility, but in a "you scratch my back, I'l
scratch yours" move, they defer to your opinion - and you have chosen to attempt to "bully” your
residents in a lame-duck move in order to win favor with a major contributor to your campaigns,
but this move is not going unnoticed by your constituents either in OR out of that neighborhood!

We are Neighborhood Watch Block Captains just north of Vanowen and Fallbrook who have
supported you for years because of your previous commitment to help residents with
neighborhood issues. Regardless of how you might protest, your action on this matter gives the
appearance that you are deeply entrenced in "Pay to Play"” politics:{ You are not just abstaining
on the issue but are taking the lead role AGAINST a decision that was made after many months
of "due process” during which residents made great sacrifices of time and money to defend their
neighborhood.

This project was denied because it does not meet ali 5 required criteria, and your choice to
support a campaign contributor over the residents you were elected to represent will not go
unnoticed the next time many of us vote for an office of which you are a candidate. It is hard not
to reach the conclusion that you have been corrupted by politics when your actions seek to make
a "mockery” of legitimate due process. Please take a step back and re-consider your motivations
for this action.

Sincerely yours,
Jim and Elaine Boynton
6953 Minstrel Avenue

West Hills, CA 91307



22935 Erwin Street
Woodland Hills, Ca. 1367
August 12, 2012

Dear Councilman,

Re: ElderCare Facility, 6221 Falibrook Ave., File #12-1126

I grew up on Erwin Street, and visit weekly. | want to express my concern over a monstrous building
that doesn't belong in this residential setting. The proposed lot is small, and the proposed square
footage is a 20 times increase on this lot. The original square footage is contained in a single-family
home there.

After months of review, the Planning Commission decided the proposed structure is not compatible and
does not meet the criteria needed. Why should one councilman succeed in overturning the careful
decisions -- just fo appease the campaign contributions from this developer?.

The next concern is the need for more eldercare at this time. All the existing facilities have vacancies
when you call, and we heard the Jewish Care Center is nearly empty There is another
new facility going in within a half mile. . ‘

The trend seems to be for developers to make Eldercare facilities when the apartment market profits
have dried up. What will happen to these huge facilities if they cannot make a profit? The buildings
will have very few good residential uses in this neighborhood.

In the construction phase, we would imagine the construction workers would overtake our streets with
their trucks, noise, and parking spots. The neighbors suffer and gain nothing — the profiteers would
move forward filling their pockets at neighborhood expense. They aren’t doing it for the benevolence of
taking care of seniors — they just want money. There is nothing but annoyance and anger in the
present neighborhood, and what do the neighbors gain? They lose on every front — peace.of mind, -
their-parking spots after work for their cars, and frustration with the extra traffic it brings.

We understand the developer has hired a lobbyist seeking seniors to attend the meeting in return for a
free lunch and bus ride to the meeting.. The Walnut Acres residents are refused parking permits to
attend the meeting, and must find their own transportation. Please vote NO against buuldmg this
inappropriate facility under these circumstances. :

Sincerely,

Janel Birk



22935 Erwin Street
Woodland Hills, Ca. 91367
August 12, 2012

Dear Councilman,

Re: ElderCare Facility, 6221 Fallbrook Ave., File #12-1126

| grew up on Erwin Street, and visit weekly. | want to express my concern over a monstrous building
that doesn't belong in this residential setting. The proposed lot is small, and the proposed square
footage is a 20 times increase on this lot. The original square footage is contained in a single-family
home there.

After months of review, the Planning Commission decided the proposed structure is not compatible and
does not meet the criteria needed. Why should one councilman succeed in overturning the careful
decisions -- just to appease the campaign coniributions from this developer?.

The next concern is the need for more eldercare at this time..- All the existing facilities have vacancies
when you call, and we heard the Jewish Care Centeris nearly empty There is another
new facility going in within a half mile. ST _

The trend seems to be for developers to make Eldercare facilities when the apartment market profits
have dried up. What will happen to these huge facilities if they cannot make a profit? The buildings
wﬂ! have very few good residential uses in this neighborhood.

!n the constructfon phase, we would imagine the construction workers would overtake our streets with
their trucks, noise, and parking spots. The neighbors suffer and gain nothing — the profiteers would
move forward filling their pockets at neighborhood expense. They aren’t doing it for the benevolence of
taking care of seniors — they just want money. There is nothing but annoyance and anger in the
present:neighborhood, .and what do the neighbors gain? They lose on every front — peace of mind,
their. parkmg spots after work for their cars, and frustration with the extra traffic it brings..

We understand the dave!oper has hfred a Iobbylst seekmg seniors to attend the meetlng in retum for a
free lunch and bus ride to the meeting.. The Walnut Acres residents are refused parking permlts fo
attend the meeting, and must find their own fransportation. Piease vote NO against buaidmg this
inappropriate facility under these circumstances.

Sincerely,

Janel Birk




22935 Erwin Street
Woodland Hilis, Ca. 91367
August 12, 2012

Dear Councilman,

Re: ElderCare Facility, 6221 Fallbrook Ave., File #12-1126

I grew up on Erwin Street, and visit weekly. | want to express my concern over a monstrous building
that doesn’t belong in this residential setting. The proposed lot is small, and the proposed square
footage is a 20 times increase on this iot. The original square footage is contained in a single-family
home there.

After months of review, the Planning Commission decided the proposed structure is not compatible and
does not meet the criteria needed. Why should one councilman succeed in overturning the careful
decisions - just to appease the campaign contributions from this developer?.

The next concern is the need for more eldercare at this time.. All the existing facilities have vacancies
when you cali, and. we heard the Jewish Care Center is. near{y empty There is another
new facility going in within a half mile. _ S

The trend seems to be for developers to make Eidercare facilities when the apartment market profits
have dried up. What will happen to these huge facilities if they cannot make a profit? The buildings
will have very few good residential uses in this neighborhood.

In the construction phase, we would imagine the construction workers would overtake our streets with
their frucks, noise, and parking spots. The neighbors suffer and gain nothing — the profiteers wouid
move forward filling their pockets at neighborhood expense. They aren't doing it for the benevolence of
taking care of seniors — they just want money. There is nothing but annoyance and anger in the
present:neighborhood, and what do the neighbors gain? . They lose on every front — peace:of mind, :
their parking spots after work for their cars, and frustration with the extra traffic it brings.. . . ...

We understand the developer has hired a lobbyist seeking seniors to attend the meeting in return for a
free lunch and bus ride to the meeting.. The Walnut Acres residents are refused parking permits to
attend the meeting, and must find their own transportation. Please vote NO against. buuldmg this ..
:nappropnate facility under these circumstances. : _ .

Sincerely,

Janel Birk




Re: Eidercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council File # 12-1126

We iive a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to VOTE NO on this project. The
project underwent many months of review and negotiations between the Zoning Administrator,
the developer, and the residents - and it was denied. In addition to the fact that the subject
property would result in practical difficulies or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the
general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations, please note that the Zoning Administrator
must find that the Eldercare Facility must meet ALL 5 criteria - and research will show you that it
does not.

Please do not "rubber stamp" Dennis Zine's attempt to "bully” residents in order to win favor with
a major contributor to his campaigns! Please READ the file carefully and consider the severe
impact on the surrounding neighborhood BEFORE YOU VOTE on this large, commercial

development in a residential neighborhood. Do not let Dennis Zine make a "mockery" of the
legitimate due process that so many people have contributed to over these past months.

Sincerely yours,
Jim and Elaine Boynton

6953 Minstrel Avenue

West Hills; CA 91307 ©




Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council File # 12-1126

We live a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to VOTE NO on this project. The
project underwent many months of review and negotiafions between the Zoning Adminisirator,
the developer, and the residents - and it was denied. In addition to the fact that the subject
property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the
general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations, please note that the Zoning Administrator
must find that the Eldercare Facllity must meet ALL 5 criteria - and research will show you that it
does not.

Please do not "rubber stamp” Dennis Zine's attempt to "bully" residents in order to win favor with
a major contributor to his campaigns! Please READ the file carefully and consider the severe
impact on the surrounding neighborhood BEFORE YOU VOTE on this large, commercial
development in a residential neighborhood. Do not let Dennis Zine make a "mockery” of the
legitimate due process that so many people have contributed to over these past months.

Sincerely yours,
Jim and Elaine Boynton

6953 Minstrel Avenue

West Hills; ©A.01307 ¢ !
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Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook. Council File # 12-1126

We live a short way from this proposed project and we urge you to VOTE NO on this project. The
project underwent many months of review and negotiations between the Zoning Administrator,
the developer, and the residents - and it was denied. In addition fo the fact that the subject
property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the
general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations, please nofe that the Zoning Administrator
must find that the Eldercare Facility must meet ALL 5 criteria - and research will show you that it
does not.

Please do not "rubber stamp" Dennis Zine's attempt fo "bully” residents in order to win favor with
a major dontributor to his campaigns! Please READ the file carefully and consider the severe
impact on the surrounding neighborhood BEFORE YOU VOTE: on this large, commercial
development in a residential neighborhood. Do not et Dennis Zine make a "mockery" of the
legitimate due process that so many people have contributed to over these past months.

Sihcerely yours,
Jim and Elaine Boynton

6953 Minstrel Avenue

West Hills: CA 94307 i1 0




August 12 2012
Re: Eldercare Facxisty at6221F al!brook Ave Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Counctl File # 12-1126
To: Plannlng and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commltteel Los Angeles City Coungcil

I agree with the decision made by the South Valley Area Planning Commission
{8VAPC) on June 28, 2012. They listened to the comments from the neighbors and the
prospectlve developers and granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator's
(ZA) determination. o

 The five requirements and prerequisites for allowing an eldercare facnhty on

residential land without & zoning change have not been met. The massive commercial
eldercare project is not compatible with exiéting development on neighboring properties.
The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it invades the prtvacy of
“adjoining residential properties. The SVAPC found that the scope, density, and scale of
the proposed facility are inappropriate for the neighborhood. | believe the project will .
also treate an adverse impact on street acecess, parkmg, and dnvmg in the surroundmg ’
i"fé“gghbgrhggd QEEENDY Falhon it Aun Aealand R 0 DIRAY |

“The rnajortty of nelghbors surroundmg the property are opposed fo the proposed
- project. Councilman Dennis Zine discarded the Voice of the majority of the neighbors
and the decision of the SVAPC by ha\nng the LA City Counc:l take Jurlsdlctlon of the
issue. ey o i

“Please’ suppoﬂ the majority of the Woodland Hills nelghbors and the action-of the
S_VAPC by voting AGAINST the proposed massive eldercare development on‘RAizoned .
 prépeity:itis thewrong size, density, and scope of use for this parcet of land. Thank

. | you. ey ';7\,..1‘”-“ S T, o e e

Kélth Heavenridge:':: N
22903 Sylvan Street Sl
‘Woodland:Hills;: CA OAB6T oo er v s o L




August 12 2012
Re Eidercare Famhty at 6221 Failbrook Ave Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Councsl File # 12-1126
To: Plannmg and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commstteel L.os Angeles Caty Council

B I agree with the decision made by the South Valley Area Planning Commission
'.(SVAPC) on June 28, 2012. They listened to the comments from the neighbors and the
prospecttve developers and granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator’s
(ZA)-determination.

The five requirements and prerequisites for aliowing an eldercare facmty on
residential land without a zoning change have not been met. The massive commercial
eldercare project is not compatible with exieting development on neighboring properties.
The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it invades the privacy of
adjoining residential properties. The SVAPC found that the scope, density, and scale of
the propoesed facility are inappropriate for the neighborhood. I believe the project will |
é!se create an‘adverse impect on street access, parkzng, and dnvnng in the surroundmg '
netghﬁemeetj s CELTNZT L Ut s WY T L

G Thesmgjority’ ef’ne:ghbors surrounding the property are opposed to the proposed.
' preject ‘Councilman Dennis Zing distarded the Voice of the:majority of the ne:ghbors
and the decus:on of the SVAPC by havmg the LA Czty Councli take ;unsdlctlon of the

e T

S-VAPC;by.VOtmg AGA!NST the prepesed.-masswe.etdemareu-devetogment onRAmz;beed ‘
 propetty:itigithe wrong size, density, and scope of use for this parcel of land. Thank

Kelth Heavenndge
_22903 Syivan Street -
Weedland Htlls, CA 91: 367




Re Eidercare Fémhty at 6221 Falibrook Ave Wood!and Hills, CA 91 367
Councli File # 12-1126
To; Piannlng and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commnttee! Los Angeles Clty Council

| agree with the decision made by the South Valley Area Planning Commission
‘(SVAPC) on June 28, 2012, They listened to the comments from the neighbors and the
prespectlve developers and granted the appeai to overturn the Zoning Administrator's
(ZA) determination.

The five requirements and prerequisites for allowing an eldercare faculsty on
residential land without a zoning change have not been met. The massive commercial
eldercare project is not compatible with exiéting development on neighboring properties.
The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it invades the privacy of

‘adjoining residential properties. The SVAPC.found that thea;scope,-:.density,aaadfscaié.iéi-
the‘proposed facility are inappropriate for the neighbomood' i betieve the project: wiﬂ
nelghbomood CaT R e S f Pluin fIETTEY L
o iThes ma;onty ‘of: netghbcrs surrounding the property are opposed to the proposed
- project Coungilman Dennis Zine discarded the'Voice of the majority.of the: nelghbetrs il
and the decasron of the SVAPC by havmg the LA C:ty Councﬂ take junsdtchon of- the

I
ey T r‘ Bl Wl b RRTE GO

e

SsVAFC by Yoting AGAI NST the’ pmpmsed‘ massive e!éercarei-'deveiopmeni on “‘RA~zcned
| prépeﬂ}?r itis thewrong size, denStty, and scope of use for this parcel of land. Thank
. yOU. ' ‘Eﬁl‘i ”\" “" Ly " R S VTR A i:‘::.‘. P ..‘A.';i-':_rsi"‘.‘.'.. ARSI ISR TR LA IR ‘_':.-:-._:-‘_-'; LT ,i‘\‘::‘;‘:'s" 'S

Dooamwaia o enent o vaav e pteent T fesn ave siarsl e tia F
EERTAC IO A S TR IR AL I SRS S L R R LA S 15 TR fe“h

R mED R DM iR R

oot . RIS R T R o PRI Lo st Chaond Plaey theupaoncte L omm el Lt P e
Srenlal proper e T S toand dned s S0 Oangity sl sesieen]

Keztr{ ==ili-leav"é?hrldge

22963 Syl\Van Streeit ;li:-f.'!\;",'i:‘.\:f:'.‘ TR SE gt Fhaghare s W il ;\3’421 sl . |
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| 'Re' Eldercare' Faczhty at 6221 Faiibrcok Ave Wcodland Hlils CA 91367
Council File # 12-1126
To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angeles Clty Councnl

| ,I,agrse wnth the declston made. by the South:Valley.Area Planning. Camrngssmn
(SVAPC) on June 28, 2012, They listened {o the comments from.the neighbors and the
prqspectzve. evelnpers and granted the appeal to overtum the Zoning Administrator’s. -

- (ZA) determination.

The five. requ&rements and prerequzsutes for allowing an eldercare facility on.
-pesidegltuaI: land without a zoning change have not been met. The massive commercial
eldercare project is not compatible with existing development on neighboring properties.
The proposed design would be materially detrimental because it invades the privacy of
adjoining residential properties. The SVAPC found that the scope, density, and scale of
the ;proposed facility are.inappropriate for the neighborhood. | believe the project:will -
_adverse lmpac’: on street access, parkrng, and drlvmg in the surrounding
nelghtiemgod C At O e e o R s i e
wonncThe ma;onty ef nelghbors surrcundmg the property are opposed tothe proposed
project. Counc;!man-Denms Zine discarded the voice of the.majonty.cﬂthe«.nexghb@rs v
' and the decision of the SVAPC by having the LA Clty Counc:l take jurisdiction of the -

s

i

ease suppcrt the majority of the! Woodland Hzlls neughbmrs and the. aetlanuaf the
o _swxpa by:voting AGAINST the proposed.massive: eldercarei development onRAlzoned
' pmpertyult is theuwrong size, densaty, and scope of use for this parcel of land. Thank

s Ll
nﬁ‘ei.:l =n‘.4L \"' i\'u ‘t\'.- 3




Re Eldercare Facuilty at 6221 Fallbrook Ave Woodiand Hills, CA 91367 .
Council File # 12-1126 . . . ‘ R o
To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commztteel Los Angeies C:ty Councll

. l_igg_;ee ;with the decision made by the South Valley Area Planning Commissjpn
‘ Juné 28,.2012. They listened fo the comments from the neighbors and the
. VE:L e.yelopers and granted the appeai to overtum the Zomng Administrator's
A) determmation

The five requirements and prerequasztes for allowing an efdersare facility.on. .
residential land without a zoning change have not been met. The massive commercla{
eldercare project is not compatible with existing development on neighboring properties.
The proposed design would be materially.detrimental becauseit invades the privacy.of.
a:djqi,n:ing Tesidential properties. The SVAPC found that the scope, density, .and sqa;e‘..rpf
propdsed facility. are:inappropriate for:the neighborhood.. | believe the projectiwilf ;...

alsg @reate an‘adverse impa(:i on street access, parkmg, and dnvmg in the surroundung

pro;ect Ceuncnlman ‘Denms ane d:scarded thie voice of the:majority: of the: ne;ghbers i
and the decision of the SVAPC by hav;ng the LA Clty Counc;l take Junsdlctlon of the

229@3 Sylv’e'ih ‘Siraet ©
Waoodland:Hills;: CA-91367 .«
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Re: Eldercare Facilty at 6221 Fallorook Ave., Woodland Hils, CA91367 . .
Council File # 121126 - Y
To: Planmng and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commstteel L.os Angeles City Councﬂ

(8 APC) o"'*'June 28 2012 They hstened to the comments from the nesghbnrs ar; ﬂ;_:the

prospective deveiopers and granted the appeal to overtum the Zoning Administrator's

* (ZA) determination. ‘
. The five requirements and prerequls:tes for aliowing an e!dercare facility.on......

res:dentiai land without a zoning.change have not been met. The massive: commerclal

eldercare project is not oompatlble with existing development on neighboring properties.

T_h__e propqsed design would be materially detrimental because it invades the privacy of

adjoining residential properties. The SVAPC feund that the scope, density, and scale of

ffgh propesed facility are.inappropriate for the neighborhcod.. | believe the project will. -
e an dyerse ,xmpact on street acc:ess, parklng, an_d drt.vmg in.the surrounding

e . : '
S DR S S A Bl e T P AR

praject Cauncﬂman Dennis Zine- d;scarded the voice of the majority- of the: nelghbers

'___and_the =dectsmn of the SVAPC by havmg the LA Ccty Cpuncli take jurisdiction.ofthe. ... -

- BVARG: bycvetmg AGAINST the pmpesed massive eldereare developmenh oni RAezoned
' praperty It is rthewrong size, denStty, and scope of use for this parcel of land. Thank




Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook
Council File # 12-1126

8/13/12
To Whom It May Concern:

| have worked very for thirty eight years to build a wonderful Home in
Walnut Acres. My grandchildren iove the RA1 neighborhood and our
animals love our grandchildren.

Please do not let this commercial project be built in our residential
neighborhood, traffic alone on the Ventura Freeway is difficult enough to
deal with on a dauy basis,

Jia to miost the ciy's

This project IS teo large_fbr?__ he property and;m
requirements for elder'care facilities. .=

The city's elder care ordinance says such facilities must not detract from
syrroundlng areas, must include certain specific amenities and be in
conformance with the city's general plan.

Y FAH e L
E‘i_‘.’ ;!H ':”‘, "{ i_lp,',‘ oor ' ‘,‘ AT

Piease do not let thlS happen

Rlchaxd Jackson AAge 67
CRETS Age

22837 Hatteras St
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
nehard: showwel,com g ooy arrenroial oroeh e et b e g




‘Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook
Council File # 12-1126

8/ 1 312
To Whom it May Concern:

i..;h:avé wgrke'd- very for thirty eight years fo build a wonderful Home in
Walnut Acres. My grandchildren love the RA1 neighborhood and our
animals love our grandchildren.

Please do not let this commercial project be built in our residential
neighborhood, fraffic alone on the Ventura Freeway is difficult enough to
deal W|th ona dally basns

Thls prOJect is tao large fo he prepert

d-fails to meetthecltys
requirements for eldér'carefacilifies. .. -

The city's elder care ordinance says such facilities must not detract from
surroundmg areas, must include certain specific amenities and be in
conformance with the city's general plan.

""" e b r 5T e e ey e
iy as‘fnﬁs R ‘ ‘;-,1:-3}- AV ERFR TN ST

Please do not let this happen

Rlchard Jackson Age 67

L fackéon )"Agé 66 { T TR IR T T0 PETIE D RSt
22837.:Hatteras St oonn RTINS
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

richardy -"‘howreel SGOBL b o e T
323-270-2040 P ’



Re Eldercare Facility at 6221 Falibrook
- Council File # 12»1 126

811312
TO WhOm It May Concern:

lhaveworked veryfer thlrty e;ght yeérs 1o build a wonderful Home in-
Walnut Acres. My grandchildren love the RA1 neighborhood and our
anlmals love our grandchildren.

Please do not let this commercial prOJect be built in our residential
nelghborhood traffic alone on the Ventura Freeway is difficult enough to
deal withon a daziy basis,

3

This project: IS"lﬂO larg the: ' operiy ’J“;n. ‘ ifs: to meet ‘the: cny S

“fﬂ -
reqmrements for eldér'dara faciliies. | < |

The cﬁy s elder care ordinance says such facilities must not detract from
surrounding areas, must include certain specific amenities and be in

conformance with the city's general plan.
r J 't}fiit M ‘é &xu . ST

Please do not let ‘shls happen

-R'lchard 5ackson: _Age 67 F

Lyn” n"’Jackson S
P87 § i . g
i n( RN tadh

22837 Haﬁtel’as St LEmiin RERTIRCIES
Weodland Hills, CA 91 367
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It has come to my attention that lame duck Councilmember Dennis Zine has sold out Walnut
Acres in Woodland Hills on behaif of a Developer who wants to construct an eldercare facility at
the location indicated above even though the findings required o grant approval to construct such
a facility in a residential neighborhood without a change in zoning have not been satisfied. It is
laughable to think that there are elders in the Walnut Acres community who want this facility. If a
busload of eiders show up at the meeting next week, you can be sure they are not residents of
Walnut Acres. |live in the community and know no one who favors it. The facility, among other
objections, would clearly be materially detrimental and injurious to properties and improvements
in the immediate area, will create an adverse impact on street access and circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood and is incompatible with existing neighboring properties. [ am not
opposed to elder housing but it should be constructed in a commercial rather than residential
area.

Counciimembers:

| am so disappointed in Councilmember Zine. i did not realize how insincere he was in
representing his district, particularly the Walnut Acres area. | know he wants to run for Controller
and needs contributions but seiling out his constituents to achieve that goal shows a lack of
character which in my opinion disquaiifies him for the office he aspires to hold in the City of Los
Angeles. | know that some other Councilmembers are seeking higher office and hope they and
all of you will share my view that this project is inappropriate for Walnut Acres and refuse to
assume jurisdiction in this case and fake it away from the South Valley Area Planning
Commission who has already disapproved this project. it would be so encouraging to the Walnut
Acres-community. if you did not assume jurisdiction and let the matter be decided by people who
are most affected by it. Perhaps | am naive in thinking that is possible but | sure hope not.

Sin :

22920-Hatteras Street -, v o
Ares,

Woodland Hills, CA 1367
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It has come to my attention that Jame duck Councilmember Dennis Zine has sold out Walnut
Acres in Woodiand Hills on behaif of a Developer who wants fo construct an eldercare facility at
the location indicated above even though the findings required to grant approval to construct such
a facility in a residential neighborhood without a change in zoning have not been satisfied. Itis
laughable to think that there are elders in the Walnut Acres community who want this facilily. Ifa
busioad of elders show up at the meeting next week, you can be sure they are not residents of
Walnut Acres. 1live in the community and know no one who favors it. The facility, among other
objections, would clearly be materially detrimental and injurious to properties and improvements
in the immediate area, will create an adverse impact on street access and circulation in the
surrounding neighborhood and is incompatible with existing neighboring properties. 1am not
opposed to elder housing but it should be constructed in a commercial rather than residential
area.

Councilmembers:

I am so disappointed in Councilmember Zine. | did not realize how insincere he was in
representing his district, particularly the Walnut Acres area. | know he wants to run for Controller
and needs contributions but seliing out his constituents to achieve that goal shows a lack of
character which in my opinion disqualifies him for the office he aspires to hold in the City of Los
Angeles. | know that some other Councilmembers are seeking higher office and hope they and
all of you will share my view that this project is inappropriate for Walnut Acres and refuse to
assume jurisdiction in this case and take it away from the South Valley Area Planning
Commission who has already disapproved this project. It would be so encouraging to the Walnut
Agéres commitinity if you did not assume jurisdiction and let the matter be décided by people who
are most affected by it. Perhaps | am naive in thinking that is possible but | sure hope not.
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It has come to my attention that lame duck Councilmember Dennis Zine has sold out Walnut
Acres in Woodland Hilis on behaif of a Developer who wants to construct an eldercare facility at
the location indicated above even though the findings required fo grant approval to construct such
a facility in a residential neighborhood without a change in zoning have not been satisfied. Itis
laughabie to think that there are elders in the Walnut Acres community who want this facility. If a
busload of elders show up at the meeting next week, you can be sure they are not residents of
Wainut Acres. | live in the community and know no one who favors it. The facility, among other
objections, would clearly be materially detrimental and injurious to properties and improvements
it the immediate area, will create an adverse impact on street access and circutation in the
surrounding neighborhood and is incompatible with existing neighboring properties. | am not
Opposed to elder housing but it should be constructed in a commercial rather than residential
area.

Councilmembers:

| am so disappointed in Councilmember Zine. | did not realize how insincere he was in
representing his district, particularly the Walnut Acres area. | know he wants to run for Controller
and needs contributions but selling out his constituents fo achieve that goal shows a lack of
character which in my opinion disqualifies him for the office he aspires to hold in the City of Los
Angeies. | know that some other Councilmembers are seeking higher office and hope they.and
all of you will share my view that this project is inappropriate for Walnut Acres and refuseto .
assume jurisdiction in this case and take it away from the South Valley Area Planning '
Commission who has already disapproved this project. It would be so encouraging to the Walnut
Aeres gommunity if you did not assume ]unsdlction and let the matter be decided by people who
are most affected by it. Perhaps fam nalve m thunkmg that is possmle but i sure hope not
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The proposed eldercare facility does not meet the five standards
required by law and was rejected by the SV Area Planning
Commissioners in a 4-1 decision. These members are appointed by
the mayor to learn the laws of the land use regulations and make
careful decisions based on facts presented. Decisions made are
only based on law, not feelings. This is not a political issue. Itis a
“law” issue that has already been determined by the correct
commission.

There is a very strange and unethical turn that has taken regarding
this situation from Councilman Zine. He is so determined to have
this facility built and seems to stop at nothing to do so. Bringing in
busloads of seniors who don’t own property in the neighborhood to
speak in favor of the facility seems nothing short of desperate.
Therp is a beautiful facﬂn:y in Woodland Hills on Ventura Blvd
tliat ffers thzs same type care and servme The only dlfference is

de e

\rlelghborhoc;clil T have one across the Street from me and have no
issues with it being there. It looks like a single family residence,
do&;s not detract from the looks of the ne1ghborh00d does not o
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The proposed eldercare facility does not meet the five standards
required by law and was rejected by the SV Area Planning
Commissioners in a 4-1 decision. These members are appointed by
the mayor to learn the laws of the land use regulations and make
careful decisions based on facts presented. Decisions made are
only based on law, not feelings. This is not a political issue. Itis a
“law” issue that has already been determined by the correct
commission. - -

There is a very strange and unethical turn that has taken regarding
this situation from Councilman Zine. He is so determined to have
this facility built and seems to stop at nothing to do so. Bringing in
busloads of seniors who don’t own property in the neighborhood to
speak in favor of the facility seems nothing short of desperate.
There is a beautiful facility in Woodland Hills on Ventura Blvd
that offers thls same type care and service, The only dlfference 1s
'thatélt is located 1{1 :z‘m appropnately zoned area There 1s no

%’x, (TR IET R = RN i
: ShOﬁizgj € _? s¢ r fac1ht1es large or small 1n the west V 1
W_h l*f.f.\’fve i W

l\ 3 Qk

npméfoﬁs ‘smaller re&denﬂal—type facﬂlties throughout the
nelghborh *"'od 1 have one across the st;reet ﬁ‘om me and have no

’“"5 “JL

peace ’and' 'qt'uet of our beat;tzﬁll commumty.‘ .However 1f it Were

t 5 i

I am .askmg that you respect the Well mformed law ibased decision

ik r’(i

made by- the; SV Area Plannmg Comm1ss1on 011 June 28 2012




Th posed éldercare facility does fiot miset the ﬁve stan
reqmred by law and was 1ej¢ jected by the SV Area Planmng "
Commxssmaers in a 4- 1 decnsmn These members are appomted by
the mayor to learn the laws of the land use regulatmns and make
careful decisions based on facts presented. Decisions made are
only based on law, not feelings. This is not a political issue. It isa
“law” issue that has already been determined by the correct
coiitnission.

There is a«very strange and unethical turn that has taken regarding

this situation from Councilman Zine. He is so determined to have

this facility built and seems to stop at nothmg to do so. Brmgmg in
busloads of seniors who don’t own property in the neighborhood to
speak in favor of the facility seems nothing short of desperate.. .

Hils, ntyra Blyd
_ Tl}e quy’ difference
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Would‘be Viélatmg lanql}_use; reg‘ulationla%ws We ‘do haVe
aller entials type | facxhﬁes throughout fé"

S With it bemg there. Tt looks like a single famlly residence,
‘pt detractﬁfrom the looks of the neighborhood does not .
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August 12, 2012

Re: Eldercare Facility at 86221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367

Council File # 12-1126

To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angeles City Council

This letter is 1o oppose the proposed construction of an eldercare facility at 6221
Fallbrook Avenue.

On June 28, 2012, the South Valley Area Planning. Commission (SVAPC) heard
the pros and cons of constructing a 50,000+ square foot eldercare facility on the
approximately 1.5 acre lot listed above. The current landowner, prospective developer,
and many neighbors of the property and surrounding neighborhood spoke to the
commissioners. After thorough consideration of the issues presented, the SVAPC
granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator’s determination that
granted the construction, use and maintenance of an eldercare facility.

The SVAPC found that the requirements and prerequisites for granting an
éldercare facility and site plan review as enumerated by Section 14.3.1 and 16.05 of the
Lios Angeles Miinicipal Codé had:NOT been-established. (From the:SVAPC
* Deterniination mailedion July 23, 2012). o

w . The' massive:commerdial-eldercaré:projéct is not compatible with existing (ool
development oh heighboririg properties. The massive design would be materially
detrimental:because itinvadgs the privacy of adjoining residéntial properties, The 21
SVARCfoundithat-the scope, densny and scale of the proposed facmty are
mappmpnate forthie’heighborhioed.: Spera T B S el SRR fered

+ ‘Thenajority of neighbors; surroundmg the property are opposed ‘ta the preposed
prq;e@tand-,ltgdeesnot meet: all the five findings required inthe Los Angeles City: i«
FE'{"-:""'l“dtan:;‘a‘re»'l"?:a‘ac:il'ityf-(Brdi'rian " Therefore; the project should not be. appmved

Thank:you:for your thoughtful review of thfs matter. o s SN0

: AnﬂShahwan K TR Gl e dvRTebnD e Snnons T8 B0y el 0 DR of the
22030'Sylvari Street - < 10 v
Woodland Hills;CAS1367.: - 1 10




August 12,2012
Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodiand Hills, CA 91367
Councﬂ File’ # 12 1126 :
‘Plan L and Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angsles Clty ‘Council

This letter is to oppose the prcbased’ construction of an eldercare facility at 6221
Fallbrook Avenue.
On June 28, 2012, the South Valley Area Planning Commission (SVAPC) heard
the pros and cons of construeting a 50,000+ square foot eldercare facmty onthe
apy roxzmately 1.5 acre lot listed above. The current landowner, prospective developer,
énd‘ many‘nesghbors of the property and sumounding nelghborhood speke to the -
commussnoners After thorough consideration of the issues presented, the SVAPC
granted the appeal to overturn the Zoning Administrator’s determination that
granted the construction, use and maintenance of an eldercare facuhty
" The SVAPC found that the requtrements and prerequisites for granting an
g .eldereara facility and site plan review as enumerated by Section 14.3.1 and 16. 05 of the
os Angeles’ Mizmclpal Code had NOT been-established! (From the'SVAPC

mination Mailed on July 23, 2012). |
! he Weicormmercial eldercare/piojéct i not compatible with sxisting
development on neighboring propertles The massive design would be materlally
detrimental:because itinvades the privacy of adjoining residential.properties; The: |
SVAPC fouhd: that the scope, densnty, and scale of the prnposed facmiy are
mappmpna‘te for the nexghbarhaod RO R TEE FE A R

pra]ect and it:does ot meét ali the five fi ndmgs requ:red‘ inthe Lms Angeles City=io
“Eldercare Facﬂﬂy ‘Qrdinance”:Therefore; the project shauld not: be approved :
s Thank you for: your thoughtful feview of ﬂus matter;. . ST
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F:l’e.v" Eldercare Facﬁlty at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367
‘C’o;meﬂ File # 12-1126
To: Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee/ Los Angeles Gity Council

tter ‘tcﬂappose the. praposed constructlon of dn eIdercare faczhty
Fail‘_ _ ,ook Avenue

On June 28 2{}12 the Sauth Valley Area Planning Commission (SVAPC) heard
the pros and oons of constructmg a 50,000+ square foot eldercare facmty o the

and many nelghbors of the pmperly and surroundrng ne:ghbcrhood spoke o the

':eners After thorough consideration of the issues presented, the SVAPC _

‘ granfed‘ the appeai {o overturn the Zomng Administrator’s determination that

( ""nted the constructlon use:and maintenance of an eldercare facility.

Lo Tl SVAPC found that the reqmrements and prereqwsntes for grantlng an

o eldg car : _acihty fand site plan review as enumerated by Section 14.3.1 and 186. {}5 of the
Los _Ange.ies Miinicipal Codé had: NOT been-established. (From the SVAPC
Determiliiaioh Miailéd‘on July 23, 2012).

-7 The massive commercial eldercaréiprojéct is not:compatible with. existing ~ i
pment on ne;ghbonng propert:es The massive desxgn would be mater;'
‘ébause itinvades the privacy of adjdining tesidential p,' ties:
that the scope denszty, and scale of the propcsed fac:hty are

.(\"

% ‘=.; \FJ ,:“ \ (‘5 1(,"

i b The majonty of. ne;ghbars surmundmg the px:operty dre epposed to the proposed
pr@ject and it does notmeet all the five findings required inthe Los Angeles City:iouar,
“Eldemare Faclltty Grdman Therefare the: pm]ent shouid not be approved
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To: Members of PLUM and City Council
" From: Henry Rice
Re: j-'Elde;:care Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Council File# 12-1126

I am a longtime resident of the Walnut Acres community and 1 am opposed to the referenced
proposed eldercare facility on Fallbrook Avenue. The massive, commercial facility surrounded
by single family residences is totally out of character in this community. The proposed two story
structure is oversize for the lot, overshadows surrounding single story dwellings and very likely
' violates the Mansionization ordinance. In addition the proposed pr0ject does not prov1de _

K sufﬁczent off street parking, thus forcing park1ng onto the streets in the ne1ghborhood. ;

As p:oposed the project cannot meet all of the five findings necessary for approval. Specifically
the following findings will not be met:

1. Wil not be materially detrimental or injurious to properties or improvements in the
" immediate area.
2 - Will not create an adverse 1mpact on street access or circulation in the surrounding
M “ne1ghborhood RERY :
; m:{, 99;‘??’35?% of buildings and structures (including, height, bulk, and setbacks), off-street
parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping , trash collection, and other
pertinenit; dmproveinenits; swhich is orwillibe compatiblewith existing and planned future

St development on neighbormg propemes , T
CEainras E”bl PRTE TERL Azt ol The W 1 il Acres conntardte snd L G st ]l\ “3 arEiced

Regardmg ﬁhdmg #1the ;profposed ptoject byovérshadowing and being out: @f xcharsacten»mth
2y sthie: surmundmg smgle family: dwellmgs -will-be:detritmental 1o those properties:cucd tivo wion:

[
i ii“_" 5... siit)

t‘ f S .
;“‘E}" il By ‘1'='L 1,1\\- 5IF~}'\“\‘/;\=\ [

pa:rkmg fac111tles m}l ha Ve am adversé ;

SLTHICEL I 1

N Regmb lin g. mdm,g #2 by\,not hawng sufﬁcxe;ﬁ off st;ee

HJ.: Umlnu

AN

R ﬁﬂﬂ%{l&iﬁqﬁg g fél?. ?F?I %ci}?u%ami lacli Pf off:sfzest parking m “}he 04,%,_’53.1% .
e ggxﬂ atib ,le!%gﬂ';,qmsn.ng and planned future development on nexghborheod propertxes.

[T

For fne aboye reasons | s}rongly‘ urge you to vote a,gamst this proposed eldercare famhty

- Thankyou for ;your tﬁne and c0n31derat10n




To Members of PLUM and Cxty Counczi

2 “Henty R.tce

"' Eldercare Fac111ty at 6221 Fallbrook Councﬁ Flle# 12- 1126 R

1 am a Iongtlme res1dent of the Wainut Aeres commumty and I am opposed to the referenced
proposed eldercare facility on Fallbrook Avenue. The massive, commercial facility surfounded
by smgle famﬂy residences is totally out of character in this community. The proposed two story
structure is oversize for the lot, overshadows surrounding single story dwellings and very likely
Vlola_tes'the Mansionization ordinance. In addition the proposed project does not provide
suﬂ‘iCient off street parking, thus forcing parking onto the streets in the neighborhood.

| As proposed the pr03ect cannot meet all of the five findings necessary for approval. Spemﬁeal}.y
the fellowmg\ findings will not be met:

1; Will not be materially detrimental or injurious to properties or 1mprovements m the
immediate area.
2 Wﬁl not create an adverse nnpact on street access or circulation in the surroundmg

!
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oiE development on nexghbormg properties.
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= Regardmg finding# 1 the fpreposed project-byrovershadowing and being oubof chaxacter ngth’
-y Ahe sm’rmmdmg ismgle family: dwellmgs will-be:detritmental to those propertzes GEC Two sinty
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sarroupcting <ile stery davellings
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' Regq:dmg finding # #3 - the hezght and bulk, and lack of off-street ;parkmg make the progect \r}ot

Ll n &

e & %pp,',p -W _;hiemstmg and planned future development on nelghberhood propertxes.

For the abeve Teasons I strongly urge you.

u.t0, vo’t:e agamst thlS proposed eldercar :fqeﬂ"'

.....

Thank you for your “ume and cen51derat10n.
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o v;olates the Mansic

proposed eldereaxe facxilty on Fallbrook Avenue. The massive, commerclal faclhty surrounded
by single family residences is totally out of character in this community. The proposed two story
structure is oversize for the lot, overshadows surrounding single story dwellings and very hkely
nization ordinance. In add;tlon the proposed project does 1ot pr.' vide
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 sufficient off street parking, thus foreing parking onto the streets in the neighb

As proposed tho project cannot mieét ll of the five findings Hiécessary for approval Speclﬁcally
‘the foilowmg findings will not be niet:

o 1 “Will tiot be materially deirunental or 1113 urious to propertles or unprovements m‘the

- jmimediate area. S
2 - Will not create an adverse nnpact on street access or circulation in the surroundmg
oW ibRBeRdad o Fin U :
e Cor;sgsts of buildings and structures (including, height, bulk, and setbacks), off-street
parkmga faclhtzes loadmg areas, llghtmg, landscapmg trash collectlon and other

evelopment on nelghbonng propemes _ . o
1 anta dotgin ; bz WoealTnd ity 2and Lung ogposed G the velrenge

Regardmg finding #1 'the proposed progoct by ovérshadowing and beingout: of! ehaﬁaete;: rwithi
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Thank you for your tithe and eon.s1deration
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" Asal long tlme remdent of tlns neighborhood L urge you not to approve ﬂ‘llS bhght on our
| nelghborhood This faczhty oniy beneﬁis the present property owner and the bmlder.

As___a semor (I’m 70), I can tell you that this place will not be affordable to the
' overwhehmng;ma}onty of semors. )

'4 As a nezghbor I can teil you this facﬂity wﬂl be a parkmg, traffic and noise dlsasterrfor us.

' Plg:‘ase cio not approve thxs pro; ject.

bE
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i Tl S oi this n «JE:UUUL:NJHJ ] UIEE YO Gl
‘ m:zﬁ bmhmrz s laciiry only benetits the present propets
g x‘w a senjor (705, L eandel! you that this pluce will not be aftordable 1o the
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LCoverwhelming magoriny of seniors,

At nenghibor bean fell vou this fuoilily will be a poelting, (W wad noise dizasier Tor us,

fease do not approve s project,
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Councﬂman Reyes,
+ As a long time resident of this neighborhood, I urge you not to approve this blight on our
-ne1ghborhood This facility only benefits the present property owner and the builder.

g A_;s_.a senior‘ (I’m 70), I can tell you that this place will not be affordable to the
overwhelming majority of seniors.

Asa neighbor I can tell you this facility will be a parking, traffic and noise disaster for us.

Pleasedo hbff;approve this project.

" Henry Spitzer

difaniyou,

Heéury Soizer -




- "'lpng tlme reszdent of thls nelghborhood Lurge you not to approve this bhght on our
' neighborhood "This facility only benefits the present property owner and the builder.

¥ As a senior.(I'm 70) I can.tell you that this place will not be affordable to the
overwhehnmg majority of seniors.

\fj-As a ne1ghbor 1 can tell you this facility will be a parking, traffic and noise disaster fof us.

Please do not approve this project.
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