
FROM :Charles Smtley 

City Clerk 
Room 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FAX NO. : 1+181 347-1167 

August 13,2012 

Subject: Elder Care Facility MND No. ENV-2011-2680-MND 
Council File No. 12-1126 

13 2012 9:46PM P1 

I am a resident of Woodland Hills, and have been at the same address 22950 Calvert St., 
for 57 years. 

I recommend that the PLUM Committee deny the approval of the subject facility 
proposed to be built at 6221 North Fallbrook Avenue for the following reasons; 

I. Parking on Fallbrook Avenue in front of the proposed facility will pose a ttaffic 
congestion at rush hours. Parking in the proposed facility itself appears inadequate. 

2. The surmised need for the facility at this location has not come from the community, 
but from outside developers. 

3. The facility will be embedded next to single familyhomes on its North, West and on 
the South sides, across Irwin Street. 

4. Approval of this facility sets a dangerous precedent in that anywhere in this 
neighborhood where many lots of 36,000 square feet or larger exist, a facility of this 
type could be shoe-homed in. 

Please take a moment to objectively consider these reasons before allowing this facility to 
be built m our community. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

~;j 
Charles J. Smiley 

Phone: 818 347-1167 



August 11 , 2012 

City Clerk 
Board of Public Works, Room 350 
City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave.; Council File #12-1126 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am writing to express my objection to the above referenced project. This proposed commercial 
development cannot meet the five findings required by law and would violate zoning regulations. 
Despite Councilman Dennis Zine's claims, the facility would negatively impact the quality of life of 
the surrounding neighborhood. This is not about an eldercare facility that would fit into the area. 
The proposed facility's size and scope would overwhelm the neighborhood. We're not talking 
about Fallbrook Avenue in a vacuum; the surrounding homes and streets need to be 
considered. This site simply cannot support such an institution, which would operate 24/7 and 
generate traffic and noise at all hours. Insufficient parking on the site, even for just the 
staff, would cause parking spillover to the adjacent streets off Fallbrook. 
The many specific problems that the project would cause were itemized and carefully deliberated 
upon by the South Valley Area Planning Commission. Their 6-28-12 decision to d.eny the 
developer's plan should be honored, not cast aside. Why do we have such a commission, a 
listening ear which takes into consideration the effected neighborhoods, if its ruling can be voided 
at the whim of one individual? This is about respect for the process. Councilman Zine's 
argument is not about providing for the public good but all about political benefit. Why else 
should individual opinion trump the democratic process that is in place? Greed and selling out to 
moneyed interests who can unjustly influence elections violates the process and threatens the 
very fabric of our society. 

A careful review of the problems inherent with this massive, institutional development will reveal 
the many reasons why this project just will not fit and should not go forward. Please consider the 
homeowners here in Walnut Acres as well as homeowners elsewhere who feel the threat of 
encroaching developers, developers who defy residential zoning, who can destroy a 
neighborhood's quality of life, and who then move on to the next area, indifferent to the lasting 
harm they have inflicted. Then it's too late. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robin Goodheart 
22907 Styles St. 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
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Tarzana Property Owners Association 
o:! ~ 0 

August 10, 2012 /l. n k(J_~ ::<J 

ldi ~ :: Planning and Land Use Committee \ 
0 

c.0 

Los Angeles City Council ' ,--
rn """ 200 N. Main Street .. , ::o ::::c:: 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 c;ii ;c;: \..0 

::::il U1 -<i -.I 
Subject: Council action on Chapter 245 regarding ZA 2011-2679-ELD-SPR-lA 

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 
A venue 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 !13'd 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 mnst 
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 properties 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 



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 setbacl•s), 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 ou neighboring properties. Not the 
case: The neighborhood is a viable single family residential area. The intrusion of a 
50,000 square foot commercial/institutional structure in an area of single family homes 
that are predominantly in the 2000-3000 square foot range is certainly not compatible 
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 ofthe 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. 

David R. Garfinkle 

President, Tarzana Property Owners Association 

www.tarzanapropertyowners.org Post Office Box 571448, Tarzana, CA 91357-1448 



August 11, 2012 

To: Council Members
Ed Reyes 
Tom LaBonge 
Bernard Parks 
Eric Garcetti 
Cc: Dennis Zine 

Mitch Englander 
Paul Koretz 
Jan Perry 
Joe Buscaino 

Jose Huizar 
Tony Cardenas 
Herb Wesson 

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

Paul Krekorian 
Richard Alarcon 
Bill Rosendahl 

Concerning the above subject, you have each been requested by your collegue, Dennis 
Zine, to support his effort to nullify the decision of the South Valley Area Planning Commission 
whose decision was to overturn the Zoning Administrator's approval of this project. Their 
finding was based on current zoning regulations; that this was a project totally out of character 
with this residential neighborhood, far too massive and disruptive to be located on this 
property. 

While this project may not have any immediate affect on your own particular district, it may, 
Indeed, have an impact if you vote in favor of Mr. Zine. Mr. Zine originally had supported his 
constituents in opposing any commercial projects in the Walnut Acres area of Woodland Hills. 
What changed his mind ? One may conjecture an undue influence by the developers to the 
detriment of his constituents on whom he no longer needs their vote? 

There is no desperate need for eldercare facilities in San Fernando Valley, and a cursory check 
will enlighten you as to the many facilities already located here; occupancy from six to as many 
as two-hundred or more beds. 

The fact that the lot in question is on the edge of commercial property and activity is super
fluous, as walking distance to shopping center, medical building, child-care, etc. is of little con
sequence to those who would be occupants of this facility. 

Your courtesy in listening to those residents opposed to this project, and your attention to the 
reasons for opposing, as well as your support in sustaining the South Valley Area Planning 
Commission's denial of the project would be well appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth H. Becker 
22952 Oxnard Street 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
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* * * 
(Letter to the LA Deportment of City Planning) 

2012 AUG 13 Af-1 9: 5? 

January 14, 2012 

Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd. Room 351 
Van Nuys CA 91401 

Re: ZA-2011-2679-ELD-SPR 

CITY Cl F"l/ ..... I i \ 

8~--7 I f 'J-1 {lAJ j cT :::e- Of>i>Mfrv 

As a long time resident in the Walnut Acres area of Woodland Hills, I oppose the proposed 
development of the large property at 6221 Fallbrook Avenue (on the corner of Fallbrook and 
Erwin Street) to include a 2-story, 76-bed elderly care facility for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed development is located in our RA-1 zoned neighborhood 
(residential agriculture) where we have no street lights, curbs and no sidewalks. 
Residents buy here for the large lots and low density and the fact that we can 
have large animals such as horses and retain a rural feeling in the middle of a 
busy city. What makes our RA-1 zoned neighborhood attractive to us makes it 
unsafe for such a facility which would have people coming and going at all hours 
of the day and night, weekdays, weekends and holidays. Residents of Walnut 
Acres actively protect our preference for the retention of RA-1 zoning and its 
benefits, not its destruction. 

2. The lighting, noise and traffic would adversely affect our neighborhood as this 
facility is on a neighborhood street, not in a commercial district! People live 
immediately adjacent and across from the property; within feet of it. Noise, 
lights, delivery, staff and emergency vehicles, including large and noisy fire and 
paramedic vehicles, coming and going would be incessant and highly disturbing 
to immediate neighbors and those farther away as welL 

3. As freeway access to the 101 can be obtained by driving up Woodlake Avenue, 
staff and visitors to the facility will likely take the residential route down Erwin to 
Woodlake {1/2 mile), left past Woodlake Elementary School to the entrance of 
the 101. We have no sidewalks and no streetlights! Children walk and ride their 
bikes to the Eleme'ntary School, and older children walk to El Camino High School 
and Hale Junior High along Woodlake Avenue and adjacent neighborhood streets 
including Hatteras, Oxnard, Burbank and Mariano Streets. All of these streets 
intersect Woodlake Avenue many with no stop signs. Cars driving from the 
proposed site through the neighborhood to the freeway onramp at Woodlake 
Ave. and Ventura Blvd. would cross all of these streets where the flow of 
schoolchildren on the street is the heaviest. Increasing traffic of non-residents 
who aren't aware of the special nature of the neighborhood and may only be 



concerned with getting to the freeway faster will be extremely dangerous for our 
children who are walking and riding bikes on the edge of the street as well as our 
local residents who walk for exercise! There are no sidewalks and increasing 
through-traffic on our neighborhood streets will be detrimental to our safety. 
The drive-through traffic will be relentless, at all hours of the day and night, 
weekdays and weekends. It is extremely dangerous as there are no sidewalks 
and no streetlights on our streets! 

4. Many residents have dogs and the dogs are very disturbed by siren noise. When 
there are fire trucks and police with sirens on at night, many dogs can be heard 
howling and barking. I can only imagine the increase in animal unrest 
throughout the night if a facility is placed directly in our neighborhood. 

5. The development of the property for commercial use will likely eliminate the RA-
1 zoning of all properties adjacent to the subject property. This means those 
properties will never be able to have horses and enjoy the benefits of RA-1 
zoning. 

6. It doesn't seem there would be enough on-site parking on the site if a 2-story 76-
bed facility is to be built Staff and visitors will park on our residential streets, 
especially on Erwin Street, making driving or walking all the streets in the 
neighborhood very dangerous. Erwin Street, and the adjacent neighborhood 
streets, is not wide, and again, there are no sidewalks! Walkers will be forced to 
walk past the parked cars by stepping well into the street, endangering their 
safety. Two cars would not be able to pass on Erwin if cars are parked on the 
street either! Lastly, as there are no sidewalks, homeowner's gardens and lawns 
continue to the street. The facility staff and visitors will park their cars on the 
lawns and edges in an attempt to pull as far off the narrow neighborhood street 
as possible. Broken sprinklers and ruined gardens is just another injurious result. 

7. The cars driving through the neighborhood to the freeway and the street parking 
won't just be Monday through Friday during normal working hours, it will be 
24/7 - all weekends and holidays when children are out on the streets at all 
hours riding their bikes and neighbors are walking with their dogs. This is just 
unacceptable and will change the ability of the entire neighborhood to enjoy the 
safety of our streets. Our neighborhood will be permanently and significantly 
adversely affected. 

8. The proposed buildings are not compatible with an RA-1 zoned neighborhood 
which allows for large animals and farming. A 2-story 76-bed facility with loading 
access, on-site parking for all the staff as well as visitors (hundreds of spaces in 
total I estimate), with emergency vehicle access, is not in keeping with an RA-1 
neighborhood development in any fashion or variation. The lighting that would 
be required after dark for a full-service facility alone is out of keeping with RA-1 



which has no streetlights! This proposed development is entirely incompatible 
with the existing and future development of our RA-1 neighborhood and should 
be denied outright. 

In conclusion, I ask that the City Planning Department deny this development and protect the 
rural character of our RA-1 area. I ask that the Zoning Administrator find that the elderly care 
facility is not compatible with the neighborhood for reasons of disturbance, safety and 
neighborhood RA-1 character. It will create dangerous conditions on our Walnut Acres 
neighborhood streets at all hours of the day and night, all weekdays and all weekends. 
Accessing the freeway through the neighborhood will endanger children, people and pets 
walking on the streets that have no sidewalks, curbs or streetlights! Noise, vehicles and 
delivery trucks, emergency vehicles with sirens blaring at any time of day or night, staff cars, 
lighting and parking will result in materially adverse impact to the properties and residents for 
many miles around. We have three schools in the immediate area: Woodlake Elementary on 
Woodlake Avenue, Hale Junior High on Hatteras and Platt, and El Camino on Burbank and Valley 
Circle. Children walk our streets to get to these schools every day. They ride their bikes. Their 
safety and the safety and preservation of the neighborhood should be the first priority of our 
City Leaders. Please deny the proposed development. 

I have called Councilman Zine's office to register my opposition to the planned development 
and applaud his efforts to preserve the rural character of RA-1 zoned neighborhoods. I ask that 
he continue his opposition and focus now on this development proposed literally in my RA-1 
backyard. 

Sincerely, 

Penelope A. Bahn 
23045 Collins Street 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
{818) 347-1114 

Copies to: 

Councilman Dennis Zine 
Daniel Skolnick, Dennis Zine's office 
Alan Bell, Deputy Director of Planning for the City of Los Angeles 
Susan Stiles, assistant to Alan Bell 
Fernando Tovar, Department of City Planning 
Nick Hendricks, Department of City Planning 
Donna Schuele, Walnut Acres Neighborhood representative 
Jack Pomakian, Walnut Acres Neighborhood representative 



August 9, 2012 

Department of City Planning 

6262 Van Nuys Blvd. Room 351 

Van Nuys CA 91401 

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

Dear City Council and PLUM: 
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In January 2012 1 wrote the attached letter to the LA City Planners in opposition to the Elder Care facility 

proposed for the Walnut Acres area of Woodland Hills. It is tragic and suspect how far this has come, 

now to PLUM and the Counsel for an approval that has ties to contributions paid to Dennis Zine by the 

developer. I have added this letter to you, attaching my January letter which is still very relevant. I feel! 

have to comment on last week's Council meeting first. I dialed in to the City Council meeting and 

listened to the Walnut Acres group who thankfully could attend, even though the senior citizens were 

not given parking through Dennis Zine's office and apparently had to walk blocks in the summer heat to 

attend. Mr. Zine's Daily News oped after the meeting last week was so offensive I will not acknowledge 

it here. 

First, I was appalled at the anger exhibited by Mr. Zine, who has been our councilman for three terms 

now. I was struck by the pleasant picture he painted of the elderly having an Albertson's a mall, 2 gas 

stations, a Pep Boys and a firehouse within 1000 yards. I was equally suspect to hear him explain there 

was a bus stop right outside the subject property. The elderly that will be housed in this 70+ bed facility 

will not be mobile, nor will they be. allowed to leave their beds whenever they want to pop up to the 

market for kitchen supplies. I expect they won't have access to any kitchen and their institutionalized 

care will be similar to a hospital for the very aged. The bus stop and the amenities will! am sure be used 

by workers, and the fire department will be running their sirens day and night to take the ambulatory to 

full care hospitals or worse. The patients will not be drivers; they will have no use for the gas station or 

Pep Boys. So, what does this location have to offer these elderly people? Nothing special at all. A big 

institutional building, not in keeping with the neighborhood it pierces, that will have a footprint covering 

most of the 1.5 acre site. The remainder of the site will I expect be concreted in for driveways, delivery 

access and emergency vehicle access. I expect the 100 year old eucalyptus trees that surround the lot 

and the walnut trees will have to go, all in the name of progress. This development will not be a retreat 

for the mobile elderly as Zine would like to have you envision. This is an end of life option for elderly 

people with nowhere else to go, and no family to care for them. All one has to do is walk 2000 yards to 

one of these facilities on Fallbrook Ave. to see what really goes on. Patients (residents) are wheeled to a 

6 foot wide patio and left alone in their wheelchairs, if they are outside at all. They can sit in the 100+ 

degree heat and watch cars fly by. It's no retreat, and this proposed facility will be the same 

institutionalized end of life facility run by workers to whom these sweet elderly people represent just a 

job to go to. Who knows what quality of care these people will get there. 



We have a number of elderly care facilities in our neighborhood, right in Walnut Acres. These are 

homes that take in a small number of people and provide one on one attention and care. They don't 

negatively impact the neighborhood. If I am ever in a position to need end of life care, I would much 

prefer to be in one of these smaller home care situations (and they are not at capacity either, thanks in 

part to the economic downturn) than in a hospital-like setting with orderlies feeding, cleaning and 

turning me. 

I ask that you deny this developer the ability to pay off our city leaders and get what they want 

regardless of the organized and strong objections made by the people in the area that are directly and 

permanently negatively impacted. Dennis Zine described the property to Council last week as located 

on a busy four lane street with ready access to markets, Pep Boys, the Fallbrook Mall and the fire 

station. From the property south to Ventura Blvd. the street is all single family homes with the 

exception of a small local market (Jims), a gas station and two little corner centers. To the south, the 

property butts up to newer homes. The property is on the corner of Erwin Street, part of Walnut Acres. 

It runs two property lengths deep into the neighborhood street, which is a very narrow, quiet street 

with no sidewalks and no streetlights. Homes on the street range in price from $600,000 to $2 million 

and are all custom homes on approximate acre lots with lots of large, old trees. All those homes either 

next to, behind, or facing the side of the facility will be very negatively impacted by a two-story 

institutional building comprising almost the entire lot space; the facility is not in keeping with any of the 

properties to the east, west, or north, nor its immediate south neighbors despite how Dennis Zine 

described it. Deliveries will probably come in to the property on the Erwin side, and all the workers can 

come and go right through the Walnut Acres neighborhood to get to the 101 freeway right past our 

elementary school. We are zoned RA, low-density, and have no sidewalks and no streetlights and we 

don't want them. My neighbors and I moved here for the peace and quiet, the low density, and the dark 

streets at night, and this development will be materially detrimental to our properties, and our lifestyle 

which we have to actively protect against those in search of an easy dollar. 

Please consider the negatives of this development and vote NO on this proposal before you. My letter 

attached as I said was written in January on this topic and remains valid today. I appreciate your concern 

for our position and your thoughtful consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Penelope A. Bahn 

23045 Collins Street 

Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

(818) 347-1114 

Copies to: 

Ed Reyes (chair of PLUM): councilmember.reyes@lacity.org 

Mitch Englander (member of PLUM): councilmember.englander@lacity.org 



Jose Huizar (member of PLUM): councilmember.huizar@lacity.org 

Paul Krekorian: councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org 

Tom LaBonge: councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org 

Paul Koretz: paul.koretz@lacity.org 

Tony Cardenas: councilmember.cardenas@lacity.org 

Richard Alarcon: councilmember.alarcon@lacity.org 

Bernard Parks: councilmember.parks@lacity.org 

Jan Perry: Jan.Perry@lacity.org 

Herb Wesson: councilmember.wesson@lacity.org 

Bill Rosendahl: councilman.rosendahl@lacity.org 

Eric Garcetti: councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org 

Joe Buscaino: councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org 

Dennis Zine: councilmember.zine@lacity.org 



To All Council Members of the City of Los Angeles 
To the PLUM Committee Members of Los Angeles 
To the City Clerk 

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

Gentlemen, 

2012 f11JG 13 AN 9: 57 

CITY CLEFII< 
BY ___ _ 

I was so pleased to receive in the mail the report of the action taken by the South Valley 
Area PLUM commission overturning the Zoning Administrator's Determination granting 
the construction of an Eldercare Facility at the above address. On the first page is 
written Appeal Status: Not further appealable to City Council. WHAT HAPPENED?? 

As a senior myself! think the "desparate need" oflarge institutional eldercare facilities in 
RA zoned residential areas like Walnut Acres is greatly exaggerated. There are already 
several large facilities on Topanga Blvd, Ventura Blvd, Canoga Ave, Shoup Ave., 
Roscoe Blvd., and Fallbrook Ave. Walnut Acres is also served by numerous residential 
care facilities. 

The proposed facility on 6221 Fallbrook Ave is just TOO LARGE for that site even 
though the developers claim that it meets all city requirements. The project will be 
materially detrimental or injurious to the properties or improvements in the immediate 
area. The current proposed management may well run the institution as purported, 
however the building, if built, is a commercial for profit property and may be sold in the 
future and/or be under new management. Several nursing homes in the Valley have 
changed ownership over the years that I have had to deal with them. 
The statement that the operation of the proposed facility is generally a passive use in 
keeping with a residential character is laughable. The facility is a large commercial 
venture with impacts on parking, noise, and traffic. Take a good look at the nice 
architectural drawing, it is a sizable two-story compound!!! Also The facility's location 
would result in "creep" of commercial uses on Fallbrook Avenue beyond Oxnard Stand 
Victory Blvd This was also the finding of the South Valley APC in their public hearing 
on June 28,2012. 

The South Valley APC further found that THE PROJECT IS OR WILL BE 
INCOMPATIBLE WITH EXISTING AND PLANNED FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON 
NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES. 

These findings clearly call for DISAPPROVAL of the building of the proposed 
Eldercare Facility. 

I agree with the elected officials of the city of Los Angeles that efforts must be made to 
ensure that decent, AFFORDABLE and accessible housing will be made available to the 
elderly population of Los Angeles who will have unique needs for care. This project 
does not fit that bill. 



I have lived on Erwin Street since 1975 and enjoyed the connnnnity's unique character. 
We should not have commercial, for profit, development forced on our community by 
developers' interests. Therefore, I urge, beseech, beg the PLUM committee members 
to find against the proposed development and the City Council members vote 
against the proposed development. 

Respectfully, 

JoharmaLee 
22711 Erwin St 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 



~BNI~ and l'ladla Vasl'tar 

Ei2Hl<:rta Av112 

Woodl!!~lk~' Hll:!~ flL !lB67 

Thl1¥Sl13Y ,OUOL!!rr!), 2{)12 

(Iff ;J-IIP 

l'n! Fl!cllllrook A,V•~!V}~,W~'Od!and Hili Cl\ 91367 

I und!i!tl>til nd the prr>»r>sed to be built on a Vii am! 
Is this " too massive the wl!l!o-r over the reslden!la! l)rtl~e,rtil~s to 

the north and west ;us wen ~t the nt'"'"''!!•rs "'""''t!va<:ro:s:s th~ stretet on Erv~<m ?)nd to thr& east on 
Fat!bmo!z, l! m;t of charadlf!rfonhe ""''!lhbo!Th:lOt!l 

street wH:h a 
vo!um~ nf!rafflc 

t>lthe '""'"'V' 
t\7 f!¥J outsftfe the doun; 

result !h~t can come o:f this develolJmE!IIt is furthlfrf cr>:!l!£l!£tikm on 0~ll!trook Avenue that wH! 
into the arlj!&Ci2nt M'i~Vl1borll<rocl£. ;u~~d evi,lltMal~~ k•w<erin•~t!?Jr ~r<>~i1irtvvtthxe-s, 

!nere is a better solution that wm bli>!le!it the cunent oWI1!lr of the pmp<'rt¥, li1e de•vel•Dil<!rs and the 
Walnut A¢r<?s !iesldl!<Tts, us the that solution, 

~ ~ ,......., 

\ 0 """' 
\ 

c::: -. G? --; 

\ -< 
! (' w - ~ 

! t=;; ';l."':t' 

J :;£ 
:e 

' ,, 
~'": '!? ,, 
)}\ 

U1 
~\ -1 

0 :::::1 
-< 



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

It has come to my attention that you are trying to force a major facility to house 
eldercare patients upon a quiet neighborhood street where many families have 
lived and are trying to raise families. The facility is grossly uncharacteristic of the 
neighborhood and would the property was never and is currently not zoned for 
such a massive facility. Such a structure and its inhabitants would depreciate our 
property values. It would increase the congestion and parking issues of the 
surrounding neighbors especially due to the fact that there wouldn't be sufficient 
parking spaces for the elderly living in the facility and the staff that would have to 
be employed there, the visitors that would come daily including weekends. This 
facility would also add to the noise level of the neighborhood, with delivery trucks 
and sirens from ambulances. The rehabilitation of its inhabitants would have them 
walking our streets for daily exercises. It is simply too large for the neighborhood. 
We do not want or need such a structure complicating our daily lives; we moved 
here to raise our family in a quiet community based family residential 
neighborhood. I completely oppose this project for our community. 

Regards 
Jeffery Dunaj 
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August12,2012 

To City Council members: 

re: council file# 12-1126 

property at the corner of Fallbrook and Erwin in Woodland Hills 

1 am going to make this short and sweet and directly to the point. I apologize for being a little 
abrupt, but I am also a little frustrated. 

First of alii am 65 years old and I have no problem with an eldercare facility in my neighborhood. 
What I do have a problem with is a major business made to look like it is for the benefit of the 
elderly and the neighborhood. I do not believe that this facility fits either situation. It is going to 
be too large and cause too much traffic to be of a benefit to the neighborhood. It is also going to 
be too expensive to be of benefit to the average senior citizen in this area. When they tell us it 
will benefit the neighborhood they sound like almost every politician who is trying to sell their 
agenda without really answering the questions. I would much rather you just come out and say 
we are going to build this facility because it will benefit us and we just want to do it. This would at 
least be honest. 

I really wonder when it was decided that eldercare facilities would be categorized as residential 
instead of commercial if it was meant for a single family house that could handle a few elderly 
residents, or if it was just a way of getting around the rules and putting a commercial business in 
a residential neighborhood. The next time they do something like this it will probably be a 5 or 10 
story building with hundreds of elderly residents. 

Not only will this facility disrupt parking and traffic in our neighborhood, but I wonder how the fire 
department down the street might feel if the trucks making deliveries gets in their way when they 
are trying to get to a fire or medical emergency. I am sure they won't mind because this project is 
for the good of the neighborhood and if they have to wait a little bit longer for emergency services 
it shouldn't be a problem. 

I am just sorry that the all my neighbors are so ignorant that they don't know what is good for 
them. After all when one of our city councilman tells us it is for the good of the neighborhood, we 
should believe them Shouldn't we? 

If your answer to this is that is facility will provide money to the city and to our neighborhood I 
have one question. Will our taxes go down or will we get a check in the mail! 

Thank you for your consideration, 
ro 
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MarkBensi 
22909 Sylvan St. 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

Tuesday August 7, 2012 

Re: Elder Care Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave. 

Council File #12-1126 

City Clerk 
Room 395, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing in regards to the proposed elder care facility at 6221 North Fallbrook 
Avenue. In general, I am not opposed to such a facility. However, I do have concerns 
over the proposed size and where the entrances are located. I feel that the size of the 
building put forth in the proposal is too large for the property. The height and scope 
of the building will certainly overwhelm that corner. Parking will be at a premium 
and will most likely impact the residents' access to their own on street parking 
along Erwin St. Also, having an entrance on the only street that leads in and out of 
our neighborhood -Erwin St- is gridlock waiting to happen. It's tough enough now 
trying to enter onto Fallbrook Ave without additional cars or delivery trucks using 
the same street. I would be okay with the entrance on Fallbrook only but having it 
on Erwin will certainly cause traffic issues with residents and the elder care facility 
deliveries etc. 

The residents of this neighborhood have put up with a lot of noise and truck traffic 
from the commercial stores along Victory Blvd, which is directly behind us. We have 
been promised over and over that as long as we let these stores operate, they will be 
quiet and good neighbors. That has not often been the case. All we are asking is that 
you please give us some reasonable compromises to the facility's plans or consider a 
better alternative type of usage for the property. 

Thank you. 
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August 12, 2012 

To: The Honorable Councilman Ed Reyes 

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

Councilman Zine has asked the Council members to support his effort to nullify the decision of 
the South Valley Area Planning Commission's decision to overturn the Zoning Administrator's 
approval of this project. The project in question is far too massive and would prove exception
ally disruptive to this neighborhood as it does not conform to existing zoning rules and 
restrictions. 

Before you make a judgment concerning Mr. Zine's motion, I would hope that you will acquaint 
yourself with all of the facts and take into consideration the overwhelming majority of residents 
who oppose this project, and who will be most affected by the intrusion of such a facility in 
what is yet a peaceful, serene neighborhood. 

Mr. Zine had previously supported opposition for such a commercial entity to invade the Wal
Nut Acres area of Woodland Hills. His one-hundred eighty degree turn seems unfathomable 
and calls into question as to why he has abandoned his constituents. Could it be that he no 
longer has need for their votes since he is termed out and is seeking another public office? 

It is disappointing to think that large contributions from developers and persons of interest 
in subject project may have had an undue influence on someone who was elected to protect 
the integrity of the neighborhood and not allow it to lose its character which was a decid
ing factor in those who have chosen to locate their homes in Walnut Acres. 

There is no desperate need for el.dercare facilities in San Fernando Valley, as Mr Zine' spoke
person has suggested. There is presently more than one-hundred assisted living/elder care 
facilities in the West Hills, Woodland Hills and Canoga Park area accounting for over two-thou
and beds, and ranging from facilities offering as little as six beds to some offering over two
hundred beds. Average occupancy ranges between 83% and 86% in the county and state. 

I am attaching additional information for your edification, and would appreciate your 
courtesy in listening to those residents opposed to this project, and your attention to their 
reasons for opposing, as well as your support of the South Valley Area Planning Commission's 
denial of the project. 
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Re: Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Council File# I 2-1126 
August 9, 2012 
TerLian, Hera 
22900 Sylvan St 
Woodland Hills, Ca 91367 

·ro whom it may concern: 

This is in regards to the eldercare facility project in the Walnut Acres residential area located on 
Fallbrook and Erwin. The residents in this area, including myself, are against such a massive 
two-story eldercare facility. It is not the idea of the eldercare facility, but th.e fact tbat it will be 
built on such a massive scale out of proportion to the rest of the propenies surrounding it This 
location is completely inappropriate for such a business for a number of reasons including: 
insufficient parking, disturbances of delivery trucks and ambulances, tralllc congestion. In 
regards to the residents living in the area, this will dramatically disturb their daily routine and 
bring down property value drastically. There are other locations, not in a residential, which 
would be better suited for such a business for both the residents and for those visiting the 
e!dercare facility. 

Thank you for your time, 

Hera Terzian 

BerJ· Terzian 
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August 13th'h, 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 

JJ -!IJ-C 

Subject: Proposed construction of the Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify why the various councils should vote against the Eldercare construction at the 
above address. There seems to be some misunderstandings which have cause deviation from the main issues regarding 

this case. 

To begin with, we are not against the concept of building or establishing eldercare at the 6221 Fallbrook Ave. address. 
We would support any plan to construct or establish that operate within the same guidelines that neighboring 
residential properties abide to. Eldercare is not the issue. The size and scope of this proposed construction is the issue. 
We, as residential property owners would not receive permission to build a structure of this scope, so the developers 
should not either. 

Second, there is a difference as to where certain types of development continue to exist on Fallbrook. Please notice that 
the larger, extensively active businesses operate from the south corner of Fallbrook and Victory going north to Fallbrook 
and Vanowen. All development to the south of this section consists of single family homes, small businesses that 
operate generally during business hours and Churches. The concept of a large institutional eldercare center reflects a 
commercial direction which should be located among fully commercial entities. 

Third, the reason this developer is trying so hard to force the development of this oversized Eldercare Facility is to save 
money. Generally, property more appropriate for this type of use costs more to acquire. This is because developing 
commercial property is a challenging activity which requires more obstacles to be settled. The Developer's opposition 
would disappear if they simply pursued appropriate commercial property, regardless of where it is located. 

I am urging you to take common sense into consideration, and vote "NO" in your decision to approve this project. 

"""~ 
Grant Gilmore 
22700 Erwin Street 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
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August 9th'h, 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 
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John L. Sundahl 
22 843 Erwin St. 
Woodland Hills,91367 

rll 6221 Fallbrook EldercareC/TY c_LEF?l< 
{U(_(lo- /J."!!f:=//)C. Walnut Acres BY _______ .

1
,., •. ,,,.,.".., 

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, 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 

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. I 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, on site parking spaces are usually 
insufficient. Parking will spill over onto Erwin Stand 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, 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 $5,000 to $8,000 per month 

John and Gisela Sundahl 

John L. Sundahl, Gisela H. Snndahl 



August 12th'h, 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 

Jack and Sossi Pomakian. 
6229 fallbrook Ave. 
Woodland Hills, CA. 91367 

CiTY 
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CITY CLEF!/\ 
BY ____ ············---
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Subject: Proposed construction of the Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 
Council File No.12-1126 ZA-2011-2679-ELD-SPR-1A 

Dear Council members 

We live on the adjacent property that is north of the proposed Eldercare project at 6229 Fallbrook Ave. for the last 17 
years. We are writing this letter to you to gain your support in voting "no" on the construction of the Eldercare Facility at 
6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367. This became a purely political issue on the part of Councilman Dennis 
Zine. He totally disregarded the rights of property owners and citizens of Los Angeles in nullifying the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission's ruling to disallow construction of the eldercare facility, due to the fact that the project did not 
meet all 5 findings required by the City Of Los Angeles Ordinance which was adapted by the City Council Members. 
The Zoning Administrator ignored the fact that the density of the proposed construction exceeds the allowable density 
mandated by the LA Municipal Code by 400%. In spite of this fact the ZA issued a waiver regarding the density. This is 
a gross violation of the equal application of law toward all applicants. Such a waiver once again demonstrates that 
political decisions by the Zoning Administration and City Council can waive any and all requirements to follow the law. 
The Eldercare Ordinance adapted by the LA City Council does not grant any rights to ZA to violate any applicable law. 
The only discretion granted by the ordinance to ZA is to allow construction of Eldercare Facilities in any zoning including 
low density RA zoning. 

The fact is that Councilman Dennis Zine has refused for months to meet with representatives of the Walnut Acres 
neighborhood due to the fact that Councilman Zine did not have a position on the project, as stated by his Planning 
Assistant Mr. Doug Mesman. Suddenly Mr. Zine has become a proponent of the project and even applied Rule 245 to 
take the jurisdiction from SVAPC. This makes me wonder if maybe this is because of the campaign contributions made 
by the developer and his political consultant Mr. Rosenheim and his wife for the election of Mr. Zine as a city 
Controller. Perhaps that is what made Mr. Zine so active in approving the project. The fact is that the developer has 
failed to obtain support from the neighbors, the Woodland Hills Neighborhood Council, and the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission. The only support the developer gets is from the ZA and Councilman Zine, thanks to all 
connections that his advisor and lobbyist Mr. Rosenheim has with the city officials. 

Statements by Mr. Zine that the ZA conducted extensive research to reach his conclusions about the five findings 
mentioned above does not stand any criticism, as his findings are a copy and paste presentation of information from the 
developer and Mr. Rosenheim and is not worth a penny of the taxpayers' money. The ZA failed to justify ailS Findings 
required by the Ordinance and granted a waiver to the applicant violating the LA Municipal Code. The ZA also failed to 
determine that a staff of 20 persons to serve the residents of the proposed eldercare facility would be absolutely 
unrealistic and would only serve to justify his decision regarding parking requirements. If the ZA would do some real 
research he would find out that similar facilities operated by the applicant have over 60 people on staff during a 
normal shift. Thus, the ZA's entire report is bogus and was produced by the ZA Administrator in order to defend the 
indefensible. 

We are urging you to take common sense into consideration, and vote "NO" in your decision to approve this project. 
Respectfully, 

Jack & Sossi Pomakian 



August llth'h, 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 

JackS. Sorkin 
6249 Mclaren Ave .. 
Woodland Hills,91367 

201.1. !lUG 13 AH 9: 56 

Subject: Proposed construction of the Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 
I am writing this Jetter to you to gain your support in voting "no" on the construction of the Eldercare Facility at 

6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367. This became a purely political issue on the part of Councilman Dennis 
Zine. He totally disregarded the rights of property owners and citizens of Los Angeles in nullifying the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission's ruling to disallow construction of the eldercare facility, due to the fact that the project did not 
meet all 5 findings required by the City Of Los Angeles Ordinance which was adapted by the City Council Members. 

The Zoning Administrator ignored the fact that the density of the proposed construction exceeds the allowable density 
mandated by the LA Municipal Code by 400%. In spite of this fact the ZA issued a waiver regarding the density. This is 
a gross violation of the equal application of Jaw toward all applicants. Such a waiver once again demonstrates that 
political decisions by the Zoning Administration and City Council can waive any and all requirements to follow the law. 
The Eldercare Ordinance adapted by the LA City Council does not grant any rights to ZA to violate any applicable Jaw. 
The only discretion granted by the ordinance to ZA is to allow construction of Eldercare Facilities in any zoning including 
low density RA zoning. 

The fact is that Councilman Dennis Zine has refused for months to meet with representatives of the Walnut Acres 
neighborhood due to the fact that Councilman Zine did not have a position on the project, as stated by his Planning 
Assistant Mr. Doug Mesman. Suddenly Mr. Zine has become a proponent of the project and even applied Rule 245 to 
take the jurisdiction from SVAPC. This makes me wonder if maybe this is because of the campaign contributions made 
by the developer and his political consultant Mr. Rosenheim and his wife for the election of Mr. Zine as a city 
Controller. Perhaps that is what made Mr. Zine so active in approving the project. 

The fact is that the developer has failed to obtain support from the neighbors, the Woodland Hills Neighborhood 
Council, and the South Valley Area Planning Commission. The only support the developer gets is from the ZA and 
Councilman Zine, thanks to all connections that his advisor and lobbyist Mr. Rosenheim has with the city officials. 

Statements by Mr. Zine that the ZA conducted extensive research to reach his conclusions about the five findings 
mentioned above does not stand any criticism, as his findings are a copy and paste presentation of information from the 
developer and Mr. Rosenheim and is not worth a penny of the taxpayers' money. The ZA failed to justify ailS Findings 
required by the Ordinance and granted a waiver to the applicant violating the LA Municipal Code. The ZA also failed to 
determine that a staff of 20 persons to serve the residents of the proposed eldercare facility would be absolutely 
unrealistic and would only serve to justify his decision regarding parking requirements. If the ZA would do some real 
research he would find out that similar facilities operated by the applicant have over 60 people on staff during a 
normal shift. Thus, the ZA's entire report is bogus and was produced by the ZA Administrator in order to defend the 
indefensible. 

I am urging you to take common sense into consideration, and vote "NO" in your decision to approve this project. 

Respectfully, 

Jack S. Sorkin 



Case ZA 2011-2679(ELD) (SPR) 
Council File #12-1126 
6221 N. Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 

August 12, 2012 

Dear City Council, 

CiTY 

I live at 23058 Califa Street in Woodland Hills, in the Walnut Acres neighborhood and a 
few blocks from 6221 N. Fallbrook Ave. 

The City Council is precluded by law from approving the proposed commercial eldercare 
institution at 6221 N. Fallbrook Ave. because the proposal cannot meet the threshold finding 
required by the Eldercare Ordinance, nor can it meet any of the the five findings required in 
addition to the threshold finding. In addition the CEQA checklist has failed to identifY various 
potentially significant impacts that would require mitigation, and the MND has failed to provide 
for appropriate mitigation of those impacts that the CEQA checklist has identified. 

This matter was never properly before the ZA, and is not currently properly before the 
City Council or the City Council PLUM Committee. Thus, the PLUM Committee must 
cease consideration of the matter, and the defects must be cured, before any further action 
can be taken. 

There are two threshold reasons why this matter is not properly before the City Council 
PLUM Committee, and for either of these reasons alone, neither the PLUM Committee nor the 
full City Council may move forward on this matter. 

First, the motion to send this matter to the PLUM Committee was not properly adopted 
by the City Council. Notwithstanding that the post-hoc written record reflects that the Council 
passed an amended motion seconded by Councilman Kerkorian, a review of the proceedings will 
reveal the inaccuracy of the record. On July 24, 2012, Councilman Zine sent a motion to the 
City Clerk, to be placed on the agenda for the Council meeting on July 31, 2012. The motion 1) 
requested that the City Council take jurisdiction of the matter at hand based on their authority 
under Section 245 of the City Charter, and 2) overturn the SV APC's decision on this matter and 
immediately reinstate the ZA decision. The motion was seconded by Councilman Reyes. Public 
comment at the Council meeting in opposition to this motion clearly addressed both parts of this 
motion, and particularly argued against the City Council taking immediate action to reinstate the 
ZA decision. After public comments, Councilman Zine rose to speak in favor of his motion. He 
began by stating that he never intended the Council to take immediate action to reinstate the ZA 
decision and stated that his intention all along was to have the Council send the matter to the 
PLUM Committee for further consideration. This statement was clearly false, as evidenced by 
the agenda. Councilman Kerkorian then rose to express confusion. Councilman Zine distracted 
him and Councilman Kerkorian ceased any protest. Councilman Zine then stated the motion to 
reflect his misstatement. While the first part of the stated motion was consistent with the motion 
on the agenda, the second part, to send the matter to PLUM, clearly was not. Council then voted 
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on this new motion. Councilman Zine never formally amended his motion, nor did he seek a 
second for an amended motion. As a result, while the issue of whether to exercise power under 
Section 245 to take jurisdiction away from the SV APC was properly enacted, the motion to send 
the matter to PLUM was never properly before the Council and thus could not be voted upon and 
enacted. As a result, the matter is not properly before the PLUM Committee and must be sent 
back to City Council. 

More important, however, this matter is not properly before the City Council because it 
was not properly brought before the ZA. The ZA determination, on page 1, lists a Ken Barry as 
the applicant and the owner. There is no evidence in the record that a Ken Barry owns the 
property at 6221 N. Fallbrook. Instead, title documents reveal that John Simmers and Thomas 
Simmers are owners of the property, and have been for many years. Nowhere in the ZA 
determination is there any mention of the Simmerses as owners. The law does not allow 
strangers to a property to seek entitlements from the City, and for good reason. If the applicant 
and owner of the property wish to seek the entitlements at issue here, then a proper application 
must be made to the City. As of now, the application is defective and neither the ZA nor the City 
Council has any authority to act upon it. 

However, even assuming that the matter has been properly brought before the ZA, the 
City Council and/or the City Council PLUM Committee, I contend that the ZA erred and abused 
his discretion by approving the proposed commercial eldercare facility at 6221 Fall brook Ave. in 
Woodland Hills. The subject property is zoned RA-1 (residential agricultural), which allows for 
animal-keeping and other agricultural pursuits, including horse-keeping. Walnut Acres is an area 
characterized by the city itself as very low density residential. The subject lot is zoned consistent 
with surrounding property, RA-1, and is approximately an acre and a half. Typical lot sizes in 
Walnut Acres range from 27,000 square feet to 54,000 square feet. The subject property is 
completely surrounded by single-family residential property, including lots abutting the subject 
property and the lots across both Erwin St. and Fallbrook Ave. The property's address is on 
Fallbrook Ave., although the greater frontage is on Erwin Street. Fallbrook Ave. is 93% 
residential, between Victory and Ventura Bls. 

The ZA' s determination consists, besides boilerplate, of mostly a direct transcription of 
copious opinions supplied by the developer. The ZA devotes less than two pages to arguments 
and information supplied in opposition. Moreover, the ZA sets forth this data in a highly 
conclusory marmer, notwithstanding that there were a significant number of opponents providing 
extensive testimony at the ZA hearing and additional substantial written material in opposition 
was submitted before and at the hearing. (In comparison, the ZA determination for a similar 
project in Tarzana, which generated no greater and perhaps a lesser amount of opposition, listed 
all those who spoke in opposition to the project and provided direct transcription of material 
submitted in opposition. This material runs to over 18 pages ofthe ZA determination. See Case 
No. ZA210-1694 (ZAD)(SPR).) For example, the ZA makes no mention whatsoever of petitions 
submitted from almost all residents living in the 500-ft. notice radius, which residents were 
opposed to the project. 

In order to approve this application under the Eldercare Ordinance, the City Council must 
make a threshold determination that "the strict application of the land use regulations on the 
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subject property would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with 
the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations," and in addition must make ALL five 
findings as required by the Eldercare Ordinance (Ordinance Number 178,063, effective 
12/30/06). I contend that the City Council cannot make the threshold determination or ANY of 
the five findings. The application warrants denial on a myriad of grounds, although the City 
Council may deny the application on as little as a failure to meet the threshold requirement or 
one of the five findings. 

The City Council CANNOT make the threshold determination that a strict application of 
the land use regulations will result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships. 
Instead, a strict application ofthe land use regulations will cause NO practical difficulties 
or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. Because the City Council cannot make this threshold determination, it is not 
relevant whether the project can meet the five findings. 

There are no difficulties or hardships that would require commercial, high density, high 
use development of the subject property in a very low-density, agricultural neighborhood. At the 
ZA hearing, the neighbors detailed uses consistent with the general plan, community plan, and 
zoning regulations. The ZA ignored that testimony in his determination. 

The subject property could be developed for residential use compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood, or could be developed as an eldercare facility that 
would meet the requirements under the Eldercare Ordinance. 

The subject property is zone residential and there would be no difficulty or unnecessary 
hardship should the zoning be enforced and the property be required to be developed consistent 
with that zoning and with the contiguous lots. The RS-1 zoning on Fallbrook Ave. could be 
extended on the subject property to Erwin (or nonconforming RA lots could be created as is the 
case on other parts of Fallbrook abutting RA property). As the ZA determination itself notes, 
such lots would be thoroughly consistent with the contiguous lots north and south of the subject 
property. Next, the remaining land that fronts Erwin could be subdivided into RA lots consistent 
with contiguous lots. 

The resulting subdivision is not only thoroughly consistent with the surrounding area, but 
it also provides the owner with the financial benefit of developing the land for higher density use 
than currently exists. Thus, strict application of the land use regulations actually benefits the 
current owner. 

The ordinance is clear. The City Council has no authority to approve a project simply 
because it financially benefits the applicant, puts the land to what the government considers to be 
a "better" use, or provides the greatest possible financial windfall to the land owner. 

In fact, the ZA erred significantly is determining that this threshold requirement of the 
Eldercare Ordinance could be met by this project, because the ZA misunderstood the applicable 
standard. The Eldercare Ordinance does not allow the government to approve land use 
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inconsistent with the applicable zoning simply because it is, to quote the ZA' s conclusions, 
"efficient," "well-suited," "reasonable," or "commensurate with [the land's] capacity." (ZA 
Determination pp. 15-16.) None of these benchmarks is relevant to this threshold requirement. 

The ZA further demonstrated his misunderstanding of the applicable threshold standard 
in his discussion of the ways in which the zoning regulations would impose a hardship on the 
development of the property as commercial enterprise. This discussion is completely irrelevant 
to what the standard requires: a determination of whether enforcement of the zoning regulations 
on the subject property would cause hardship. The subject property is zoned RA-1 and is in the 
middle of a residential neighborhood. As discussed above, the question is whether 
circumstances are such that requiring the property to be developed consistent with the 
surrounding property would cause hardship. The ZA contorted the standard when he considered 
whether a massive commercial development would experience hardship should zoning 
regulations, designed for very low density, residential use, be applied. Of course it would. 

Fallbrook Ave. is not commercialized and thus the proposed massive, commercial 
eldercare institution is not compatible with the surrounding area. 

Further, in concluding that hardship would result from adhering to applicable land use 
regulations, the ZA erred in finding that the proposed use "falls within the range of existing uses 
located along Fallbrook Avenue." The ZA's characterization of Fallbrook was highly inaccurate. 
The use and character of property along Fallbrook is overwhelmingly residential. 

The ZA cited the following to prove that commercialization of the subject property would be 
consistent with other uses extending down Fallbrook: 

• The shopping center on Victory, from Royer to Fallbrook, extending about 150-200 feet 
deep 

• The commercial development on Victory from Fallbrook to Sale, extending about 100 
feet deep 

• The small, central commercial zone at Oxnard and Fallbrook 
• Use of a few single family homes as educational enterprises 
• A small community church 

In fact, Fallbrook Avenue from Victory Bl.to Ventura Bl. is 93% residential, and includes a 
number of homes that have been recently built or undergone extensive remodeling. Even in the 
short portion of Fallbrook examined by the ZA, Victory approximately to Burbank Bl., the land 
use is overwhelmingly residential. Notably, the ZA provided no data to support his conclusion 
that Fallbrook is commercially developed, nor could he. 

Moreover, the ZA inaccurately portrayed the few non-residential uses he listed to "prove" 
that Fallbrook is commercialized. The commercial development that extends down Fallbrook 
from Victory is part and parcel of the shopping center that extends along Victory from Fallbrook 
westward to Royer (the Pride Center). This commercial development does not "creep" down 
Fallbrook but instead only extends to the depth of the shopping center. It cannot accurately be 
portrayed as "proving" that Fallbrook is commercialized. Instead it merely demonstrates that the 
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stretch of land fronting Victory from Royer to Fallbrook is commercialized. The land fronting 
Fallbrook, immediately below the depth of the Victory-fronted shopping center, is thoroughly 
residential. 

The commercial development on Victory extending eastward from Fallbrook to Sale also 
does not demonstrate that Fallbrook is commercialized. As with the Pride Center, the vast 
majority of this development reflects merely the depth of the Victory commercial development. 
The exception is a gas station that sits at the intersection ofF all brook and Sylvan and abuts 
residential property on the east. However, unlike the proposed eldercare facility, this enterprise 
does not operate 24/7. 

Nor does the commercial use at the intersection of Oxnard and Fallbrook prove that 
Fallbrook is commercialized. First, this commercial use is nearly one thousand feet away from 
the subject property, and the vast majority of the land in between is residential. Thus, it cannot 
be said to be connected in any way to the subject property. Second, this area was zoned 
commercial at the point that Walnut Acres was first developed, over sixty years ago. The 
purpose of this commercial zone was to provide convenience for the neighborhood (the 
commercial development on Victory was a few decades away), and the types of businesses that 
located there reflected, and continue to reflect, that purpose: a gas station, a market, a pharmacy, 
a barbershop, etc. (In fact, some of these "mom and pop" businesses have been in operation at 
the same location since the 1950s.) Moreover, there has been no "creep" of this small, contained 
commercial area. In other words, the creation of this commercial area in the 1950s was not 
intended as merely the opening wedge into commercialization of Fallbrook and its continued 
existence for over sixty years has not led to any expansion of commercial use of property along 
Fallbrook. That is a remarkable occurrence for Los Angeles. Third, none of these businesses, 
except the gas station, operate 24/7, unlike the proposed institutional eldercare facility. Fourth, 
unlike the proposed institutional eldercare facility, none of these businesses have windows that 
interfere with the privacy of abutting residential property. Thus, it would be absurd to employ 
this disconnected, small, long-standing, convenience-oriented, and highly contained commercial 
area to bootstrap the approval of a massive, institutional, two-story, 24/7 enterprise. 

The ZA also cited a small community church and some educational centers as nonresidential 
uses that "prove" that Fallbrook is commercialized. Setting aside the obvious fact that a church 
is not a commercial enterprise, these nonresidential uses of property on Fallbrook are actually 
thoroughly consistent with the overwhehningly residential nature of the street. First, the 
educational facilities operate in structures built as single-family homes. Should the proprietors 
decide to cease operating, all ofthose structures could be converted back to single-family 
residences. There would be no lasting damage to the character of the neighborhood. The same 
could not even be remotely true of the massive institutional facility as designed. Second, the 
purpose of a church is completely consistent with a residential neighborhood. Churches 
traditionally have often been located in residential neighborhoods and traditionally have had no 
effect on the character of the neighborhood. Here, the use of this small church is very light, is 
probably less than if the property was residential, and does not even come close to the 24/7 use 
that an eldercare facility would entail. Moreover, the church has adequate parking so that even 
the light use does not negatively impact the neighborhood. Further, its existence is protected by 
the First Amendment; it would have been difficulty if not impossible for the city to have 
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prohibited it. It would be nonsensical for the City Council to bootstrap approval of a massive, 
commercial, 24/7 enterprise on the existence of educational use of single-family homes, or 
religious use of property that is constitutionally protected. 

Finally, Councilman Zine has cited the existence of a fire station on Fallbrook as "proving" 
that the street is commercialized. First, the fire station is on property that is surrounded by the 
shopping center on Victory. Second, like churches, fire stations are in no way commercial 
enterprises. Third, like churches, fire stations have also traditionally often been located in 
residential neighborhoods. The purpose of a fire station is to protect the surrounding area and if 
that means that the best place for the fire station is in a residential neighborhood, it would be 
absurd to bootstrap the existence of a fire station, built to protect a residential neighborhood, in 
order to justify commercial expansion that would destroy a residential neighborhood. 

The bottom line is that there is virtually no commercial use on Fallbrook, near the subject 
property, even approaching the massive, intrusive development and 24/7 use of this proposed 
eldercare facility. 

The fact that the Department of Transportation may have designated Fallbrook Ave. as 
a Major Highway is irrelevant to a determination of whether a massive, commercial 
eldercare institution is compatible with the surrounding area. 

The ZA also attempted to justify his characterization ofF allbrook as commercial by pointing 
out that it has been designated by transportation officials as a Major Highway. This fact is 
irrelevant to the inquiry at hand and misunderstands the standard to be employed in determining 
whether the threshold requirement has been met. The issue is how the land surrounding the 
subject property is used. The issue is NOT whether there is more or less traffic on the street that 
runs through the surrounding land. Especially in Los Angeles, these are two entirely different 
matters. The San Fernando Valley has many thoroughly residential streets that nonetheless carry 
a high level of through traffic, and many of these streets are viable residential neighborhoods 
with handsome homes reflecting significant personal investment. Fallbrook Ave. happens to be 
one of those streets. It would be absurd to conclude that residential streets that happen to carry a 
high level of through traffic are ipso facto eligible for commercialization. Second, one could 
even question the designation of Fallbrook as a Major Highway. It is a highway to nowhere. It 
begins a block south of Ventura Bl. at the bottom of a residential neighborhood in the hills. It 
continues north to Roscoe Bl., where it also ends in a residential neighborhood. It does not 
connect with any freeways (such as is the case with Topanga Canyon Bl. or DeSoto Bl., to name 
two nearby roadways that connect with the V entnra Freeway and the 118). 

Not only did the ZA mischaracterize the extent and character of the nonresidential uses on 
Fallbrook, and marshal irrelevant evidence of through traffic, in order to "prove" that Fallbrook 
was commercial, he also ignored evidence of the extensive residential use of Fallbrook, 
including a number of homes that have been recently built or undergone extensive remodeling. 
These newly built and handsomely remodeled homes demonstrate that the neighborhood 
considers Fallbrook to be a viable residential area. If property owners instead had the sense that 
Fallbrook was changing character to become more commercial, or wished it to become more 
commercial, there is no way whatsoever that they would invest in building or remodeling 
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residences on the street. Instead, they would be lobbying the city for zoning changes in order 
that they could unload their properties to the highest commercial bidder. The significant 
investment of property owners in Fallbrook residences instead proves that the neighborhood is 
quite interested in the area remaining residential. 

The massive, commercial eldercare institution does not constitute residential use 
compatible with the neighborhood. 

The ZA also attempted to justifY his conclusion that the threshold finding can be met by 
concluding that "the proposed eldercare facility is more characteristic of a residential use than 
the existing school on the site or other nonresidential uses such as the adjacent church." This 
statement is not credible. 

First, the eldercare institution is residential only in the sense that people will live there. 
People live in hotels, tents and hospitals. That does not make them suitable for a neighborhood 
that is zoned single-family residential. 

Second, there is no "existing school" on the subject property. The building that exists on 
the subject property is a single-family residence, consistent with its RA zoning. No school has 
operated on the subject property in 5 years and structures that were specific to the school were 
removed from the property immediately upon the closure of the school. Moreover, over 7 years, 
the city continually found the school to be in violation of its conditional use permit. It was never 
found to be in compliance. In fact, compliance could not be attained, because the use of the 
property as a school was completely inconsistent with the conditions required due to its location 
in a single-family residential neighborhood. 

Third, there is no "adjacent church." The church is located a block away from the subject 
property, with numerous single family homes located in between. In fact, the church is actually 
more consistent with residential use than would be an eldercare facility, and in some respects is 
lighter than single-family residential use. The church is occupied for far fewer hours per week 
than even a single-family residence. Any employees of the church occupy the property for far 
fewer hours than employees of an eldercare facility, which would require 24/7 staffing. Due to 
its light use, the church produces far less trash requiring noisy pick up, than would a 24/7, 76-bed 
eldercare facility or even a single-family residence. Less cooking goes on at the church than 
would in the eldercare facility, with multiple commercial kitchens producing 3 meals per day for 
upwards of76 residents, and even than a single-family residence. The church has more than 
adequate parking for its congregation, and a parking lot that allows for the few deliveries that are 
needed, thus keeping the church from burdening the neighborhood. The proposed facility has 
inadequate parking and insufficient room for deliveries, and thus will severely burden the 
surrounding neighborhood with parked cars, noise from delivery vans backing up, and dangerous 
conditions on Fallbrook from trucks that cannot enter the parking lot. 

Because the City Council cannot make the threshold finding that a strict application of 
the current land use regulations will result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships 
inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations, this project cannot be 
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approved under the Eldercare Ordinance and must be denied, regardless of whether all five 
findings can be met. 

Even if the City Council could make the threshold finding, it cannot make finding #1, 
because the proposed eldercare facility WILL be materially detrimental or injurious to 
properties or improvements in the area. 

The ZA asserted that the proposed massive, commercial eldercare facility will not be 
injurious to surrounding property because it is "designed to minimize impacts on the surrounding 
area." Once again, the ZA adopted the wrong standard in making his determination. The 
developer's efforts to minimize impacts are hardly the correct standard. A steel mill could be 
designed to minimize impacts. This does not mean that the impacts left over are not injurious. 
The developer does not get a pass because it intends to minimize impacts or even because it 
makes and effort to do so. Nor does the developer get a pass if it decreases impacts somewhat. 

The finding can be met ONLY if the proposed use DOES NOT materially injure the 
surrounding property. If the developer wishes to decrease injurious impacts but is precluded 
from doing so, if the developer takes steps to decrease the injurious impacts but there is still 
material injury, then the finding cannot be met. In fact, regardless of any efforts on the part of 
developers to minimize injurious impacts on the neighborhood (and I contend that any efforts on 
the part of the developer have been window dressing), the injurious impacts remain and those 
impacts preclude a finding in favor of the developer. 

Further, the ZA wrongly conflated the requirements for this finding with the requirements 
for the third and fourth findings, which deal with traffic, parking, design, etc. The ZA cannot 
bootstrap the second finding by focusing on elements addressed by other findings. By ignoring 
real material injuries to surrounding properties, and by redundantly focusing on aspects 
addressed by other findings, the ZA erred in concluding that this finding has been met by the 
massive, commercial eldercare facility. 

What the ZA should have asked is whether the viability of single family residential uses 
in a very low density zone would be degraded by this massive, 24/7 commercial project. 

Residential Property Values 

Highly respected local real estate professionals, who have sold residential property, 
including RA property, in the west San Fernando Valley for many years, have testified that the 
proposed project would seriously degrade the value of adjoining properties and significantly 
degrade the value of nearby properties immediately. The ZA ignored this testimony in finding a 
lack of injury. In addition, as discussed above, the ZA ignored the harm to properties within and 
just beyond the 500-foot radius that are undergoing significant upgrades (such as 6150 Fallbrook 
and 6139 Fallbrook Ave.). A commercial venture in this residential neighborhood would 
destroy the value ofthe remodeling and rebuilding, thus significantly injuring those properties. 
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Animal-keeping Rights 

The ZA also concluded that animal-keeping rights, a defining characteristic of the RA 
zone, would not be injured by this massive, commercial enterprise, again by making conclusions 
thoroughly unsupported by evidence and by wrongly interpreting the applicable standard. To 
justifY this conclusion, the ZA asserted that animals are not currently being kept on surrounding 
property and that other animal-keeping property exists in the general area of Walnut Acres 
(again, without any evidence). Even ifthe ZA was correct, the correct standard is whether 
animal RIGHTS could be constrained or destroyed by the proposed massive commercial 
enterprise. Approving a massive, commercial enterprise in an RA zone is completely antithetical 
to animal-keeping rights and to the process by which those rights are tenuously protected. Thus, 
it can only be concluded that approving a massive, commercial venture in an RA zone is 
calculated to injure animal-keeping rights. 

In addition, it is worth noting that the existence (or not) of animal-keeping property 
nearby Walnut Acres is thoroughly irrelevant to the inquiry of whether the second finding can be 
met. There is no justification for implying that RA homeowners near the proposed massive, 
commercial eldercare facility should abandon their homesteads and move to this supposed other 
property so that this commercial enterprise can be built. The City Council would be completely 
overstepping its authority to suggest that property owners in Walnut Acres would not be injured 
by the approval of a massive, commercial eldercare facility because they can simply relocate to 
other animal-keeping property nearby. 

Finally, and most importantly, the ZA failed to acknowledge the nature or value of 
animal-keeping rights in the RA zone. First, purchasers of property pay a premium for animal
keeping rights. Any action on the part of the city or a developer that would tend to injure or 
destroy those rights financially injures the property owner. Second, the city does nothing to 
protect these rights; protection must come through the vigilance of property owners in the RA 
zone. The only way that the city protects animal-keeping rights is through zoning: by prohibiting 
uses that would tend to lead to complaints and putting potential buyers on notice who might 
otherwise complain. Approving a massive, commercial enterprise in an RA zone is completely 
antithetical to animal-keeping rights and to the process by which those rights are tenuously 
protected. Thus, it can only be concluded that approving a massive, commercial venture in an 
RA zone is calculated to injure animal-keeping rights. 

Thus, the SV APC correctly concluded that the ZA erred in determining that animal
keeping rights would not be degraded by the proposed development and instead found that 
animal-keeping rights would be injured by the massive commercial development. 

High-density 24/7 Property Use 

The ZA attempted to justifY making the second finding by contending that the proposed 
eldercare facility would be a "passive" use, thus negating any argument that the 24/7 operation of 
a commercial enterprise in a residential neighborhood would not be injurious to surrounding 
properties. The ZA cited no evidence for this conclusion and provided no definition of what he 
considered "passive." The ZA seemed to imply that the age of the residents, 62 and older, in and 
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of itself renders the use of the property passive. This position is nonsensical. The proposed 
facility would house upwards of76 people with upwards of20 to 30 staff members. The 
property would also contain visitors and private caretakers, adding to the density. Unlike people 
living in a single-family residence, those housed in the facility would rarely leave. All meals, 
daily activities, and entertainment would be undertaken on the property. This arrangement 
hardly qualifies as "passive" use. The use of this property would far exceed that of a single
family residence, and would even far exceed use of multi-family dwellings. 

The excessive use of this property as a 24/7 commercial enterprise with over 80 people 
on site at any one time is injurious to surrounding single-family residential property and thus 
indicates that the first finding cannot be met. 

The City Council cannot make finding #2, because the City Council cannot demonstrate 
that there is current demand in the relevant geographic area, or even citywide, for the 
extremely expensive eldercare services that would be proffered by the proposed massive, 
commercial facility, nor can the Council demonstrate that this developer actually would 
provide eldercare services. 

The developer provided some data to indicate that there will be demand, at the national 
level and at some point in the future, for eldercare services, based on the aging baby boom 
cohort. This general data is irrelevant to the specific determination required here. Along the 
same line, there might be demand for snow shovels in the U.S., but that says nothing about 
whether there would be such a demand in Los Angeles. 

The developer provided no data regarding the demand in the west San Fernando Valley. 
Nor is there any data that indicates that aging Angelenos will be able to afford the ultra
expensive services being proffered by this developer. (It is worth nothing that the developers 
have never offered a business plan demonstrating that this project is viable. They have simply 
offered empty promises that the ZA repeated in his determination.) 

Moreover, the ZA ignored relevant data that was not favorable to the developer. 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 in 
the future due to the inability of prospective residents to afford the cost for residence at the 
facilities. Further, no study indicates that increasing nnmbers of the aging population can afford 
ultra-expensive facilities such as what the developer intends to provide. 

Meanwhile, there is data to indicate that there is no demand near the subject property for 
the services offered by the developer. A survey of the two current large facilities in Woodland 
Hills and West Hills indicated that the cost ranges from approximately $3,000 per month to more 
than $6,000. All the facilities polled currently have vacancies, and the area currently has more 
than its fair share of eldercare facilities. There are approximately 50 eldercare facilities of 
varying types within a 10,000 foot radius from this proposed project, including an assisted living 
facility northwest from this proposed project approximately 260 feet away at 6251 Fallbrook 
Ave, Woodland Hills. Most all of the facilities that hold six or fewer elderly residents also have 

10 



vacancies. Moreover, there are a number of triple-digit bed eldercare facilities either under 
construction or under consideration in the west San Fernando Valley. 

Thus, there is a very good chance that the proposed facility will not be viable. If that 
occurs, the neighborhood will be severely harmed, as it will have an empty institutional structure 
in the middle of the neighborhood that will be unusable for any purpose absent a zoning change 
to commercial use. This would be devastating for the neighborhood. 

In addition, even if there were some demand for an ultra-expensive facility of the type 
proposed here, there is no indication that the developer is in a position to have a viable 
enterprise. The developer admits that it has never built an eldercare facility before. In addition, 
the developer has stated that it intends to maintain a significant interest in the operation of the 
enterprise. However, not only does this developer have no experience in constructing eldercare 
facilities, it has no experience operating them. It is not reasonable to think that residents, or 
residents' families, would do business with an experienced operator when there are vacancies 
available at well-established facilities. 

Finally, there is no indication that this applicant actually intends to build an eldercare 
facility on the subject property. As noted, the applicant has no experience building or operating 
these facilities. And, as discussed throughout this letter, the project keeps turning on itself 
because the subject property clearly in not large enough to allow these developers to launch a 
viable business. Thus, there is reason to believe that the applicant is merely speculating with the 
subject property, seeking the requested entitlements in order to tum around and sell the property 
at a profit. Walnut Acres, like many areas of the Valley, has already been hard hit by 
speculators, leaving property so encumbered that it is not sellable in the current market. Should 
that happen to the subject property, the surrounding area would be significantly injured. 

The City Council cannot make finding #3, because the limited parking and undersized 
parking lot at this massive, commercial eldercare facility will certainly create an adverse 
impact on street access and circulation in the surrounding neighborhood. 

In a nutshell, the developers are trying to maximize profits by constructing as massive a 
facility on the property as they can, so that they can take the greatest advantage of economies of 
scale. (The ZA determination itself cited maximization of economies of scale as a goal of the 
developer.) To do this, the developer must skimp on the size of the parking lot, and have 
designed a lot with only 30 spaces (including handicapped spaces), with one driveway for 
ingress and egress, and insufficient room for standard delivery trucks. 

Then, in order to hide the effect of the skimping, the developer makes unrealistic claims 
about the staffing of the facility (including an assertion that there will be one "universal 
caregiver" on the day shift), along with unrealistic claims about employees' use of public 
transportation, in order to conclude that very few of the parking spaces will be used by staff. 
Finally, the developers make unsubstantiated assertions that residents will not move into the 
facility with a car (which they would otherwise be entitle to park in the small lot) and that 
residents will not have visitors. In addition, the developers ignore the possibility that residents 
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will have private caretakers who cannot be precluded from parking in the lot. The developer's 
unsubstantiated assertions are merely restated by the ZA. 

However, at other times, the developers make claims that completely undercut their 
position that 30 parking spaces is sufficient and that the massive facility will not cause parking 
spill-over on to surrounding streets. According to the developers, they must build the facility in 
Woodland Hills, because residents' children will want to live within a few miles and visit 
frequently. And the ZA repeatedly asserted, without any details, that "a higher number of 
caregivers will provide personalized care and activities" for the residents. What is this "higher 
number"? The developer has asserted that there will be ONE caregiver. 

Every outcome here works against the neighborhood. If the developers are telling the 
truth, and they plan to provide one caregiver for 7 6 residents, then indeed the parking situation 
might be feasible, but exactly who will place their loved ones in such an understaffed and thus 
unsafe facility, especially to the tune of$6,000 or more a month? In the end, we will have a 
failed business and a hulking white elephant hotel in the neighborhood. And if the developers 
actually plan to staff the facility at a level sufficient to provide the "personalized care and 
activities" they tout, then the parking will be woefully insufficient, employees will park on 
surrounding streets, including during unsafe nighttime conditions with no sidewalks and 
streetlights, and there will be nothing that homeowners will be able to do to reclaim the quiet 
enjoyment of their neighborhood. 

The unrealistic nature of the developers' parking claims is underscored by the realities at 
nearby large scale eldercare facilities within three miles of the proposed institution: Sunrise and 
Woodland Park West I Woodland Hills, and Fair Winds in West Hills. They all recognize that 
many of their residents are not yet ready to relinquish their vehicles, which they consider their 
main link to personal freedom. Accordingly, each of these has placarded a generous percentage 
of their parking spaces as "RESIDENT ONLY". Among those facilities, there is a total of 155 
parking spaces and 67 are set aside for RESIDENTS ONLY, over 40% of available spaces. 
Here, the developers have not indicated that any parking spaces will be set aside for residents, or 
staff, or visitors, or private caretakers. All of these people will jockey for available spaces. Most 
likely, the spaces will be filled with infrequently used vehicles belonging to residents. All 
others, who will regularly come and go from the property, will have to park on surrounding side 
streets in Walnut Acres. 

The requirements of RA zoning preclude curbs, sidewalks or streetlights in Walnut 
Acres. Thus, such parking will not only create an adverse impact on the enjoyment of property 
in the surrounding neighborhood, but will also create a safety hazard for staff, visitors and 
private caretakers, who may be coming and going at all hours. The City will be making itself 
vulnerable to a lawsuit if it approves this facility as designed, knowing that it approved a 
particularly dangerous situation for staff, visitors and private caretakers, and one of these people 
is killed or injured while trying to walk to the facility. 

Finally, the lack of sufficient parking will lead to increased trash in adjacent yards, 
increased noise at all hours day and night, street deterioration from leaking cars, visual 
obstructions for residents entering/leaving their houses thus creating unsafe conditions, and 

12 



diminished parking for guests of homes in the vicinity. Moreover, if we take the developers at 
their word that Fallbrook is a Major Highway, the increased traffic and parking that this massive 
eldercare facility will bring will make Fallbrook a very unsafe street. Drivers pulling out ofthe 
parking lot or out of Erwin will have their vision of oncoming traffic impaired and that traffic 
will be traveling at a higher speed. 

The inability of the proposed facility to handle deliveries is incompatible with and 
injurious to the neighborhood. 

Because of the mass of the proposed building on the subject property, the developers 
have not been able to include an area that will accommodate delivery trucks ofthe size needed to 
supply such a large eldercare facility. In particular, the parking lot is not designed to allow large 
trucks to enter the property. This circumstance means that the City Council cannot make the 
second or fifth finding. 

Because typical large trucks will not be able to pull into the undersized parkikng lot, they 
will have to unsafely double-park on Fallbrook or park in the turning lane, thus impeding the 
flow of traffic. Goods will have to be brought onto the property in a way that endangers the lives 
of delivery personnel. 

Alternatively, goods will have to be offloaded to smaller trucks and brought onto the 
property. This arrangement not only significantly increases the number of deliveries but 
increases the noise emanating from the property as these trucks must by law be equipped with 
loud back-up beepers. 

In addition, the inability of large trucks to access the parking lot means that trash pickup 
can be accomplished only by smaller vehicles. As a result, the facility will have to have trash 
picked up much more often than if a large truck could do so, increasing noise to the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Because the developers are attempting to maximize their profits through economy of 
scale, by designing an eldercare facility that is too large for the subject property, there is no way 
that the developers can mitigate the injury to the neighborhood that will result from unsafe 
conditions on Fallbrook or the noise from increased smaller deliveries. 

The City Council cannot make finding #4, because the arrangement of buildings and 
structures (including height, bulk, and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, 
lighting, landscaping, trash collection, and other pertinent improvements, will not be 
compatible with existing and planned future development on neighboring properties. 

The proposed commercial eldercare institution cannot meet the fourth finding, because its 
massive bulk renders the project out of conformance with applicable law. Thus, by law the City 
Council cannot approve this project. Other aspects of this finding have been addressed in 
conjunction with other findings. 
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Baseline Mansionization Ordinance 

The Baseline Mansionization Ordinance (BMO) is applicable to this project. These code 
sections clearly refer to limitations on the buildings and structures in the RA zone, and do not 
limit the restrictions to single family residences. In fact, the only references to single family 
residences concerns granting a bonus for buildings that are in compliance with the requirements 
for the U.S. Green Building Council's program at the "Certified" level, where the requirement is 
for "new single family dwelling construction only". That reference clearly differentiates between 
the applicability of the bonus for non-single family buildings or structures, older structures, and 
new single family dwellings. In addition, ZIMAS clearly indicates that the Baseline 
Mansionization Ordinance applies to the subject property. 

In Orinda Ass'n vs. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal. App. 3d 1145, 1167, the court 
stated that the BMO must apply because all properties in a zone must be at PAR and have equal 
rights and protections. Not applying the BMO constitutes an unlawful "special privilege" for an 
interest group. This project is an express violation of the BMO ordinance and this granting this 
would constitute a special privilege not granted to surrounding properties and that is based on 
project benefits and desirability of the project. 

Density Requirements 

In addition, the density of the proposed development is too high and 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 113'd the 50,289 square feet requested. These sections of the 
Code were amended in response to the Baseline Mansionization Ordinance. The BMO was 
enacted subsequent to the adoption of the Eldercare Ordinance and thus supersedes that 
ordinance. 

The code clearly limits the total buildable area or Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 20 %of the 
lot size. The subject site is 65,715 square feet, or approximately 1.55 acres. The code would 
therefore allow a maximum of 13,143 square feet of building on the property. Note that the code 
does not allow a bonus for this non-single family use. 

The developer is unable to comply with the parking requirements in the eldercare 
ordinance 

The eldercare ordinance requires: 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of the 
development, the owner shall execute and record in the Office of the 
County Recorder of Los Angeles County, as a covenant running with the 
land for the benefit of the City of Los Angeles, an agreement that if the 
Department of Building and Safety determines that the development 
ceases to qualify under Subparagraph 1 above, the owner will at the 
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written request of the Department of Building and Safety develop the 
additional parking spaces otherwise required for the development by this 
subdivision. 

The proposal that the developer has presented precludes the developer from complying 
with this section of the ordinance. In order to maximize its profits, the developer has proposed 
such a massive structure on such a small piece of property that there is simply no more room on 
the property to provide for additional parking after the structure is built, should circumstances 
dictate that the currently proposed parking is insufficient. Moreover, facts indicate a high 
probability that the proposed parking will prove to be insufficient. 

Thus, the City Council canuot approve the project because, as designed, the project 
canuot comply with the eldercare ordinance requiring the developer to have the potential to 
increase parking. 

The conditions imposed by the ZA to mitigate the adverse impact of poor parking 
planning are only voluntary conditions and are not enforceable by the City 
Attorney. As a result, these conditions are essentially useless as mitigation measures 
and cannot be used to determine that the project meets the fourth finding. 

The ZA essentially acknowledged that the project, as designed, creates adverse parking 
and street flow by imposing the following conditions (nos. 15 through 17, p. 3): 

15. Tandem Parking with free valet service shall be required for any special events that have 
high parking demand. 

16. Special events shall be limited to a maximum of twelve (12) events per year and shall not be 
conducted after 8 p.m. 

17. Employee shifts shall be staggered and the applicant shall provide employee incentives to 
encourage the use of public transportation. All staff and employees who drive to the site shall be 
required to park on-site. 

These conditions are not only unenforceable by the City, they are also highly uurealistic. 
What is the developer/operator going to do when there is not enough parking for employees? 
Tum them away at the gate and tell they are not allowed to work that shift unless and until they 
arrive at work by some other means? What happens on Mother's Day, when I 00 cars arrive with 
visitors for the 76 residents? Valet parking won't solve the problem, it will only facilitate cars 
being dumped on side streets. Who will determine what is an event with a "high parking 
demand"? Will neighbors be able to call the police to shut down the 13th special event of the 
year? 

Future Development in the Neighborhood 

The existing development on Fallbrook is nearly purely single-family residential, in 
accordance with its zoning. The ZA has cited no plans for property on Fallbrook to be rezoned 
away from single-family residential, towards commercial or even multiple-family dwellings. 
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There are no plans to rezone any other property in Walnut Acres from RA. Nor are there any 
plans to rezone the nearby R-1 property for multiple family dwellings. 

The ZA's approval of this proposed eldercare facility contradicted his assertion in his 
approval of the Tarzana facility 

On December 30, 2011, the ZA approved the construction of a massive, commercial 
eldercare facility on RA property in the Tarzana-Reseda area. 

The residents of Walnut Acres strenuously opposed that project on the basis that approval 
of the project would set a precedent for Walnut Acres and would lead to destruction of this and 
all other RA neighborhoods in the West San Fernando Valley. 

In approving the Tarzana eldercare facility, the ZA dismissed the concerns of Walnut 
Acres. The ZA found that the Tarzana project "would not be detrimental or injurious because 
approval in this area of Reseda would not create a precedent jeopardizing Melody or Walnut 
Acres because they have substantially different land uses making them predominately Low 
Density Residential, as shown in the following chart." 

The ZA's chart revealed that Walnut Acres is comprised of95% very low density 
residential and 0% commercial. The remaining 5% of land in Walnut Acres consists of a public 
school and low residential. 

If the ZA had found that Walnut Acres was vulnerable to having a massive, commercial 
eldercare facility built in its neighborhood, the ZA would have had to find that the Tarzana 
project set a dangerous precedent that would be injurious to other RA areas and thus would not 
have been able to make all five findings necessary to approve the project. 

The ZA could not have it both ways. By approving the Tarzana project (where the ZA 
found the neighborhood to be only 20% very low residential), the ZA was guaranteeing that no 
massive, commercial eldercare facility could be approved for Walnut Acres because the five 
findings could not be met. 

The SV APC overturned the ZA decision in that case, determining that all five findings 
could not be met. Councilman Zine supported that decision. It is contradictory for him to 
oppose the SV APC decision in the present case. 

The CEQA Initial Study indicates impacts that cannot realistically be mitigated, fails to 
recognize other potentially significant impacts and thus fails to provide mitigation 
requirements in the MND, and contains other errors. 

The CEQA Initial Study and Checklist misdescribes the environmental setting. The 
subject property is not improved with a private school. The private school operated out of a 
wood frame single family house which remains on the property. Structures brought onto the 
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property for use as a school were removed when the school left the property in 2007. Thus, it is 
incorrect to describe the property as containing a school. The property contains a single family 
residence and is suitable for use as a single family residence. 

I contend that the City Planning Associate erred in concluding that this project will not 
have a significant effect on the environment because revisions to the project have been made or 
agreed to. Rather, the City Planning Associate should have concluded that an Environmental 
Impact Statement was required. 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration indicates that the project may involve excessive 
illumination that would impact adjacent residential properties. The MND errs in concluding that 
outdoor lighting can be installed with shielding such that the light source cannot be seen from 
adjacent residential properties or the street. First, this structure is two stories high. It is 
uurealistic to think that the developer will not plan to illuminate from the second story. There is 
no way that that illumination can be shielded so as not to shine on property that will be a mere 1 0 
feet away. In addition, the property will house elderly with dementia. Those with dementia are 
known to wander and thus require extraordinary safety measures. This would include bright 
lighting so that staff can find a resident who might wander out of the building at night. 
Moreover, even residents without dementia will require extraordinary lighting, due to decreased 
vision, etc. While measures can be taken to restrain those with dementia in their bedrooms at 
night, it would be uurealistic to prohibit residents with full faculties from exiting the building at 
night. Thus, this project will require extraordinary lighting even for those residents. 

Meanwhile, this project is located in an RA neighborhood. RA neighborhoods prohibit 
street lighting so as to maintain the rural character of the neighborhood. Thus, any ambient 
lighting disrupts the character that surrounding property owners have paid a premium for. This 
is a project with the potential for major light pollution, and this pollution is particularly 
problematic in an RA neighborhood. While surrounding residential properties may have ambient 
lighting around the entrance to a driveway, no residential property would be "lit up" the way this 
eldercare facility will be required to (at least by its liability insurer). 

This light pollution simply cannot be mitigated and a statement that shielding will be 
required is insufficient. Instead, an EIR is required to predict and measure the lighting that 
would be required on this massive eldercare facility that will encroach to within ten feet of some 
of the surrounding residential property. 

The construction of this massive facility will also require removal of trees currently on 
the property and the planting of additional trees to shield the massive structure from view of the 
surrounding residential property. The MND requires replacement trees which presents its own 
problems. On the one hand, if the developer attempts to replace or plant new trees that are 
actually large enough to shield the property from view of surrounding properties, those trees will 
be too large with too shallow a root structure and will prove dangerous in windstorms that often 
hit the west San Fernando Valley. On the other hand, ifthe developer plants smaller trees that 
will develop an adequate root structure, it will be many years before the environmental impact of 
a huge structure next to single-family homes can be alleviated. Again, the MND does not serve 
to adequately mitigate the environmental damage that the City Planning Associate predicts. 
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The MND also does not adequately address and mitigate the environmental impact of 
erosion due to excavation and grading. The streets in Walnut Acres do not have runoff sewers. 
Rainwater and other water flows down the streets out to Fallbrook and down storm drains there. 
As a result, there is a great deal of flooding on Walnut Acre streets during heavy rainstorms and 
all of the runoff cannot be quickly absorbed by the sewers on Fallbrook. Thus, Fallbrook floods 
as well, particularly at the intersection of Fallbrook and Erwin, adjacent to the subject property. 
There is no practical way to channel runoff from the construction site during rainy weather. 
Fallbrook and Erwin will become flooded and clogged with dirt. Thus, and EIR must be done to 
study the ability of the available sewers to handle water and mud runoff from the construction 
site while also handling the typical runoff from the neighborhood streets. 

The MND also does not adequately mitigate the parking and driveway hazards that will 
result from the necessary constrictions on the design of the parking lot at the massive 
commercial institution. Because of the mass of the structure, the parking lot is very small with 
only one ingress/egress, and on a busy street at that. Because of the location of the structure on 
the property, the developers are unable to provide a safe ingress/egress on Fallbrook. Thus all 
cars will have to pull in and exit from the driveway on Fallbrook. In addition, because there will 
be insufficient parking in the undersized lot, it can be assumed that cars will constantly be parked 
north of the facility on Fallbrook. Thus, anyone trying to pull out north or south of the lot will 
have their vision impeded by parked cars. With the rate of speed that cars travel down 
Fallbrook, significant accidents will result, especially if elderly residents or visitors with 
decreased reaction time are driving. In addition, the driveway will be very close to Erwin. As a 
result, cars turning north on Fallbrook from Erwin will have a significant chance of colliding 
with cars pulling out north from the eldercare driveway,just a few feet down the road. There 
will not be enough time or room to avoid an accident. 

Neither will it do to restrict cars pulling out of the driving to turning south only. Such a 
solution will then significantly negatively impact the surrounding neighborhood of Erwin Street, 
as cars will then immediately tum south onto Erwin and drive through Walnut Acres to 
reconnect with their desired route north. As a result, this solution will mean that the third finding 
of the Eldercare Ordinance could not be met and thus the project cannot be approved. As it is, 
Erwin and Royer are already negatively impacted by the poor design of the parking lots in the 
Pride Center and Fallbrook Center on Victory. The inability to make left hand turns has turned 
Royer and Erwin in Walnut Acres into cut throughs for a significant amount of retail traffic. The 
problematic design of the parking lots is a direct result of the city failing to enforce mitigating 
measures. If the city will not enforce mitigating measures with regard to wealthy shopping 
centers, then the residents of Walnut Acres can be assured that the city will not enforce such 
measures when it comes to this proposed eldercare institutions. 

Moreover, the CEQA checklist wrongly indicates that there will be no impact on 
hydrology and water quality, and noise. The checklist fails to note, in section IX. c, d, and e, that 
there will be no impact. In fact, current conditions in the area (as described above) indicate that 
there is "potentially significant" problems that could result from the construction of the massive 
eldercare facility, that would cause erosion, alteration of the drainage patterns, and/or runoffthat 
would exceed existing stormwater drainage systems, so as to cause flooding and additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Currently, the majority of the subject property is not covered with 
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any structure or hardscape that would prevent absorption of rainwater. Thus, the property 
produces little if any runoff that impacts the surrounding streets and sewer system. Nonetheless, 
the area is taxed from the RA zone street configuration and often floods. With the massive 
facility covering a huge amount of the subject property, along with increased surrounding 
hardscape, the abilty of the subject property to absorb rain will be severely compromised. As a 
result, a great deal of additional runoff will flow out to Erwin and Fallbrook. The predictable 
result will be significant flooding of the intersection during moderate and heavy rain. Given that 
Fallbrook is a busy street with a high rate of speed, such flooding will be particularly hazardous. 
Currently, because the City Planning Associate erred in failing to recognize this potential hazard, 
the MND fails to require mitigation. 

Further, the checklist fails to note potentially significant impacts with regard to Section 
XII. c and d. Currently there is no ambient noise generated from the property, except when 
maintenance is being conducted (which is rare). However, the developer proposes to place 
upwards of 90 to I 00 people on the property at any given time, around the clock. And it can be 
assumed that even more will be on the property on weekends and other visiting hours. This will 
necessarily result in substantial permanent, temporary and periodic increases in ambient noise 
levels above existing levels without the project. Moreover, compared with single-family 
residential development which would be typical of the property, the noise levels will be 
significantly higher. And the noise levels will not be higher simply because there are more 
people. Because the people on the property will be elderly with significant health problems, it 
can be assumed that there will be a huge increase in noise from ambulance sirens (Los Angeles 
does not allow the fire department to run with sirens off when on emergency runs), and, as noted 
above, significant noise increase from delivery trucks and transportation vans, which by law 
must be equipped with extremely loud and annoying back-up beepers. Because the City 
Planning Associate failed to recognize these potentially significant impacts, the MND contains 
no mitigation requirements. 

Further, the checklist fails to note potentially significant impacts with regard to 
inadequate emergency access (Sec. XVI. e). The design of the undersized parking lot, along 
with the location of the parking lot near the mouth of Erwin, has resulted in only one 
ingress/egress, on Fallbrook, which would be too tight to allow for a fire engine to enter. 
However, the developer has planned for an "emergency" ingress on Erwin, whereby fire engines 
would mow over vegetation in their rush to get onto the property. It is unclear that such an 
ingress would be sufficient to allow a fire engine to quickly enter the property, either to put out a 
fire or provide emergency medical aid. In addition, because the structure is so massive on the 
property, the developers have been unable to provide access on the north or west side of the 
property, between the eldercare institution and surrounding residences, to put out a fire if one 
were to break out in the rear or on the side of the structure. Because the City Planning Associate 
has failed to recognize these potentially significant impacts, the MND contains no mitigation 
requirements. 
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For all of the above reasons, the CEQA report, concluding that the adverse environmental 
impacts can be mitigated, as well as the mitigation requirements set out in the MND, is 
insufficient. Instead, the city must find that an EIR is required for this property before the 
eldercare institution can be approved. 

Sincerely, 

Donna C. Schuele 
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Dear Councilmen/Councilwomen 

We would greatly appreciate it if you would vote against the massive commercial 
institutional eldercare facility in Walnut Acres, Woodland Hills, Ca. 

We are one of the only areas left in the San Fernando Valley with large RA 1/2 to 
one acre lots. 

This area has been a target of many Contractor/Builders for many years. They 
just want to cut up the lots, build large homes (some don't even look pretty in this 
area that was originally a horsey/ranch style area) and then leave with the 
money. They don't care about what they ruin here or the long-time residents that 
live here. 

These commercial buildings will change the face of this area and change 
property values forever. 

We have been Real Estate/Broker owners in this area for many years and know 
how this area looked before the contractors came in. We have been appealed 
many times to you to keep our area safe from what we feel is destruction! 

We are "native Southern Californians" and have lived in the City of Woodland 
Hills for 46 years! 

We know that Dennis Zine has ulterior motives. He is trying to "pay back" the 
Contractor who supported him with large donations to his election campaigns for 
many years. Councilman Zine is now leaving this office. We cannot let him "get 
away" with this travesty. 

Please listen with an open mind and heart to our appeal. 

Ronald and Dolores Marantz 
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TO OUR HONERABLE COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

THIS PROPOSED PROJECT FOR AN ELDER CARE FACILITY LOCATED IN A RURAL RA1 
ZONED RESIDENTIAL STREET IS AN ABORTION. HUNDREDS OF THE NEIGHBORS HAVE 
FOR MANY YEARS FAUGHT TO KEEP OUR RA 1 ZONING AND RIGHT TO KEEP OUR 
ANIMALS IN AN AREA WHERE IT IS QUICKLY VANISHING. UNLESS YOU HAVE 
EXPERIENCED OUR RURAL/CORRAL ESSENCE, OF WALNUT ACRES AND SEE 
HOMEOWNERS RIDE THEIR HORSES THROUGH THE AREA .... YOU HAVE LOST TOUCH 
OF HUMANITY AND HOW YOUR VOTING HOMEOWNERS ARE NOT HAPPY ABOUT BEING 
IGNORED. 

THIS PROJECT WILL CREATE: 
MORE TRAFFIC TO A RURAL NARROW STREET VERY CLOSE TO A SCHOOL 
CREATE MORE NOISE, CARS, PEOPLE AND AMBULANCE SIRENS 24/7, INTO A RURAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
CREATE MORE TOXIC WASTE OPEN TO THE ENVIRONMENT. 
STAFF AND WORKERS COMING AND GOING 24/7 AND PARKING IS LIMITED 
LESS PRIVACY TO THE ADJACENT NEIGHBORS 
MOST IMPORTANTEL Y LOSS OF PROPERTY VALUES WITH THIS UNACCEPTABLE 
COMMERCIAL FACILITY ON A RURAL STREET. BEING IN REAL ESTATE FOR OVER 40 
YEARS, 

MY HUSBAND IS A LICENSED CERTIFIED REAL ESTATE APPRAISER AND CAN VERIFY 
THE EXTERNAL AND MONETARY EFFECT THIS WILL HAVE ON THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 
THIS NEIGHBORHOOD IS ZONED RA 1 LOW DENISTY .. CHECK THE CITY MAPS. 
THE PREVIOUS OWNER OF THE PROPERTY (A PRIVATE SCHOOL) LOST THEIR 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT BECAUSE THEY IGNORED RULES AND REGULA TONS WITH 
TRAFFIC, PARKING INFRINGEMENTS THEY WERE GRANTED YEARS AGO. NOW YOU 
WANT TO DISTURBE US EVEN MORE. 

I WAS FOR MANY YEARS A VOLUNTEER WITH LAURA CHICK'S NEIGHBORHOOD 
PLANNING COMMITTEE. LAURA CHICK WAS MOST DEFINA TEL Y A BIG PROPONENT TO 
KEEPING WALNUT ACRES ZONED RA1 LOW DENISTY AND STOPPED MANY SUB 
DIVISIONS, LOT SPLITS AND ZONING CHANGES. WE HAVE NO ONE TO SUPPORT ALL 
OF THESE TAX PAYING, VOTING HOMEOWNERS NOW ..... TO SUPPORT OUR CAUSE. 
THE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPERS ARE ONLY CONCERNED WITH THEIR OWN PROFIT .. 
NOT THE ELDERLY AND NOT THE HOMEOWNERS THEY AFFECT. 
WHY DON'T THEY BUILD NICE CALIFORNIA RANCH HOMES ON THIS SITE AND SELL 
THEM SO THEY CONFORM TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD ..... ?????????? 
NO WAY .. THEY WILL BLEED THE SICK ELDERLY PATIENTS, MEDICARE AND RUIN OUR 
NIGHBORHOOD FOR THEIR OWN GREAT RESIDUAL MONETARY GAIN. 
THEY OBVIOUSLY DO NOT HAVE A FACILITY LIKE THIS NEXT DOOR TO WHERE THEY 
LIVE, NOW DO THEY??? 

THIS AREA OF WALNUT ACRES IS ONE OF THE VERY LAST AREAS ZONED RA1 WHERE 
YOU CAN HAVE EQUINE, GOATS, PEACOCKS, CHICKENS, ROOSTERS ETC, UNLESS 
YOU ARE LUCKY ENOUGH TO LIVE IN BELL CANYON OR HIDDEN HILLS. I PERSONALLY 
HAVE 2 MINIATURE CHAMPION SULKY RACING HORSES THAT ARE IN MY BACK YARD IN 
THEIR OWN CORRAL. THEY ARE MY 4 LEGGED CHILDREN AND I HAVE HAD THEM ,..., 
HERE FOR MANY YEARS BECAUSE OF THE ZONING AND MY LOT SIZE. ~ ~ 

i 0 ~ 
I WILL FIGHT THIS HORRIBLE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT AND THE CITY COUNC-H;.S ~ 
RIGHT TO TELL ME WHAT MY NEIGHBORHOOD WILL TURN INTO. I MOVED HERE' 
DECADES AGO FOR THAT REASON ... RURAL, QUIET, LOW DENSITY AND A~IMAi?. w 
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GREEDY DEVELOPERS, THROWING MONEY AT POLITICIANS TO GET THEIR WAY IS 
SICKENING. I WILL, MAKE NO MISTAKE, MAKE SURE THAT THOUSANDS OF VOTING, 
TAX PAYING HOMEOWNERS IN THE VALLEY( WHERE I WAS BORN AND RAISED 
PERSONALLY IN SHERMAN OAKS) KNOW ABOUT THIS. 
I AM A MEMBER OF MANY ASSOCIATIONS ... (IE., BOARD OF REALTORS, CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, COUNTRY CLUB, MY FORTUNE 500 EMPLOYER, ETC.) THE NEIGHBORS IN 
WALNUT ACRES, IN PARTICULAR ON ERWIN STREET WOULD APPRECIATE YOU DO 
NOT TURN THEIR AMERICAN DREAM OF HOMEOWNERSHIP ..... INTO A NIGHTMARE OF 
NOISE, LOSS OF PROPERTY VALUE, TRAFFIC AND UNFORESEEN PROBLEMS A 
COMMERCIAL PROJECT SUCH AS THIS ELDER CARE FACILITY WOULD BRING TO A 
VERY QUIET STREET. THERE ARE AT LEAST 200 PLUS FAMILIES WHO ARE AGAINST 
THIS PROJECT. WHEN IS THEIR VOICE GOING TO BE HEARD? 
WE WILL ALL REMEMBER THE DECISIONS MADE AT THIS HEARING WHEN IT IS TIME TO 
GO TO THE VOTING BOOTHS. ALL OF THE NEIGHBORS IN WALNUT ACRES HAVE BEEN 
BATTELING THIS PROJECT FOR MANY MANY MONTHS, AND OTHER UNACCEPTABLE 
PROJECTS IN THE PAST FOR DECADES (ALL OF WHICH WE WON). 
PLEASE, I APPEAL TO YOU, DENY THIS PROJECT ON THIS RURAL STREET, AND TELL 
THE DEVELOPER TO BUILD SINGLE FAMILY HOMES CONFORMING TO THE AREA, KEEP 
WALNUT ACRES, AS IT WAS MEANT TO BE FOR THE WELL BEING AND PRIDE OF 
OWNERSHIP FOR THE RESIDEINTS IN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD. 

VERY SINCERELY YOURS, 
CATHARINE SINATRA R. MOONEY 
COLLINS STREET 
WALNUT ACRES, WOODLAND HILLS, CALIFORNIA 



August 14th, 2012 

The Los Angeles City Council 
Los Angeles City Council PLUM Committee 
200 N. Spring St 
Los Angeles, CA., 90012 

Dear Plum Committee, 

I was not in agreement for the vote and action taken by Mr. Zine at 
the city council meeting of July 31, in which he disrespected the 
democratic process and to overthrew the decision made by the 
SVAPC to not approve the construction of the eldercare facility to be 
located at the corner of Fallbrook and Erwin in Woodland Hills. I felt 
the vote was biased. It is my honest opinion that unless he and 
other council members and families lived in this neighborhood, within 
500 feet, they really do not understand the true impact that this 
facility will exert on the neighbors, if construction is allowed to 
proceed. I am sure you understand that driving by on Fallbrook 
occasionally or even daily does not constitute living in this immediate 
neighborhood. 

Following are my reasons for a "non vote, to let the decision of the 
SVAPC stand in not permitting such construction to proceed: 

1. Increased Traffic and Congestion-- amount of cars, large and 
small that will enter this facility will cause traffic problems on both 
Fallbrook and Erwin on a daily basis. Fallbrook is already a busy 
street during morning and afternoon peak hours, there is a long wait 
to turn left from Fallbrook onto Erwin westward and from Erwin 
turning north and south onto Fallbrook. The anticipated increase in 
projected employees and visitors for this facility will make traffic 
worse. Whether Fallbrook is called a highway, a boulevard, an 
avenue, it is a busy street, full of cars going north and south, and 
during peak hours, congestion is bad. Furthermore, I see more 
single family homes than stores and gas stations on that busy street 
of Woodland Hills. 



2. Road Blockage-- Erwin is a two-way, narrow single lane (each 
way) residential street, if at anytime Erwin becomes congested or 
blocked, it will impede the easy access of fire trucks and/or 
ambulance to render quick and prompt service/aide to the residents 
on my street or other nearby streets. There are several elders who 
live within this 500 feet radius site who live at home with their own 
families. The casual remarks made that the construction of this 
eldercare facility will solve the problems of the aging population in 
our neighborhood is based on the casual, selfish observation by the 
developers, and not based on the analysis of research data 
3. Pending Parking Problems-- The proposal states 26 off-street 
parking spaces, with 76 guests or residents and common areas, how 
many employees are projected to serve these guests? At the 
previous meetings, we were informed that 23 employees will be on 
duty during the day hours, leaving 3 spaces for visitors? As you 
know, family members and friends will visit, as well as privately paid 
care-givers and hospice nurses and doctors, where are their parking 
spaces? We know these residents are not in jail, so they will be 
allowed to have visitors and helpers who will need on-site parking. 
How many visitors to each resident are projected on a daily basis? 
If zero, then this number is not realistic. Where will they park? 
Where will the additional parking be? In front of our properties and 
at our front doors is not the correct solution. Where will 
the transportation vans used for residents' outings, doctor's 
appointments, etc. park? Woodland Hills is still suburban, it is not 
like the big city of Los Angeles, and to expect the workers to report 
to work via public transportation is unreasonable and unrealistic. The 
frequency of bus service is less than desirable. 
collected. Do you really feel that the construction of such an 
eldercare facility is for the neighbors living in this immediate area? 
4. Unacceptable street congestion-- At the previous meetings, I 
was given the understanding that the current entrance on Erwin will 
be used for emergency exits, at the request of the Fire Department. 
Mr. Zine indicated that the large delivery and waste (infectious and 
regular) collection trucks and cars will enter on Fallbrook and exit on 
Fallbrook, by the public bus stop. I feel a more careful and detailed 
traffic flow study on Fallbrook during peak hours with the 
added circulation of trucks, vans and cars needs to be performed, 



and the data be meticulously scrutinized. As I have mentioned that 
the current traffic situation on Fallbrook and Erwin is already 
intolerable, and you need to be proactive before any more accidents 
and deaths at that corner. 
5. Resident safety-- With the increased traffic of people and cars, 
resident safety will also become an issue, because the residents in 
this neighborhood do walk, and the RA-1 zone has limited or no 
sidewalks for pedestrians. Transient street parking in front of our 
homes will also pose a problem of our personal property safety, and 
a lack of parking for our visitors and service people. 
6. Respect the residential zone environment and the 
people's wish-- I urge you to study the findings and reconsider this 
proposed construction of a multi-story commercial building slated in 
this residential zoned area, and vote with the neighborhood people's 
wish, to not allow the construction of such an out of character 
building. This proposed building is not a single family residence in 
character nor appearance, it is a large commercial building which is 
out of character with the neighborhood and its existing homes. 
Regardless of the name of Fallbrook, a highway, a thoroughfare, the 
currently existing buildings that are immediately adjacent to the 
north, south, east and west of this proposed structure are all single 
family houses, occupied by homeowners and taxpayers of long 
history. Please vote with the people and not to "rubber stamp" 
with the colleagues, and let it not pass. Allow our homes to continue 
to be in a residential zoned area, in a quiet, peaceful neighborhood. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 
Clare Kwan, resident and property owner 
22900 Styles St 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
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6249 Mclaren Ave.. BY _________ _ 
Woodland Hills,91367 ·c·;s[_)fy 

Subject: Proposed construction of the Eldercare Facility at 6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 
1 am writing this letter to you to gain your support in voting "no" on the construction of the Eldercare Facility at 

6221 Fallbrook Ave., Woodland Hills, CA 91367. This became a purely political issue on the part of Councilman Dennis 
Zine. He totally disregarded the rights of property owners and citizens of Los Angeles in nullifying the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission's ruling to disallow construction of the eldercare facility, due to the fact that the project did not 
meet all 5 findings required by the City Of Los Angeles Ordinance which was adapted by the City Council Members. 

The Zoning Administrator ignored the fact that the density of the proposed construction exceeds the allowable density 
mandated by the LA Municipal Code by 400%. In spite of this fact the ZA issued a waiver regarding the density. This is 
a gross violation of the equal application of law toward all applicants. Such a waiver once again demonstrates that 
political decisions by the Zoning Administration and City Council can waive any and all requirements to follow the law. 
The Eldercare Ordinance adapted by the LA City Council does not grant any rights to ZA to violate any applicable law. 
The only discretion granted by the ordinance to ZA is to allow construction of Eldercare Facilities in any zoning including 
low density RA zoning. 

The fact is that Councilman Dennis Zine has refused for months to meet with representatives of the Walnut Acres 
neighborhood due to the fact that Councilman Zine did not have a position on the project, as stated by his Planning 
Assistant Mr. Doug Mesman. Suddenly Mr. Zine has become a proponent of the project and even applied Rule 245 to 
take the jurisdiction from SVAPC. This makes me wonder if maybe this is because of the campaign contributions made 
by the developer and his political consultant Mr. Rosenheim and his wife for the election of Mr. Zine as a city 
Controller. Perhaps that is what made Mr. Zine so active in approving the project. 

The fact is that the developer has failed to obtain support from the neighbors, the Woodland Hills Neighborhood 
Council, and the South Valley Area Planning Commission. The only support the developer gets is from the ZA and 
Councilman Zine, thanks to all connections that his advisor and lobbyist Mr. Rosenheim has with the city officials. 

Statements by Mr. Zine that the ZA conducted extensive research to reach his conclusions about the five findings 
mentioned above does not stand any criticism, as his findings are a copy and paste presentation of information from the 
developer and Mr. Rosenheim and is not worth a penny of the taxpayers' money. The ZA failed to justify ailS Findings 
required by the Ordinance and granted a waiver to the applicant violating the LA Municipal Code. The ZA also failed to 
determine that a staff of 20 persons to serve the residents of the proposed eldercare facility would be absolutely 
unrealistic and would only serve to justify his decision regarding parking requirements. If the ZA would do some real 
research he would find out that similar facilities operated by the applicant have over 60 people on staff during a 
normal shift. Thus, the ZA's entire report is bogus and was produced by the ZA Administrator in order to defend the 
indefensible. 

I am urging you to take common sense into consideration, and vote "NO" in your decision to approve this project. 

Respectfully, 

Jack S. Sorkin 



Robert M. Zimring 
Linda Zimring 

. 22924 Sylvan St. 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

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

August 8, 2012 

Dear Councilmember, 
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As a VERY CONCERNED neighbor of a property under consideration to build an Eldercare Facility 
at 6221 Fallbrook, I am asking you to reconsider your support for this project. If you have visited 
our neighborhood, you will see that it is a completely residential neighborhood. This property in 
question is surrounded on all sides by single-family residences, all of which will be severely 
negatively impacted by the building of this facility. The increased number of cars and traffic along 
with the addition of emergency vehicles entering through Erwin Street, a fully residential street, 
will significantly impact the neighboring families and homes. 

A proposed driveway on Erwin Street very close to Fallbrook will most certainly create a source of 
potential accidents at that corner thereby creating a significant safety hazard. 
This whole issue should never have even gotten as far as this counciL Councilman Zine 
circumvented the system to negate the ~riginal decision by the So~th Valley Area Planning 
Commission. 

With Councilman Zine in a lame duck position due to terming out, he has seemingly moved his 
support and alliances from our neighborhood, Walnut Acres ... where he pledged to protect in 
2004 ... to the sources of funding for his next political arena, that of Controller. 

With the political so volatile and party split at the national and state level, we constituents had 
hoped that our local city councils were beyond that and more supportive of our needs and our 
neighborhoods. ln the case of Councilman Zine, this is dearly not the case. He is following the 
money to gain support for his bid for City Controller. 

Please grant our request to deny the approval of this Eldercare Facility in the heart of Walnut Acres. 
If you lived where we live, you would feel the exact same way we do. Please listen to your heart 
and not to the politics that are driving Councilman Zine. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Si~cerely, , 
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Robert M. Zimring 
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