APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL APPLICATION
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

Instructions and Checklist

Related Code Section: The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.13 (Ord. No. 186,338) established the appeal procedure
to the City Council for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determinations.

Purpose: The Appeal - A CEQA clearance can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, DIR) makes a
determination for a project that is not further appealable. To initiate appeal of a CEQA document this form must be completely filled out
with the required materials attached and filed within 15 calendar days from the final administrative decision, of the entitlement application.

General Information

Appealable CEQA documents:
- Certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) - Negative Declaration (ND)
- Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) - Categorical Exemption (CE)
- Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) - Sustainable Exemption (SE)

NOTE:
- Actions not appealable include an addendum, findings made pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, or an action in which the
determination does not constitute a project under CEQA.

- All CEQA appeals are heard by the City Council.

- This form is only for the appeal of Department of City Planning determinations: All other CEQA appeals are filed with the City Clerk
pursuant to the LAMC Section 197.01.

- A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the CNC may not file an
appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only file as an individual on behalf of self.

1. Case Information
Environmental Case Number: ENV-2020-2165-CE

Related Entitlement Case Number(s): ZA-2020-2164-ELD-SPR-1A

Project Address: 825-837 Holt Avenue

Date of Final Entitlement Determination: 08/26/2021

The CEQA Clearance being appealed is a(n):

OEIR O SCEA 0O MND C ND CE [C SE
2. Appellant Identity (check all that apply)
O Representative 3O Property Owner @ Other Person
O Applicant O Operator of the Use/Site

3. Appellant Information
Appellant Name: Daniel Sidis

Company/Organization:

Mailing Address: 446 S Wetherly Dr

City: Beverly Hills State: CA le 90211

Telephone: (310) 877-5187 E-mail: danny@sidisinc.com

a. Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?
4 Self [ Other:

b. Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position? O Yes 4 No
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4. Representative/Agent Information

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Joshua C. Greer

Company: BERGER GREER, LLP

Mailing Address: 468 N. Camden Dr #278B

City: Beverly Hills State: CA Zip: 90210

Telephone: (516) 368-5283 E-mail: Sshuki@bergergreer.com

5. Appeal Justification

Attach a separate sheet providing your specific reasons for the appeal. Your reasons must state how you believe
CEQA was incorrectly applied, providing a legal basis for the appeal.

6. Applicant’s Affidavit

| certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

Appellant Signature:

Daniel s September 9, 2021

Date:

ENVIRONMENTAL APPEAL FILING REQUIREMENTS

Note: City Clerk prepares mailing list for CEQA appeals per LAMC Section 11.5.13 E.

1.

Three (3) sets - The following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 2 duplicates)
Each case being appealed is required to provide three (3) sets of the listed documents.

4 Environmental Appeal Application (form CP-7840)
Justification/Reason for Appeal

[Z1 Copies of the written Determination Letter, from the final appellate body, which must be a non-elected
decision-making body

Electronic Copy

O Provide an electronic copy of your appeal documents on a flash drive (planning staff will upload materials
during filing and return the flash drive to you) or a CD (which will remain in the file). The following items must
be saved as individual PDFs and labeled accordingly (e.g. “Environmental Appeal Application.pdf”,
“Justification/Reason Statement.pdf’, “Final Determination Letter.pdf’). No file should exceed 9.8 MB in size.

Appeal Fee
O Original Applicant - A fee equal to 85% of the original application fee of the Environmental case; provide a
copy of the original application receipt(s) to calculate the fee per LAMC Section 19.01B 1.

[0 Other Persons - The fee charged shall be in accordance with the LAMC Section 19.01B 1.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:
Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:
O Determination authority notified O Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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(310) 285-5355
shuki@bergergreercom

BERGER GREER LLP www.bergergreer.com

CEQA APPEAL PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 1.5 SECTION 11.5.13 OF THE LOS ANGELES
MUNICIPAL CODE

STATEMENT OF APPEAL

RE: CASE NO. ZA-2020-2164-ELD-SPR-1A, 825-837 Holt Avenue (“Holt Project”)

To whom it may concern,

| represent Mr. Danny Sidis, appellant in this matter. On his behalf, | submit the
following statement in support of his CEQA Appeal:

l. DECISION BY THE AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

On August 26, 2021, the Central Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
(“Commission”) issued findings in the above mentioned matter (“Decision”), including findings
related to CEQA. Specifically, the Commission found that:

1. The proposed project was categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section
15332, Class 32, and
2. There is no exception to the exemption that applies under § 15300.2

The Decision was a violation of the law and an abuse of discretion.

1. THE RECORD DOES NOT SUPPORT THE COMMISSION'S FINDINGS THAT THE
PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT

In making decisions on contested matters such as this one, the commission acts in a
quasi-judicial role and is thus duty bound to adhere to the law by basing their decisions on the
record before them. In this matter, the City’s decision is based on the City’s Justification For
Project Exemption (“Justification”). However, the Justification, and the decision based on it,
fails to properly analyze the elements of a Class 32 exemption, and erroneously concludes that
the project meets the requirements when it does not.

For a project to qualify as a Class 32 in-fill development, it must meet all the conditions
described by that regulation, including:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations;

(b) The proposed developed occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five
acres substantially surrounded by urban uses;



(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species;

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise,
air quality, or water quality; and

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

As laid out below, the record contains substantial evidence that neither condition (a),
nor condition (c) is applicable to the Holt Project.

Condition (a) — The first condition can be shortened, for purposes relevant here, to: “ The
project is consistent with ... the applicable zoning ... regulations.” This project is decidedly not
consistent with the applicable zoning regulations. As laid out in the Decision, the Commission
approved no less than seven (7) deviations from the applicable zoning regulations.

The entire concept of an in-fill development being a class of projects that is categorically
exempt from the provisions of CEQA relies on the determination that such projects do not have
a significant environmental impact. 14 CCR § 15300. Condition (a) limits the exemption to
developments that are within the zoning regulations, as the existing zoning rules provide an
assurance that such developments are not going to significantly harm the environment. The
Holt Project is far from consistent with the applicable zoning regulations, and thus the law is
clear: the Holt Project cannot utilize Section 32 to avoid proper environmental review pursuant
to CEQA.

Condition (c) — With regard to this condition, | am the Lorax, | speak for the trees. Three
protected California Sycamores, to be specific. The Tree Report written by arborist Jeffrey
Trojanowski (“Tree Report”), which was submitted by the applicant and referenced in the
Justification, describes how the removal of the city’s sidewalk will cause damage to the root
systems on all three trees. (Tree Report at 2-3). It is clear that the arborist was unaware of the
extent of the Holt Project proposal, as his report describes the proposed development simply
as “The proposed development will develop the existing properties into a one lot combined.”

If his statement that simply removing the sidewalks would damage the root system,
what kind of statement would he make about excavating all three lots two entire stories below
ground from property line to property line? Such an enormous change will have a much more
devastating impact on all three of these trees.

The date of Mr. Trojanowski’s report also is important. His report is dated March 11,
2020. (Tree Report at 1). Further, his report explicitly states: Trees are living organisms whose
conditions and health can change rapidly. The limitation of this report is 6 months from the
date of the survey, due to human/vehicle interaction and weather. (Tree Report at 2). First, it is



an abuse of discretion for the Commission’s decision to rely on this report at all, given that their
decision was issued more than 17 months after the report was made. The Commission
entirely failed to request an updated report, making it an abuse of discretion and a violation of
the laws that govern their decision making.

The aforementioned statement, in which Mr. Trojanowski explains why his report has a
6-month limitation, is noteworthy for another reason. He explains that in a period of 6 months,
things like weather can significantly affect the condition of trees. If something as mild as
weather could drastically affect a tree in a mere 6-month period, what would be the effect of
large excavators and significant construction? What would be the effect of removing 9,510
cubic yards of dirt and soil that the tree needs to survive? Obviously, the proposed
development will have an enormous and detrimental impact on all three of these trees. This is
something which is not discussed at all in the Tree Report, as the applicant conveniently
neglected to let Mr. Trojanowski know the extent of their planned development.

Ordinance 177,404 (“Protected Tree Ordinance”) explicitly prohibits the relocation or
removal of any protected tree unless its requirements are met. The Protected Tree Ordinance
further defines “relocation or removal” to include “acts that inflict damage upon the root system
... by... operation of equipment or machinery or by changing the natural grade of the land by
excavation.” LAMC § 17.05(R). Further, the Protected Tree Ordinance only allows for the
removal of a protected tree after the “Advisory Agency, in consultation with the City's Chief
Forester, determines the existence of” one of two scenarios. LAMC § 17.05(R)(1).

The City’s Chief Forester was not consulted on this project. This is a clear violation of
the city’s code, and alone suffices as grounds to overturn the Decision. If he was consulted, he
would have advised that the extent and nature of the Holt Project is certain to damage all three
trees, and at the very least the development proposal must contemplate for the replacement of
all three trees at the 2:1 ratio required by § 17.05(R)(4)(a).

The Holt Project contemplates a significant amount of operation of equipment and
machinery, and further contemplates changing the natural grade by excavation. As such, the
Holt Project is legally considered to be proposing the “removal” of all three trees as the word is
defined by the code. As the Holt Project does not provide for the 2:1 replacement ratio as
applied to all three protected trees, the Decision violates the Ordinance.

The record contains clear and unambiguous evidence that this project will cause
damage to the root systems of all three trees. As such, condition (c) is not met. Thus, the Holt
Project does not meet the requirements of a Section 32 in-fill development, and it cannot avoid
proper environmental review pursuant to CEQA.



Because neither condition (a) nor condition (c) is met, it was an abuse of discretion for
the Commission to find that the project is exempt from review pursuant to CEQA, and the
Decision must be reversed.

1. THE RECORD DOES NOT SUPPORT THE COMMISSION’'S FINDINGS THAT NO
EXCEPTION APPLIES

14 CCR § 15300.2 lays out six (6) exceptions to the categorical exemption that must
further be considered before a proposed development can be exempt from environmental
review pursuant to CEQA. Specifically, as relevant here, a categorical exemption may not
apply based on the proposed project’s:

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances.

If any of the aforementioned exceptions applies, the proposed project does not qualify
for the categorical exemption. The Class 32 categorical exemption may not be used here,
because exceptions (b) and (c) apply to the Holt Project.

Exception (b) — Cumulative Impact — This exception asks whether there are any cumulative
effects that apply which might make the project more harmful to the environment. Here, there
is a recently approved eldercare facility that nearly abuts the subject property. The address of
that proposed project (Case No: ZA-2019-7715-ELD and CEQA No: ENV-2019-7716-CE) is
843-847 S. Sherbourne Dr., which is located on the next street over from the Holt Project,
almost directly behind it. The record contains no analysis as to whether that project’s impact on
the environment creates a cumulative impact with this one. Well, I'll tell you. That project does
create a cumulative impact when combined with this one. That project contemplates the
development of a similarly large multi-lot eldercare facility, and proposes similar deviations
from five (5) of the applicable zoning limitations. The two combined will have a cumulative
effect on the environment in and around the Holt Project.

Further, the Holt Project proposes developing three consecutive lots into one
contiguous building. The environmental impact of a three-lot project is MORE than three times
the impact of a one-lot development, because it includes the development of the entire areas
that currently make up the property lines between lots 1-2 and 2-3. Whereas those areas are
currently undeveloped as side-yard setbacks, the proposed project contemplates developing



those areas into concrete building in addition to developing the parts of the three lots that are
already improved with duplexes.

Because of these cumulative impacts, the exception applies, and the project is not
eligible for the Section 32 exemption.

Exception (c) — Unusual Circumstances — This exception applies if there is a reasonable
possibility that the unusual circumstances will have a significant effect on the environment.

“[E]vidence that the project will have a significant effect does tend to prove that some
circumstance of the project is unusual. An agency presented with such evidence must
determine, based on the entire record before it—including contrary evidence regarding
significant environmental effects—whether there is an unusual circumstance that justifies
removing the project from the exempt class.” Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley,
60 Cal.4™ 1086, 1105 (2015). Further, “In a number of decisions, our appellate courts have
looked to conditions in the immediate vicinity of a proposed project to determine whether the
unusual circumstances exception applied. /d. at 1118-19.

In this case, the record contains evidence, including the aforementioned evidence
regarding the trees, that shows that the project will have a significant effect. As the Lorax, |
incorporate by reference all of the points relating to the protected trees into this paragraph by
reference. Further, the Tree Report explicitly states that all three trees would be damaged by
removal of the sidewalk, and it can be extrapolated that the removal of 9,510 cubic yards will
have even more of an impact on these three protected trees. This evidence regarding damage
to the protected trees proves that the project is unusual as provided by the Berkeley Hillside
case, yet the agency did not make any determinations or analysis on whether an unusual
circumstance is present.

Further, the sheer size of the project is another reason why it presents unusual
circumstances. The Commission approved seven (7) deviations from the code, including an
additional story of height, and decreased setbacks in nearly every direction. It also approved a
full two-story excavation, without regard to the water located beneath the subject property. All
of these details were approved over the entire span of three consecutive lots. WWhen compared
with the conditions in the immediate vicinity, as well as with the details of a typical in-fill
development as contemplated by the code, the Holt Project presents extremely unusual
circumstances that undoubtedly were not meant to be approved without proper environmental
review pursuant to CEQA.

Because two of the § 15300.2 exceptions apply, the project is not eligible for the
Section 32 exemption.



IV. THE RECORD CONTAINS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT WILL
HAVE SIGNIFICANT DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

The Holt Project proposes a square footage north of five (5) times what the zoning
regulations allow to be built per code. In order to attain such a large square footage, the Holt
Project proposes two underground levels, an entire extra floor above the code’s height limits,
and a three-lot-wide building pushed beyond the limits of the code in every conceivable
direction.

All of the aforementioned evidence demonstrates that the project will in fact have a
significant effect on the environment. As such, the record contains substantial evidence
demonstrating that the Commission’s findings were in error.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the record is clear. The Commission violated the laws which
direct their quasi-judicial decision making. On behalf of my client, | request that the Council
hold a hearing on this matter, and reverse the Commission’s decision.

Respectfully,

Joshua Shuki Greer, Esq.
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notice or collect the déposit does not relieve the applicant from responsibility

to reimburse the City [pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (b).

Submit supplementa] deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental
deposits may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if
found necessary by the City to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure
to notice or collect| the deposit does not relieve the applicant from
responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement (b).

If the City determines|it necessary to protect the City’s interests, execute an
indemnity and reimpursement agreement with the City under terms
uirements of this condition.

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt
of any action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify
the applicant of any claim, action or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City
fails to reasonably cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be
responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City
Attorney’s office or outside gounsel. Atits sole discretion, the City may participate
at its own expense in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not
relieve the applicant of any pbligation imposed by this condition. In the event the
applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, the City may
withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any
other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its
representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or

settle litigation.
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards,
commission, commitiees, employees and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defi
under alternative disf

hed to include suits, proceedings (including those held
yute resolution procedures), claims or lawsuits. Actions
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includes actions, as [defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any
federal, state or local [law.

Nothing in the definitions incjuded in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights
of the City or the obligations|of the applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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ELDERCARE FACILITY UNIFIED
1.

FINDINGS

PERMIT FINDINGS

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.

The project site, consisting
approximately 18,018 squa

of three lots, is a level, rectangular-shaped, interior,
re-foot (0.41 acre) parcel of land with an even width

and depth of 150 feet and 120 feet, respectively, and an approximately 150-foot
frontage on the west side of Holt Avenue, located between Gregory Way to the
north and Chalmers Drive tg the south.

The property is located withi
it for Medium Residential |
property is zoned [Q]R3-1-C

n the Wilshire Community Plan area, which designates
and uses, having a corresponding zone of R3; the
). The property is within an Qil Drilling District, but not

within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay,

or interim control ordinance
pursuant to Ordinance 167
articulation, setbacks and tr

According to the City of
Assessment:

The City of Los Angs
trends that will have §
Of most significance
the age distribution @
higher numbers of se

According to the 201

. The property is subject to “Q” Qualified Conditions
335 which regulates open space, parking, building
2e planting requirements.

Los Angeles Housing Element's Housing Needs

les is being affected by population and demographic
significant impacts on the housing needs of the future.
are the slowdown in population growth and changes in
f residents, including fewer children and dramatically
niors.

0 Census, a little more than one-fourth (26%) of the

City’s population in 2010 was young, aged 0 to 19 years old. Young adults

(aged 20 to 35), ¢

enerally the age when people form independent

households, made up another quarter of the population (25%). Thirty-eight

percent of the City’s ¢

opulation is aged 35 to 64 years old. This leaves about

10.5% of the population that is currently aged 65 years and older (396,696).

The fastest growing
generation, which is

age group aligns broadly with the “baby boom®
currently between about 45 and 65 years old. There

are about 190,000 mpre people in the City within this age group, compared
to 10 years ago. In fact, the number of “new seniors” (from 2000 to 2010)

metropolitan area.

e rapid growth of seniors is in stark contrast to the

increased faster in 71;&: Los Angeles region than New York or any other

decline of children and younger adults.
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According to demogr.
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hphers, the next decade will be marked by growth of

households without ghildren, primarily by those headed by householders

aged 55 and older.
increase by about4.5
(65 and older) is exp
this time period (to
expected to account f
to 10.5% in 2010. Th

While the City’s overall population is projected to
percent between 2010 and 2020, its senior population
ected to grow by approximately 45% percent during
approximately 562,992)11. By 2020, seniors are
br more than 14% of the City’s households, compared
s far exceeds the growth of any other age groups in

the City. The increasjng numbers of older Angelenos will have important
effects on the demand for housing to come.

The housing needs
special attention bec
sensory disabilities, a

of seniors are particularly challenging and require
use of the combination of fixed incomes, physical and
d mobility/transportation limitations, all of which limit

access to appropriatg and affordable housing. Housing for seniors should
provide or be located in proximity to information, transportation,

social/health services

| and opportunities for community involvement.

For the purposes of this Housing Element, seniors include those persons
aged 65 years or older. According to the Census 2010, seniors comprised
10.5% of the City’s population (396,696 persons). Almost one-fifth of all

households citywide

(239,654 of 1,318,168 households in 2010) are

headed by seniors. Horty-two percent (102,330) of these households are

seniors who live alon
heads-of-households

e while the rest are households comprised of senior
living with other person(s). Nearly 58% (138,657) of

those over 65 year§ old lived in owner-occupied housing, while 42%

(100,997) were renters.

Many seniors also live in institutionalized settings and other group quarters.

Per the Census 2010
which include instituti
institutions, and non-i

13,853 seniors (about 3.5%) lived in group quarters,
bns, hospitals, hospices, nursing homes, correctional
nstitutional group quarters. This population represents

a decrease of 4,156 persons (or 23%) living in group quarters since 2000,

despite increases in t

Among persons 65

ne total elderly population.

years or older, 153,379 (40.1%)51 are living with

disabilities per the ACS 2010. While physical (ambulatory) disabilities are
the most prevalent among this population at 28.3%, other disabilities also
have a significant impact on limiting housing choices: 21.7% have a

hearing/vision disabil

ty; 21.4% have an independent living disability, 13%

have a self-care disability; and 11.7% have a cognitive disability.

Persons with self-carg limitations also have unique housing needs because

they need the assist
accomplish daily acti

ance of a companion or family member in order to
vities, such as dressing, bathing, or getting around




ZA 2020-2164-ELD-SPR-1A

inside the home. Twg
almost one-third of a¢
difficulty. Resources

diverted to cover pers

People with disabilitie
integrated setting pos
housing is needed,
permanent supporti
independent housing

F-3

:nty-four percent of disabled adults aged 18-64, and
Hults over the age of 65, have some sort of self-care
that could be devoted to housing often need to be
onal care assistance.

5 should have options allowing them to live in the most
sible. To provide for this, a full spectrum of affordable
from conventional residences to transitional and
ve housing, including group, congregate and
Independent, supported living in the most integrated

setting possible is preferable, either through individual or shared single-

family homes or apa
bedroom. Support
Appropriate housing
include affordable sn
public transit), apartr
programs, and inpatie
who use wheelchairs
has been specially a
physical needs.

The applicant is requesting
Angeles Municipal Code (LA
five-story over two subterra
Eldercare Facility is defined
operated facility which provic
and which combines in one
Senior Independent Housing
Housing, and/or Alzheimer's
the floor area, exclusive of
Housing and/or Assisted Liv

Pursuant to Section 14.3.1 ¢
to permit an Eldercare Facil
Zones, or in the RAS3, R4, k
does not meet the use, area
in this chapter, or the requir
"T" classification, "Q" condi
imposed by City action.

Eldercare Facilities are pern
provisions of the Eldercare
14.3.1, the applicant is seek
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care
allow for:

rtments, providing each individual with his/her own
services ‘may be provided either on- or off-site.
for persons with mental or physical disabilities may
nall or large group homes (near retail services and
hent settings with support, outpatient/day treatment
nt/day treatment programs or crisis shelters. Persons
need affordable, conveniently-located housing which
dapted for wheelchair accessibility, along with other

an Eldercare Facility Unified Permit pursuant to Los
MC) Section 14.3.1 to allow the construction of a new
hean level Eldercare Facility over the entire site. An
by Section 12.03 of the L.A.M.C. as "one functionally
jes residential housing for persons 62 years and older,
facility, two or more of the following types of uses:
5, Assisted Living Care Housing, Skilled Nursing Care
/Dementia Care Housing. A minimum of 75 percent of
common areas, shall consist of Senior Independent
ing Care Housing".

f the L.A.M.C., the Zoning Administrator is authorized
ty to be located on a lot or lots in the A 1 through R3
RAS4, R5, and all C Zones, when an Eldercare Facility

| or height provisions of the respective zone contained

sments of any specific plan, supplemental use district,
tion, "D" limitation, or Citywide regulation adopted or

hitted by-right in the R3 Zone. In accordance with the

Facility Unified Permit process per LAMC Section
ng an Eldercare Facility with Assisted Living Care and
Housing within the [Q]JR3-1-O Zone, with deviations to




ZA 2020-2164-ELD-SPR-1A

¢ A maximum of 80 gu

rooms pursuant to LA

A maximum Floor A
permitted 3:1 FAR pu

A maximum building
feet pursuant to LAM(

A continuous width of
feet without a change
No. 167,335.

A 10-foot front yard
pursuant to Ordinancg

6-foot side yards in lie
to Ordinance No. 167

Waiver of the long-te

| pursuant to LAMC Se

'El'he requested deviations
Eldercare Facility to enable
t;:ieviaﬁons it is impractical 3
property.

The project proposes the de

F-4

est rooms in lieu of the otherwise permitted 36 guest
MC Section 12.10-C,4;

rea Ratio (FAR) of 5.06:1 in lieu of the otherwise

rsuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1;

neight of 58 feet in lieu of the otherwise maximum 45
C Section 12.21.1.

the exterior walls fronting Holt Avenue to exceed 40
in plane as otherwise required pursuant to Ordinance

in lieu of the otherwise required 20-foot front yard
e No. 167,335.

u of the otherwise required 8-foot side yards pursuant
335.

rm bicycle parking requirements otherwise required
ction 12.21-A,16(a)(2).

from the LAMC are necessary for the proposed
a financially viable eldercare facility; without such
nd infeasible to build such a facility on the subject

emolition and removal of the three duplexes and the

construction, use, and maintenance of an approximately 57,680 square-foot

Eldercare Facilities devels
Alzheimer's/Dementia uses.
rooms, of which 62 guest ro
18 guest rooms will be desig
5-story building will have a t¢
feet.

Pedestrian access to the pro
:along Holt Avenue, which w
The proposed project provid
term bicycle parking spaces

The project will provide 36 pz
rooms at a ratio of O.

bpment consisting of both assisted living and
The proposed Eldercare Facility will contain 80 guest
oms will be designated for Assisted Living Care and
nated for Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care. The proposed
btal FAR of 5.06:1 and have a maximum height of 58

ject site would be provided from the existing sidewalk
ould provide direct access to the ground-floor lobby.
es 6 bicycle short-term spaces as required; no long-
will be provided.

rking spaces (31 spaces for the Assisted Living guest
5 spaces per unit and five spaces for the

Alzheimer's/Dementia Guest Rooms at a ratio of 0.2 spaces per bed), which

complies with the parking re
site parking is provided en
\Ixehicular parking will be visi

quired pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A,4(u). On-
tirely within a second level subterranean level. No
ple from the street. Vehicular access to the proposed
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project will be directly from
vehicular access to the three
located on the northern end

The facility is planned to hay
common area amenities, arn
The building design maximiz
common areas below grade
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Holt Avenue via a single two-way driveway. Existing
duplexes will be consolidated into the single driveway
of the property.

ve two subterranean levels — the first level containing
d the second level containing underground parking.
es natural light and natural ventilation for the primary
by means of two expansive courtyards that daylight

out to the sky.

The Guest Room accommgdations include small bar sinks and under counter
refrigerators but do not include any cooking. The facility will maintain a central
kitchen and common dining area. Over 29,600 square feet (51% of the project floor
area) is dedicated to common area amenities and open space/recreational areas
for the project. Amenities inglude dining (three meals a day), bistro for snacks and
refreshments, theater, library, fitness center, multi-purpose activities rooms,
lounges and living room argas, beauty salon, outdoor space, including a rooftop
deck, and administrative offices.

The focus of the staff in the Assisted Living Care area would be balancing the
residents’ need for care |with their desires to remain independent. The
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care @rea of the facility is designed to answer the needs of
residents with varying levels of dementia or other degenerative conditions.
Caregiver oversight and supervision would be provided to prevent accidents that
may occur otherwise. The Alzheimer’'s/Dementia Care floor would also include an
increased staff-to-resident ratio. Additionally, this area of the project would be more
confined and secured as per applicable standards and regulations. The project
would also provide security features including, but not limited to, controlled access
to on-site parking areas angd building entries, particularly after regular business
hours, video surveillance, and security lighting.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and

The subject 18,018 s¢
a density of one gues
of 36 guest rooms ¢
maximum Floor Area

Density

yuare-foot property is zoned [Q]R3-1-0O, which permits
t room per 500 square feet of lot area, for a maximum
bn the subject site. Height District No. 1 permits a
Ratio (FAR) of 3.0:1, or approximately 34,170 square
feet based on 11,390 square feet of buildable area. The project proposes a
total of 80 guest rooms (62 Assisted Living guest rooms and 18 memory
care guest rooms) and a total floor area of 57,680 square feet for an FAR
of 5.06:1.

The density and FAR deviations are necessary to provide a financially
feasible project. Without this many guest rooms and proposed common
areas the facility cannot operate nor achieve the economies of scale with
staff, medical care, equipment, food and the like. As a result, the project
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requests to deviate f|
Ordinance No. 167,33

The additional FAR w
of guest rooms which
The total gross area

F-6

rom the underlying R3 zoning area regulations and
85 by proposing an FAR of 5.06:1.

buld allow for the construction of the proposed number
are sufficient in size throughout the entirety of the site.
the proposed facility is approximately 57,680 square

feet, split between approximately 29,610 square feet of common area and
28,070 square feet of|Guest Room/livable area.

As proposed, all of th

increased floor area is devoted to common areas to

support the residentg' needs. Senior Assisted Living and Memory Care
projects require substantial support services and common areas to provide

a healthy environmen
project seeks to prov
minimally-equipped fa
area, bistro, large kit
provided on the sec

for a senior population to age in place. The proposed
ide significant "quality-of-life" amenities rather than
cilities. The proposed common areas include a dining
chen, a second common kitchen and dining area is
pnd level to serve the Alzheimer's component. In

addition, there are layndry facilities, common bathrooms and other on-site
amenities such as libraries, fitness room, activities room, beauty salon and

lounge areas on each
Rooms without a kitch
Unit. Much of the incr

level. All of the resident rooms are designed as Guest
en and will be smaller in size than a standard Dwelling
pased floor area is devoted to common areas serving

the needs of the rgsidents, which are contained largely in the first

subterranean level of

the building. The building design maximizes natural

light and natural ventilation for the primary common areas below grade by

means of two extensi

ye courtyards that daylight out to the sky.

Due to the special negds of the residents, Eldercare Facilities must maintain
staff on-site to monitgr and assist elderly residents with basic needs and

also requires the prov
and on-site amenities
are key to quality of ¢
of on-site staff and

sion of substantial common indoor and outdoor areas
to support the unique needs of elderly residents that
are and quality of life for the residents. The provision
a substantial level of common areas and on-site

amenities requires a npinimum number of Guest Rooms and beds to achieve
economies of scale necessary to maintain the viability of these facilities.

From an operationa
salaried employees, s
director, activities dir

| standpoint, Eldercare Facilities require multiple
Lich as executive director, marketing director, culinary
ector, resident services director, and memory care

director. The salarieg of these employees are mostly driven by market

conditions, not size

pf facility. In addition, to make Eldercare Facilities

financially feasible, cegrtain costs such as land cost and architectural fees,
need to be divided agross a sufficient number of Guest Rooms and beds.
As with salaried employees and other operational costs, land cost is market
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driven and architectu
count.

The applicant has su
The Concord Group (
project is not feasible

In order to assess th
the following work sc

¢ Reviewed app
revenue input
from general ©

including zonir

Addressed the
industry expe
construction
assumptions.

Provided cong
the two develd

TCG examined the fi

o Scenario A feg
zoning (no va
SF, this develc

This program

variances wh
proposed floo
80. Of these
would be Me

g

h
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ral fees are not proportional to Guest Room and bed

bmitted a financial feasibility analysis, conducted by
TCG), dated August 14, 2020, demonstrating that the
unless constructed as proposed.

e financial viability of each scenario, TCG completed
bpe:

licant’s return-on-cost financial model using top-line-
from a market study (also conducted by TCG), costs
ontractor bids and relevant site background materials
1g and entitlement documents.

reasonableness of the financial model inputs through
rtise and market research, with specific vetting of
costs, rental revenue and operating expense

lusions with respect to the feasibility or infeasibility of
pment scenarios.

nancial returns of two development scenarios:

atures an eldercare development utilizing the current

fiances). Utilizing the maximum floor area of 26,985
ppment would feature 36 Assisted Living guest rooms.

equires 18 parking stalls.

Scenario B features an Eldercare development utilizing proposed

ch result in an increase of total floor area. The
area of 57,680 SF increases the guest room count to
0 guest rooms, 62 would be Assisted Living and 18
ory Care. This program requires 36 parking stalls.

To assess the finar
commonly used sen

icial feasibility of each scenario, TCG employed a

or living and multi-family industry metric - return on

cost. Return on cos} is calculated by dividing the stabilized NOI (gross
income, loss vacandy and operating expenses) by the total project cost
(sum of land costs, hard costs and soft costs). Investors and construction
lenders typically require a return on cost equal to the market cap rate plus

a spread to reflect t
points for eldercare g
associated with the
transactions of com
locations, the market

e developer’s risk. The spread is typically 150 basis
rojects (the higher spread reflecting the increased risk
operational intensity of eldercare). Based on recent
parable eldercare communities in similar California
cap rate is assumed to be 5.00%. The target cap rate
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Heiqht, Articulation, and Setl
|
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of 5.00%, plus 150 basis points, means the target minimum yield on cost

for the project is 6.50%6.

Development Standald Scenario A Scenario B
(By-Right) (Proposed)

Site Size (SF) 18,003 18,003

Building Area (SF) 26,985 57680

Height (ft) 45 58

Total Guest Rooms 36 80

-Assisted Living 36 62

-Alzheimer's/Dementia 0 18

Parking 18 36

NOI $1,100,000 $3,500,000

Land / Construction Cgsts $35,100,000 $53,300,000

Yield on Cost (YOC) 3.13% 6.57%

Based on the develg
proposal that is financ
on cost of 3.13%, we
a 6.57%. The propo
standard feasibility th
through the eldercar
project. Without the r
project could not be b

The Zoning Adminig
development scenarig
development alternat
the strict application
would result in practig
with the general py
inconsistent with the
housing and services

Lilt.

backs

bper required yield on cost, the only development
ially feasible is Scenario B. Scenario A yields a return
| under the 6.50% threshold, while Scenario B yields
sed eldercare project meets/exceeds the industry
reshold, demonstrating that the variances requested

permit are necessary to build a financially viable
quested floor area, height, and other deviations, the

strator finds that the analysis of the alternative
is reasonable and adequately demonstrates that the
ves for a by-right eldercare facility is not viable, and
of the land use regulations on the subject property
cal difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent
rpose and intent of the zoning regulations and
City's objective to promote and facilitate needed
for the elderly.
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The subject property |s zoned [Q]R3-1-O Zone, which permits a maximum
height of 45 feet. Ordinance No. 167,335 (effective November 15, 1991)
established permangnt “Q” Qualified conditions that further regulate
development on the property by requiring a minimum building articulation of
5 feet for a distance qf 8 feet between any 40-foot continuous width of any
exterior wall facing a|public street, a minimum 20-foot front yard setback
and minimum 8-foot side yard setbacks.

The project seeks to deviate from the maximum height limit by proposing a
height of 58 feet, a minimum 10-foot front yard setback, minimum 6-foot
side yard setbacks, and having a continuous width of the exterior walls
fronting Holt Avenue| exceeding 40 feet without the required change in
plane.

These deviations aré necessary to provide the floor area for both the
number of proposed duest rooms and the variety of common area amenities
that responds to the gractical needs of the elderly residents. The floor plans
are designed to allow wider interior hallways and corridors than typical
apartments to allow for two-way traffic for those with disabilities or mobility
aids. Unlike typical apartments, these hallways provide intermediary seating
areas for residents as{they move within the facility between the guest rooms
and common areas. The distribution of common areas is designed in such
a way that would make them widely available to residents, and to create
opportunities for a variety of activities. Not granting these deviations would

Long-Term Bicycle Parking

result in a building
necessary for a viabl

The project has bee

nvelope that cannot accommodate the floor area
facility.

h designed to minimize its height at the rear of the

property, immediately adjacent to several two-story duplex residential

buildings; changes o
side of the building,

f plane have been incorporated into the street-facing
resulting in changes of plane from 1 foot to 5 feet in

depth, but there remains one ground-level portion of the fagade which
exceeds the 40-foot width minimum before a change in plane.

Therefore, inasmuch

as the deviations are directly related to the previously

discussed need for gdditional FAR and guest rooms, the project requests
to deviate from the urjderlying R3 zoning regulations and the “Q” Conditions

of Ordinance No. 167,

1335 are reasonable, and the strict application of these

land use regulationg on the subject property would result in practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose

and intent of the zoni

The proposed use as
term bicycle parking

ng regulations.

5 an Eldercare Facility requires the provision of long-
at a ratio of 1 per 5,000 square-feet. Based on the
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| project’s total floor ar¢a of 57,680 square feet, 12 long-term bicycle parking
| spaces are required. [The project proposes to provide no long-term bicycle
| parking spaces; coderrequired short-term bicycle parking will be provided.
|
|

For the purpose of g
spaces required by

etermining the number of long-term bicycle parking
a proposed project, the Municipal Code does not

provide a specific ratip for Eldercare Facilities; rather, the use is considered
| as an “Institutional” ise. The facility’s residents are occupying assisted
| living or memory care guest rooms. It is reasonable to assume that these
| residents are not typically physically able to ride bicycles, and therefore do
|

not require long-term

bicycle parking spaces. Providing space to maintain

long-term bicycle pafking within the constraints of the proposed facility
would necessitate sacrificing other, more relevant features of the facility,
which contribute to fhe viability of the operation. Therefore, the strict

application of these
result in unnecessary
intent of the zoning re

and use regulations on the subject property would
hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and
gulations.

While the Zoning Administrator is authorized to grant relief from the zoning

regulations, including the S

pecific Plan regulations, the Zoning Administrator’s

authority only applies to relief from the zoning regulations necessary to facilitate

the construction of an Elderg
a fully zoning compliant proje

are Facility. With respect to the requested deviations,
ct would not produce a viable facility. Given the nature

of the facility, which requifes substantially more common areas and on-site

amenities than a traditional
contain distinct regulations {
and functional design for the

I:n light of the foregoing, the 2
including an increased floor
Tand side yards; and waiver
bicycle parking requirements
necessary to maintain the

multi-family residential building, the [Q]R3-1-O Zone
hat make it impractical to provide an efficient layout
proposed facility.

foning Administrator concurs that the relief requested,
area, guest room density, and height; reduced front
of the exterior wall plane articulation and long-term
5, IS necessary to achieve the density and floor area
iability of the eldercare facility. In addition, the relief

requested is necessary to serve a city- and area-wide demand for assisted living

and memory care facilities

r an aging population. Without such deviations, the

zoning regulations restricting the building envelope would make the construction

of the Eldercare Facility on
as discussed above, the strig
property would result in

inconsistent with the genera

The project’s location, size
will be compatible with 3
adjacent properties, the s
welfare and safety.

he subject property impractical and infeasible. Thus,
t application of the land use regulations on the subject
practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations.

, height, operations and other significant features
nd will not adversely affect or further degrade
urrounding neighborhood, or the public health,
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The proposed project is a
Eldercare Facility contai

Alzheimer's/Dementia guest]
O Zone. In addition, the proje

reduced side yard setbacks

articulation requirement, ang

The project will provide C{

second subterranean level.
Vehicular access to the proj
way, 24-foot-wide driveway

three existing driveways intg

property.

Pedestrian access to the prg
along Holt Avenue, which W
The proposed project provia

term bicycle parking spaces

The facility is planned to ha

common area amenities, ar
The building design maximiz
common areas below grade

out to the sky.

The ground level is proposg

dining area, a dining courty
offices for the administrati

Alzheimer's/Memory Care 1
room, living room, a wellneg

The third and fourth levels
lobby, restroom, wellness off
is proposed to contain a smg
Living guest rooms, and thre
rear of the building.

The Guest Room accomm
refrigerators but do not inc
kitchen and common dinind
floor area) is dedicated to ¢
areas for the project. Ame
snacks and refreshments, t
rooms, lounges and living 1

nTng 62 Assisted Living guest
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ew five-story, 58-foot in height, 57,680 square-foot
rooms and 18
rooms, with two subterranean levels, in the [Q]R3-1-
.ct will provide a reduced front yard setback of 10 feet,
bf 6 feet, a deviation from the maximum 40-foot width
no long-term bicycle parking.

bde-required 36 parking spaces entirely within the
No vehicular parking will be visible from the street.
ct will be directly from Holt Avenue via a single two-
Existing vehicular access will be consolidated from
a single driveway located on the northern end of the

ject site would be provided from the existing sidewalk
ould provide direct access to the ground-floor lobby.
es 6 short-term bicycle spaces as required; no long-
will be provided.

/e two subterranean levels — the first level containing
)d the second level containing underground parking.
res natural light and natural ventilation for the primary
by means of two expansive courtyards that daylight

d to contain a lobby, mail room, bistro, kitchen main
ard, restrooms, 10 Assisting Living guest rooms, and
ve staff. The second level would be reserved for
esidents, and contain a small elevator lobby, dining
s office, restroom, activity area, and 18 guest rooms.
are proposed identically, featuring a small elevator
ice, and 19 Assisted Living guest rooms. The fifth level
1| elevator lobby, a dining room, restroom, 14 Assisted
e separate outdoor patio areas facing the interior and

bdations include small bar sinks and under counter
ude any cooking. The facility will maintain a central
areas. Over 29,600 square feet (51% of the project
tommon area amenities and open space/recreational
nities include dining (three meals a day), bistro for
heater, library, fitness center, multi-purpose activities
oom areas, beauty salon, outdoor space, including a

rooftop deck, and administrative offices.
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The focus of the staff in the Assisted Living Care area would be balancing the

residents’ need for care

with their desires to remain independent. The

Alzheimer's/Dementia Care prea of the facility is designed to answer the needs of
residents with varying levels of dementia or other degenerative conditions.

Caregiver oversight and sup
may occur otherwise. The A
increased staff-to-resident ra

ervision would be provided to prevent accidents that
zheimer’'s/Dementia Care floor would also include an
tio. Additionally, this area of the project would be more

é:onﬁned and secured as per applicable standards and regulations. The project

would provide security featy
on-site parking areas and bu

res including, but not limited to, controlled access to
Iding entries, particularly after regular business hours,

\ifideo surveillance, and security lighting.

The project site, consisting

of three lots, is a level, rectangular-shaped, interior,

pproximately 18,018 squarne-foot (0.41 acre) parcel of land with an even width

and depth of 150 feet and 1
frontage on the west side o
1;1orth and Chalmers Drive to

Surrounding properties are
level, multi-family apartment
with a four-story over one su
six dwelling units. The five
developed with two-story mu

20 feet, respectively, and an approximately 150-foot
f Holt Avenue, located between Gregory Way to the
the south.

similarly zoned [Q]R3-1-O and improved with multi-
buildings. The north adjoining property is developed
pterranean parking level apartment building containing
east adjoining properties, across Holt Avenue, are
ti-family buildings containing between two to six units.

The south adjoining property is developed with a three-story residential
condominium building confaining seven dwelling units. The four west and
southwest adjoining properties, fronting on Sherbourne Drive, are developed with
two-story multi-family buildings containing two and three dwelling units. The
northwest adjoining property, fronting on Sherbourne Drive, is developed with a
four-story over one subterranean parking level apartment building containing six

dwelling units.

Of the 12 properties fronting

(exclusive of the three subje
buildings, one property is
residential building (three-st¢
story over subterranean park
fronting on the eastern side
two-story residential buildin

building) has a three-story re

ﬁolt Avenue, abutting the su
dedicated a right-of-way wi
concrete curb and gutter, 4
foot wide parkways.

on the western side of Holt Avenue, seven properties
ct properties) are developed with two-story residential
developed with a two-story over parking garage
bry in appearance), and one is developed with a four-
ing level residential building. Of the eleven properties
of Holt Avenue, eight properties are developed with
gs and three properties (developed with a single
sidential building.

bject property to the east, is a standard Local Street
ith of 60 feet and improved with asphalt roadway,
foot wide concrete sidewalks, and approximately 6-
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The proposed five-story, 58-
a reduced front yard setbadg
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foot in height, 57,680 square-foot building will provide
k of 10 feet, reduced side yard setbacks of 6 feet, a

deviation from the maximum 40-foot width articulation requirement, and no long-

term bicycle parking.

Eldercare Facilities are a
proposed Eldercare Fad
Alzheimer’s/Dementia Care
requirement, and as defined
provide assistance with two
time medical services

Alzheimer’'s/Dementia Care
as defined by LAMC Sectior

The project will contain 80
rooms and 18 Alzheimer’s/l
otherwise permitted by the R
applicant’s stated economie
the citywide need for eldert
Along with the proposed gu
visitor, staff, and vendor par
emergency service calls. T
parking requirement of the |
the Eldercare Facility Unifieg
Planning and dated May 8,
the parking requirements
measurably to traffic volum
residents, as a result of thei
the American Seniors Housi
resident vehicles at an Inde
Care Facility is 0.05 vehiclg
housing types.”

Nevertheless, conditions ha
the applicant to develop an
or alternative transportation
staffing be staggered to min
that vendor deliveries times
designated loading zone

Transportation has analyzed

permitted residential use within the R3 Zone. The
ility will provide Assisted Living Care and
services. Pursuant to the State of California’s licensing
by LAMC Section 12.03, Assisted Living Care would
or more non-medical activities of daily living, and full-
are  not permitted on-site. Residents of the
housing may require 24-hour care, which is permitted
12.03.

guest rooms consisting of 62 Assisted Living guest
Dementia guest rooms, in lieu of the 36 guest rooms
3 Zone. Given the limited mobility of the residents, the
s of scale necessary to care for these residents, and
rare facilities, the guest room density is reasonable.
est room density, a host of secondary issues arise:
king and increased traffic; and sirens associated with
he project does not request any deviation from the
Zoning Code. According to the staff report proposing
i Permit process, prepared by the Department of City
2003, staff and visitor parking needs are reflected in

Further, “[rlesident vehicles do not contribute
es generated by Eldercare Facilities, because most
age and physical limitations, do not drive. A study by
ng Association concluded that the average number of
pendent Senior Housing Facility or an Assisted Living
s per unit. This is extremely low compared to other

Ve been incorporated into this approval which require

incentive program to encourage staff to utilize public
or to only utilize the available on-site parking; that
imize the number of staff on-site at any one time; and
. be restricted and limited to only occurring within a
br within the parking garage. The Department of
the parameters of the project and determined that the

project results in a less
Testimony received indica

facilities are much lower tha:E

-than-significant impact on vehicles miles traveled.

d that that calls for emergency services at these
perceived.
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The proposed building eny
immediate area, but it is
Peighborhood.

The properties located imme
developed with four-story reg
feet (not including rooftop ac
developed with a two-story @
a three-story building. As pro
than those to the north and
property. The adjoining prop
fronting on Bedford Street, a

The project has incorporate
Project’s height and massing
below-ground levels — one
accommodate many of the
fhe rear of the building is b
1,400 square-foot outdoor p
expands on this separation b
further minimizing the bulk of
The applicant has submitted
that the proposed building W
adjoining buildings.

Aiong the east-facing frontag
the use of changes in plane,
ground -level and the upper fc
ihe 5-foot depth change for 2
[Q] condition of the zone, bu
;lolane monolithic building fa¢

As proposed, the project wo
the applicant has clarified, w
would observe front yard se
bemg located around the b
otherwrlse required by the [Q]
along either side of Holt Ave
most of the properties also 3
feet otherwise required; this
Zoning Information and Map
the buildings as they appe
relationship to the property b
properties along the west si
13-foot front yard setbacks
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elope is larger than most other structures in the
compatible with development in the immediate

diately to the north and northwest of the property are
idential buildings, having heights of approximately 45
tcess structures), and the south adjoining property is
ver parking garage residential building, appearing as
posed, the five-story building would be one story taller
northwest, and two stories taller than the southern
erties to the east, across Holt Avenue, and the west,

re developed with two story buildings.

d a number of features in an effort to minimize the
y within the surrounding community: it proposes two
to accommodate required parking, and another to
common areas and services provided by the facility;
roken into two masses, separated by an uncovered
atio located on the ground level; and the fifth floor
y the development of uncovered outdoor patio areas,
the height of the building, as it appears from the west.
a shade/shadow analysis of the project which shows
ould not have an impact on the eastern and western

ge of the building, the massing is broken up through

with a change in design and material between the
ur levels. Though these changes in plane do not meet
a minimum span of 8 feet standard set by the existing
t they do offer aesthetic relief in contrast to a single-
ade.

uld observe a reduced front yard setback of 10 feet;
ith updated plans verifying, that most of the building
tbacks of 11 feet to 16 feet, with the 10-foot setback
uilding entryway, though still less than the 20 feet
condition of the zone. While most of the development
hue appears to observe a uniform front yard setback,
ppear to have been developed with less than the 20

is observed using the City Planning Department’s
Access System, and measuring the distance between
ar in the 2017 Digital Color Ortho photo and their
oundary in that geographic information system. Many
de of Holt Avenue appear to observe approximately

With this consideration, the requested front yard
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setback is a reasonable de
facility represents.

The northern adjoining prog
front yard setback will decre
northern adjoining property i
their descending parking rar
examination, the project will
property owner. At present,
adjoining property (represer
driveway apron. The proje
driveway at this location. T

F-15
viation in consideration of the benefit the eldercare

)erty owner has expressed concern that the 10-foot
pase the safety of vehicles existing his property; the
5 developed with a subterranean parking garage, with
np alongside the shared side property line. On closer
not result in significantly less safety for the northern
the northern property and the immediately southern
ting the northern portion of the project site), share a
ct property is presently improved with a one-lane
proposed project would expand upon this driveway

h
width to create a 24-1f2—ffot_ wide driveway, with accompanying increase in

driveway apron width. This
should provide an increas
Nevertheless, the proposed
Building and Safety and Tra
does not conflict with safety

Concerns have been raised
required 8-foot side yards,
personnel access to the sidg

combined with the depth of the existing sidewalk,
ed field of view of on-coming north-bound traffic.
driveway plan will be reviewed by the Departments of

hsportation to ensure that the proposed development

regulations for vehicle ingress and egress.

about the proposed 6-foot side yards, in lieu of the
and how they are necessary to facilitate emergency
s and rear of the building in case of emergency. While

the side yard setbacks are utilized for access to the sides and rear yard areas of a
property, the purpose of the setbacks are not for emergency access — they are
there to convey a sense of developmental density through the physical separation
of buildings on adjoining properties. Though the proposed building will observe
reduced side yard setbacks| the building will be constructed to the latest fire and
seismic standards, and shauld pose a lesser threat to failure under such stress
than other older buildings in fhe area. In response to community concern regarding
the originally proposed 5-fopt side yard setbacks, the applicant has revised their
plans to reflect the now considered 6-foot setbacks. With this consideration, the
requested side yard setback is a reasonable deviation on balance with the benefit
the eldercare facility represgnts.

The combination of Assisted Living and Alzheimer's/Dementia Care housing and
the operation of the facility |is generally considered a passive use. Although the
project proposes a substantial amount of outdoor open space, it is not anticipated

that the facility would resu
inconsistent to the surroung
noise analysis for construc
adverse impacts.

The project, though exceedi
the surrounding area and
within the broader neighbor

t in noises that would be considered a nuisance or
ling residential uses. The applicant has submitted a
ion-related noise impacts which found no significant

ng some developmental regulations, is compatible with
reflects the gradual developmental trends occurring
hood, as evidenced by an applicant-submitted survey
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of building types within sever
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al blocks of the project site. As a part of this approval,

the Zoning Administrator has imposed conditions on the development and

operation of the use to ensur
conditioned, it is found that th
significant features will be c¢
degrade adjacent properties
welfare and safety.

e that it remains compatible with its surroundings. As
e project’s location, size, height, operations and other
pmpatible with and will not adversely affect or further

the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health,

The project shall provide services to the elderly such as housing, medical

?ewices social services, ¢

The proposed facility consis
Living Care and 18 guest
designed, the project meets {
that it is “one functionally op
persons 62 years and older,

or long-term care to meet citywide demand.

ts of 80 guest rooms: 62 guest rooms for Assisted
rooms for Alzheimer’'s/Dementia Care Housing. As
he definition of an “Eldercare Facility,” which requires
erated facility which provides residential housing for
and which combines in one facility, two or more of the

following types of uses: Senior Independent Housing, Assisted Living Care

Housmg, Skilled Nursing €
Housmg A minimum of 75 ¢
ohall consist of Senior Indepé
(lLAMC Section 12.03).

The US Census estimates th
over in California has grown
As noted by the City's Hous
Angeles is projected to grow
seniors expected to account
2020. The senior age group
éstablished objectives and

City's growing senior popul
within Section 14.3.1 of the [
streamline the entitlement prj

Further, one of the Housing
250 senior units each year|
creation of an affordability cq

As the City of Los Angeles
bousing models, the propos
éldercare housing by provid
optlons on a site that has
purposes On a site original
project intends to continue t
targeted toward an elderly pq

Care Housing, and/or Alzheimer's/Dementia Care
ercent of the floor area, exclusive of common areas,
2ndent Housing and/or Assisted Living Care Housing”

at since 2011, the population of people aged 65 and
at a faster rate than the total population of the state.
ng Element, the senior population in the City of Los
by roughly 45 percent between 2000 and 2020, with
for more than 14 percent of the City's households by
is the fastest growing group in the City. The City has
programs to help provide eldercare facilities for the
ation. The Eldercare entitlement process embodied
LAMC is a process adopted by the City in attempts to
ocess for these developments.

Element objectives is to assist in the development of
Construct 1,750 Eldercare units; and explore the
mponent to Eldercare Ordinance.

responds to market demands for increased senior
sed Project seeks to address the growing need for
ing Assisted Living and Alzheimer's/Dementia care
historically been used for multifamily residential
ly developed and proposed for apartment units, the
he use of the property for residential purposes, now
bpulation which will increase in coming years.
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The proposed facility is des
special needs of elderly resig
devoted to cormmmon areas
residential common areas \
through the fifth floor, and in¢
common dining rooms, activ
for snacks and drinks, a sal
distribution of open space
make the facilities widely av
a wider variety of activities
and by groups of resident
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igned to provide housing and services to meet the
lents. Approximately 51% of the project’s floor area is
and on-site support services for the residents. The
would be located within the first subterranean level
slude wellness rooms, an open lounge, a fithess room,
ty rooms, family/living rooms, and building lobby bistro
on and theatre room. According to the applicant, the
and amenities throughout the project is intended to
hilable to residents, as well as create opportunities for
and allow each space to be shared both collectively
5 for community engagement and interaction. The

building would also include a central kitchen. Theses on-site uses are intended to

provide quality care and am

enities and enhance the quality of life of the eldercare

facility residents and surrounding community.

The focus of the staff in ths
residents’ need for care
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care
residents with varying levg
Caregiver oversight and suf
may occur otherwise. The
include an increased staff rg
more secured as per applid
would provide security featu
on-site parking areas and bu
video surveillance, and secl

The facility will provide var
continuum of care and alloy
care, which would help alle
market by seniors. As such,
housing, medical services,
demand.

The project shall not creats

5 Assisted Living Care area would be balancing the
with their desires to remain independent. The
area of the facility is designed to answer the needs of
2ls of dementia or other degenerative conditions.
yervision would be provided to prevent accidents that
Alzheimer’'s/Dementia Care second floor would also
tio. Additionally, this area of the project site would be
able standards and regulations. Overall, the project
res including, but not limited to, controlled access to

llding entries, particularly after regular business hours,

rity lighting.

ying levels of senior care and housing to ensure a
v residents to age in place, have access to assisted
viate the increasing demand placed on the housing
the project provides services to the elderly, including
social services, and long-term care to meet citywide

b an adverse impact on street access or circulation

in the surrounding neighborhood.

Pedestrian access to the pi
along Holt Avenue, which w
Six short-term bicycle pa
compromised physical and
ride a bicycle and, therefore

Vehicle access to the proje
northeast corner of the projg

oject site would be provided from existing sidewalks
rould provide direct access to the ground-floor lobby.
king stalls will be provided on-site. Due to the
mental state of its residents, residents are unlikely to
the project will not provide long-term bicycle parking.

ct site would be provided along Holt Avenue at the
ct site with one 24-foot-wide driveway for both ingress
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and egress, consolidating th
project will be provided in cao
structure.

The elderly population resid
two activities of daily living o
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ree existing driveways. 36 on-site parking spaces for

nformance to the code within a subterranean parking

ng on the site either require assistance with at least
r are afflicted with Alzheimer’'s or dementia; as such,

most residents are not able fo drive vehicles. The project’s internal circulation and

parking plan is designed W

ith a driveway for ingress and egress to minimize

congestion and back-up ontg the street. All circulation would be contained on site

With access to the subterran
fo\nd circulation would be su
Transportation at the time of]

A Transportation Study
Transportation, dated Augus
a net increase of 87 daily trip4
transportation impact on V
thresholds established in L4
project does not exceed the

Conditions have been made

ean parking garage. Moreover, the driveway access
bject to review and approval by the Department of
permitting.

Assessment, conducted by the Department of
t 5, 2020, determined that the project would result in
5; therefore, the project would not result in a significant
chicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Based on the VMT
A\DOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines, this
250 daily trip threshold for a significant impact.

a part of this approval to ensure that operation of the

facility will not conflict with the community; as such, the project shall not create an

adverse impact on street acc

The project provides for an
spaces and other improv
?haracter of the adjacent g

The proposed project is a 1
Eldercare Facility containing
rooms and 18 Alzheimer’s/[
in the [Q]R3-1-O Zone. Thg
setback, 6-foot side yard se
the maximum 40-foot width fl
term bicycle parking.

Eldercare Facilities are a I
proposed Eldercare Fac
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care ¢
requirement, and as defined
provide assistance with two
time medical services

Alzheimer's/Dementia Care
as defined by LAMC Section

are

tess or circulation in the surrounding neighborhood.

arrangement of uses, buildings, structures, open
ements that are compatible with the scale and
roperties and surrounding neighborhood.

lew five-story, 58-foot in height, 57,680 square-foot
80 guest room consisting of 62 Assisted Living guest
ementia guest rooms, with two subterranean levels,
2 project will provide a 10-foot minimum front yard
backs, a 15-foot rear yard setback, a deviation from
rontage facade articulation requirement, and no long-

permitted residential use within the R3 Zone. The
lity will provide Assisted Living Care and
ervices. Pursuant to the State of California’s licensing
by LAMC Section 12.03, Assisted Living Care would
br more non-medical activities of daily living, and full-
not permitted on-site. Residents of the
housing may require 24-hour care, which is permitted
12.03.
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Surrounding properties are

level, multi-family apartmentf

with a four-story over one su
six dwelling units. The five

developed with two-story mu
The south adjoining prog

condominium building con
southwest adjoining propert
two-story multi-family build
northwest adjoining propert

four-story over one subterrs

dwelling units.

Of the 12 properties fronting

(exclusive of the three subje

buildings, one property is
residential building (three-st
story over subterranean par
fronting on the eastern side
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similarly zoned [Q]R3-1-O and improved with multi-
buildings. The north adjoining property is developed
bterranean parking level apartment building containing
east adjoining properties, across Holt Avenue, are
Iti-family buildings containing between two to six units.
erty is developed with a three-story residential
taining seven dwelling units. The four west and
es, fronting on Sherbourne Drive, are developed with
ngs containing two and three dwelling units. The
y, fronting on Sherbourne Drive, is developed with a
nean parking level apartment building containing six

on the western side of Holt Avenue, seven properties
ct properties) are developed with two-story residential
developed with a two-story over parking garage
bry in appearance), and one is developed with a four-
King level residential building. Of the eleven properties
of Holt Avenue, eight properties are developed with

two-story residential buildings and three properties (developed with a single

building) has a three-story rg

The proposed building en
immediate area, but it is
neighborhood.

The properties located imms
developed with four-story re
feet (not including rooftop a
developed with a two-story
a three-story building. As prg
than those to the north ang
property. The adjoining proy
fronting on Bedford Street
proposed eldercare facility
setback.

psidential building.

yelope is larger than most other structures in the
compatible with development in the immediate

adiately to the north and northwest of the property are
sidential buildings, having heights of approximately 45

ccess structures), and the south adjoining property is

bver parking garage residential building, appearing as
posed, the five-story building would be one story taller
i northwest, and two stories taller than the southern
verties to the east, across Holt Avenue, and the west,

are developed with two story buildings, and the
would observe the code-required 15-foot rear yard

The project has incorporated a number of features in an effort to minimize the

project’s height and massir
below-ground levels — one
accommodate many of the
the rear of the building is
1,400 square-foot outdoor
expands on this separation
further minimizing the bulk ¢

g within the surrounding community: it proposes two
to accommodate required parking, and another to
common areas and services provided by the facility;
yroken into two masses, separated by an uncovered
patio located on the ground level; and the fifth floor
py the development of uncovered outdoor patio areas,
f the height of the building, as it appears from the west.
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The applicant has submitted
that the proposed building w
western adjoining buildings.

Along the east-facing fronta
the use of changes in plane
the ground-level and the upp
vary between 1 foot and 5 feg
span of 8 feet standard set &
aesthetic relief in contrast to

As proposed, the project W
applicant has clarified, with u
observe front yard setbacks
located around the building €
side of Holt Avenue appears
properties also appear to hay
required; this is observed usi
and Map Access System, a
they appear in the 2017 Di
property boundary in that ge
the west side of Holt Avenug
setbacks. With this considerz
deviation in light of the bene

The project proposes 6-foot
regulations contained within
the property. This is requi
frontage along Holt Avenue
neighborhood did not reveal
the application of this setbac
99 feet. Closer observation
reveals variations between 5
or two 50-foot wide lots. As s
the existing pattern of develq

An Eldercare Facility use is g
any operations associated w
emitted from the site is not
severe, on-going noise or nu

Although the proposed build
setbacks, among other dg
accommodate space that \
amenities for residents who
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a shade/shadow analysis of the project which shows
ould not have a significant effect on the eastern and

ge of the building, the massing is broken up through

including a change in design and material between
er four levels. Though these changes in plane, which

2t, do not meet the 5-foot depth change for a minimum

y the existing [Q] condition of the zone, they do offer
a single-plane monolithic building facade.

ould observe a front yard setback of 10 feet. The
pdated plans verifying, that most of the building would
of 11 feet to 16 feet, with the 10-foot setback being
ntryway. While much of the development along either
to observe a uniform front yard setback, most of the
e been developed with less than the 20 feet otherwise
hg the City Planning Department’s Zoning Information
nd measuring the distance between the buildings as
gital Color Ortho photo and their relationship to the
ographic information system. Many properties along
2 appear to observe approximately 13-foot front yard
ition, the requested front yard setback is a reasonable
it the eldercare facility represents.

side yard setbacks, in lieu of the 8 feet required by
the [Q] Qualified conditions attached to the zone of
ed because the development exceeds 99 feet of
. Observation of the development in the immediate
any newer buildings that have been constructed since
k requirement which has a street frontage exceeding
of the pattern of development along Holt Avenue
feet and 3 feet, among buildings constructed on one
Lich, the proposed side yard setback is consistent with
pment within the neighborhood.

generally passive, non-impactful, residential use and
ith the facility including maintenance activity or noise
expected to expose surrounding residential uses to
isances.

ng requires additional density, floor area, height, and
eviations, the expanded building envelope would
vill be utilized to provide for on-site services and
are unable to travel to nearby facilities which provide




ZA 2020-2164-ELD-SPR-1A

senior services. As such, th
maintain compatibility with

aesthetics of the surroundin

uses, buildings, structures
compatible with the scale an
neighborhood.

The project is in substa
provisions of the Genera
applicable specific plan.

The General Plan is the Cit
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e project has been designed to the extent feasible to
the surrounding uses and also to enhance the
g neighborhood, and represents an arrangement of
open spaces and other improvements that are
d character of the adjacent properties and surrounding

ntial conformance with the purpose, intent and
Plan, applicable community plan, and with any

s roadmap for future growth and development. The

General Plan Elements esfablish goals, policies, purposes, and programs that

provide for the regulatory e

environmental concerns ang
these elements are implems

General Plan is comprised
elements, and four addition
broad overall policy and dirg

The Housing Element of t
Objectives, and Programs, \

Goal 1.1 Producs
to meet
Policy 9

o o Ol o

[«

=

e

Object

hvironment in managing the City, and for addressing
i problems. The majority of the policies derived from
nted in the form of Municipal Code requirements. The
of the Framework Element, seven state-mandated
al elements. The Framework Element establishes the
ction for the General Plan.

he General Plan contains Housing Goals, Policies,
vhich state the following:

> an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing
current and projected needs.

Facilitate Housing for Senior and Disabled Persons. ...
Explore options to introduce greater accessibility and

affordability into the Eldercare process, given the

ignificant zoning benefits provided ...

ve: Construct 1750 Eldercare units.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan is comprised of 35 Community Plans

spanning the City of Los An
of the Wilshire Community R
Residential land uses corres
[QIR3-1-O and is thus cor

heles. The project site is located within the boundaries
lan, which designates the subject property for Medium
ponding to the R3 Zone. The subject property is zoned
sistent with the existing land use designation. The

Community Plan states the following:
Goal 1 Providd a safe, secure, and high quality residential
environment for all economic, age, and ethnic segments of the

Wilshir¢ community.

Objective 1-2

Reduce vehicular frips and congestion by
developing new housing in close proximity to
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SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS

- fast-growing group, and wou

Policy 1

Objective 1-4

Policy 1

The proposed new Eldercar
Community-eligible transit st
need assisted living service
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regional and community commercial centers,
subway stations and existing bus route stops.

Encourage higher density residential uses
near major public transportation centers.

Provide affordable housing and increased
accessibility to more population segments,
especially students, the handicapped and
senior citizens.

-4.1 Promote greater individual choice in type,

quality, price and location of housing.

e Facility, located within Tier 3 of a Transit-Oriented
op, will provide 80 guest rooms for seniors who either
s or are suffering from Alzheimer's/Dementia. The

project would promote greatgr choice in the type of housing for that vulnerable and

needs.

The project is in close proxin
the project site along Wilshire
east and Olympic Boulevard

o Metro Local Lines — 1

o Metro Rapid Line — 72

Id provide varying levels of care to satisfy a range of

nity to the following bus stops which are located near
> Boulevard to the north, La Cienega Boulevard to the
to the south:

05 (0.1 miles); 20 (0.25 miles); and 28 (0.21 miles)
0 (0.25 miles)

La Cienega Community Center (City of Beverly Hills) is located at the southeastern

corner of La Cienega BouleV

As described above, the pro
purpose, intent and provisior
project is not located within
plan.

¥

ard and Gregory Way (0.15 miles).

posed project is in substantial conformance with the
1s General Plan and applicable Community Plan. The
any specific plan area and not subject to any specific

The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and

provisions of the General
conflict with any applica
specific plan.

The General Plan is the City
General Plan Elements est
provide for the regulatory ef
environmental concerns ang
these elements are impleme

Plan, applicable community plan, and does not
ble regulations, standards, and any applicable

r's roadmap for future growth and development. The
ablish goals, policies, purposes, and programs that
ivironment in managing the City, and for addressing

problems. The majority of the policies derived from
nted in the form of Municipal Code requirements. The
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General Plan is comprised
elements, and four addition

broad overall policy and dirg

The Housing Element of t

F-23

of the Framework Element, seven state-mandated
al elements. The Framework Element establishes the
ction for the General Plan.

ne General Plan contains Housing Goals, Policies,

Objectives, and Programs, which state the following:

Goal 1.1
to meet

Policy 9

Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing

current and projected needs.

Facilitate Housing for Senior and Disabled Persons. ...

ffordability into the Eldercare process, given the
ignificant zoning benefits provided ...

A
Explore options to introduce greater accessibility and

Objective: Construct 1750 Eldercare units.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan is comprised of 35 Community Plans

spanning the City of Los Ang
of the Wilshire Community A

jeles. The project site is located within the boundaries
lan, which designates the subject property for Medium

Residential land uses corregponding to the R3 Zone. The subject property is zoned

[Q]R3-1-O and is thus con
Community Plan states the

Goal 1 Provide

environ
Wilshirg

Objective 1-2

Policy

Objective 1-4

Policy

sistent with the existing land use designation. The
following:

a safe, secure, and high quality residential
ment for all economic, age, and ethnic segments of the
> community.

Reduce vehicular trips and congestion by
developing new housing in close proximity to
regional and community commercial centers,
subway stations and existing bus route stops.

1-2.1:  Encourage higher density residential uses

near major public transportation centers.

Provide affordable housing and increased
accessibility to more population segments,
especially students, the handicapped and
senior citizens.

1-4.1 Promote greater individual choice in type,

quality, price and location of housing.

The proposed new Elderca
Community-eligible transit
need assisted living servi
project would promote grea

e Facility, located within Tier 3 of a Transit-Oriented
op, will provide 80 guest rooms for seniors who either
s or are suffering from Alzheimer's/Dementia. The
er choice in the type of housing for that vulnerable and
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fast-growing group, and wou
needs.

The project is in close proxin
fhe project site along Wilshirs
east and Olympic Boulevard

Metro Local Lines — 1

Metro Rapid Line — 72

La Cienega Community Cenf
corner of La Cienega Bouley

As described above, the pra
purpose, intent and provisior
project is not located within
plan.

That the project consists
(including height, bulk an
areas, lighting, landscapi
improvements that is or
development on neighbori

The proposed project is a 1
Eldercare Facility containing
rooms and 18 Alzheimer’'s/[
in the [Q]R3-1-O Zone. The
setback, 6-foot side yard se
the maximum 40-foot width f]
term bicycle parking.

Eldercare Facilities are a |
proposed Eldercare Fac
Alzheimer's/Dementia Care g
requirement, and as defined
provide assistance with two
time medical services

Alzheimer's/Dementia Care
as defined by LAMC Section

Height. Bulk and Setbacks

E

are
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Id provide varying levels of care to satisfy a range of

nity to the following bus stops which are located near
> Boulevard to the north, La Cienega Boulevard to the
to the south:

05 (0.1 miles); 20 (0.25 miles); and 28 (0.21 miles)
20 (0.25 miles)

er (City of Beverly Hills) is located at the southeastern
ard and Gregory Way (0.15 miles).

posed project is in substantial conformance with the
s General Plan and applicable Community Plan. The
any specific plan area and not subject to any specific

of an arrangement of buildings and structures
setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading
g, trash collection, and other such pertinent
will be compatible with existing and future
hg properties.

lew five-story, 58-foot in height, 57,680 square-foot
80 guest room consisting of 62 Assisted Living guest
ementia guest rooms, with two subterranean levels,
2 project will provide a 10-foot minimum front yard
backs, a 15-foot rear yard setback, a deviation from
rontage facade articulation requirement, and no long-

permitted residential use within the R3 Zone. The
lity will provide Assisted Living Care and
services. Pursuant to the State of California’s licensing
by LAMC Section 12.03, Assisted Living Care would
br more non-medical activities of daily living, and full-
not permitted on-site. Residents of the
housing may require 24-hour care, which is permitted
12.03.

The proposed building reaches a height of 58 feet with five stories, with an

exterior wall width frof
in plane, 10-foot front

nting Holt Avenue to exceed 40 feet without a change
yard setback and 6-foot side yard setbacks.
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Surrounding properti
multi-level, multi-fam
developed with a fou
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s are similarly zoned [Q]R3-1-O and improved with
ly apartment buildings. The north adjoining property is
-story over one subterranean parking level apartment

building containing six dwelling units. The five east adjoining properties,

across Holt Avenue,

containing between

developed with a thr
seven dwelling units

fronting on Sherbou

buildings containing {

property, fronting on

are developed with two-story multi-family buildings
two to six units. The south adjoining property is
ee-story residential condominium building containing
The four west and southwest adjoining properties,
e Drive, are developed with two-story multi-family
wo and three dwelling units. The northwest adjoining
Sherbourne Drive, is developed with a four-story over

one subterranean palrking level apartment building containing six dwelling

units.

Of the 12 prdperties

properties (exclusivel

two-story residential
over parking garage
one is developed

residential building. C

Holt Avenue, eight
buildings and three

three-story residentid

The proposed buildin

immediate area, but i

fronting on the western side of Holt Avenue, seven
of the three subject properties) are developed with
buildings, one property is developed with a two-story
residential building (three-story in appearance), and
vith a four-story over subterranean parking level
)f the eleven properties fronting on the eastern side of
properties are developed with two-story residential
properties (developed with a single building) has a
| building.

g envelope is larger than most other structures in the
t is compatible with existing and future development in

the immediate neighlorhood.

The properties locat

property are develop
of approximately 45
south adjoining props

ed immediately to the north and northwest of the
ed with four-story residential buildings, having heights
feet (not including rooftop access structures), and the
erty is developed with a two-story over parking garage

residential building, appearing as a three-story building. As proposed, the

five-story building w

buld be one story taller than those to the north and

northwest, and two stories taller than the southern property. The adjoining

properties to the eg

st, across Holt Avenue, and the west, fronting on

Bedford Street, are developed with two story buildings.

The project has inco
the project's height
proposes two below-
and another to accd
provided by the facili
separated by an unc
ground level; and

rporated a number of features in an effort to minimize
and massing within the surrounding community: it
ground levels — one to accommodate required parking,
mmodate many of the common areas and services
ty; the rear of the building is broken into two masses,
bvered 1,400 square-foot outdoor patio located on the
the fifth floor expands on this separation by the
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Lighting

On-Site Landscaping

F-27

Alzheimer's/Dementia Guest Rooms at a ratio of 0.2 spaces per bed), which

complies with the par
On-site parking is pro
No vehicular parking
proposed project will
foot-wide driveway.
consolidated into the
property.

The number/types of
respective requireme

king required pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A,4(u).
Vided entirely within a second level subterranean level.
will be visible from the street. Vehicular access to the
be directly from Holt Avenue via a single two-way, 24-
ehicular access to the three existing duplexes will be
single driveway located on the northern end of the

guest rooms (and number of guest beds) and the
nt for parking as described above follows:

Unit Type Number of Ratio Total Total
Guest Spaces Spaces

Room/Bed Required | Provided

Assisted 62 0.5 31

Living

Memory 22 0.2 5

Care

Total Spaces 36 36

Required

An Eldercare Facility
bicycle parking at a
provide short-term bi
feet, pursuant to LA
long-term spaces (57
square feet/ 10,000 3

Unified Development is required to provide long-term
atio of 1 space per 5,000 square feet and required to
cycle parking at a ratio of 1 space per 10,000 square
MIC Section 12.21-A,16(a)(2). This would require 12
680 SF /5,000 = 23) and 6 short-term spaces (57,680
= 6) for a total of 18 bicycle parking spaces. Due to the

compromised physical state of the facility’s residents, the project will not be

providing long-term b

icycle parking. All required short-terrn bicycle parking

spaces are located in a bicycle storage room on level B1 as illustrated in

the project plans.

Lighting for the propd
installed with shieldi
adjacent residential p

Various types of veg
building facades to nj

sed project has been conditioned to be designed and
ng, such that the light source cannot be seen from
roperties, the public right-of-way, nor from above.

ptation and trees are integrated into the design of the
inimize the visual impact of the maximum 58-foot tall
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Trash Collection

building and buffering
landscaping creates 3
bolster continuity bety
along Holt Avenue.
privacy buffer and s¢
adjoining properties.

The project will incluc
and recyclable matel
recycling areas are cq
Trash collection will o
lowest subterranean I¢
of-way. Compliance

F-28

from neighboring properties. The proposed project's
2 pedestrian-friendly ground floor that helps unify and
yeen the neighborhood and the project site as a whole
Additionally, perimeter landscaping will provide a
creening between the subject development and the

e centralized on-site trash collection for both refuse
ials, in conformance with the LAMC. All trash and
nditioned to be enclosed and not visible to the public.
ccur within one trash room located on the second and
2vel. The trash room is not visible from the public right-
with these regulations will allow the project to be

compatible with existing and future development.

As described above, the pi
structures, off-street parking
collection, and other such j
existing and future developn

oject consists, of an arrangement of buildings and
facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, trash
vertinent improvements that will be compatible with
ent on adjacent and neighboring properties.

That any residential projes
order to improve habitab
neighboring properties.

tt provides recreational and service amenities in
lity for the residents and minimize impacts on

The proposed project will inglude 80 guest rooms; 62 for Assisted Living Care and
18 for Alzheimer's/Dementig Care. The project provides a number of indoor and
outdoor common area amenﬁties throughout the facility summarized by level below:

Level Amenities

B1

Theater, |
Laundry,
Lounge, 1

Bistro, M
Dining C
Outdoor R

Library, Wine Cellar, Salon, Residential
Restrooms, Fitness Room, Open
,200 square-foot Outdoor Courtyard

ain Dining Room, 1,400 square-foot
ourtyard, Kitchen, Mail Room, two
lear Yards totaling 1,400 square feet

Restroom| Wellness Office, Kitchen, Dining
Room, Living Room, Activity Room, Quiet Room,
300 square-foot Outdoor Patio

Restroom| Wellness Room

Restroom| Wellness Room
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ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FIND

10.
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5 Restrooni
Activity |
2,400 squ

, Kitchen, Dining Room, Living room,
Room, three Outdoor Patios totaling
are feet

The common open space ar
feet of the project floor area.
and maintenance laundry. §
require are provided on-site

The combination of these vg
provide adequate amenitie
neighboring properties.

The National Flood Insuran

eas of the proposed project account for 26,684 square
Included in this is space for staff offices, a staff lounge,
Fssentially, many services that the facility’s residents
thus minimizing impacts on neighboring properties.

rious recreational features and design features would
5 for the building residents, minimizing impacts on

INGS

ce Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood

Hazard Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No.

172,081, have been reviey
located in Zone X, outside il

ved and it has been determined that this project is
ne flood zone.
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Fall2020

Consistent with Mayor Eric Garcetti's "Safer At
Planning has implemented new procedures fo
minimize in-person interaction.

edUres

Home" directives 1o help slow the spread of COVID-19, City
the filing of appeals for non-applicants that eliminate or

OPTION 1: Online Appeal Porta
(planning.lacity.org/development-services/appeal
Entitlement and CEQA appesals can be submitt

e-check. The online appeal portal allows appel
the Development Services Center (DSC). Once

application-online)

bd online and payment can be made by credit card or
ants to fill out and submit the appeal application directly to
the eppeal is accepted, the portal allows for appellants to

submit a credit card payment, enabling the appeal and payment to be submitted entirely electronically. A

2.7% credit card processing service fee will be
Appeals should be filed early to ensure DSC s

charged - there is no charge for paying online by e-check.
aff has adequate time to review and accept the documents,

and to allow Appellants time to submit paymé

submitted and paid for by 4:30PM (PT). Shoulq
filing an appeal shall be extended to 4:30PM (H
appeals (LAMC Section 12.26K) can only be fil

nt. On the final day to file an appeal, the application must be
the final day fall on a weekend or legal holiday, the time for
T) on the next succeeding working day. Building and Safety
d using Option 2 below.

OPTION 2: Drop off at DSC

An appellant may continue to submit an apped
Services Center (DSC) locations. City Planning
where appellants can drop.

| application and payment at any of the three Development
established drop off areas at the DSCs with physical boxes

Metro DSC Van Nuys DSC West Los Angeles DSC
(213) 482-7077 (818) 374-5050 (310) 231-2901

201 N. Figueroa Street 6262 Var) Nuys Boulevard 1828 Sawtelle Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 20012 Van Nuyg, CA 91407 West Los Angeles, CA 90025

City Planning staff will follow up with the Appg
- Confirm that the appeal package is comp
- Provide a receipt for payment

llant via email and/and or phone to:
ete and meets the applicable LAMC provisions

ity Planning | PlanningdLA.org







Applicant Copy City of Los Angeles
Office: Downtown Department of City Planning

Application Invoice No: 72715 ﬂ@‘tﬁ,{‘fﬂn@
L X

JTANURA IR
City Planning Request

80017271
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to
your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

*

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode
reading app on your Smartphone.
Bookmark page for future reference.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

If you have questions about this invoice, please contact the planner assigned to this case. To identify the assigned planner, please
visit https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/ and enter the Case Number.
Receipt Number:020621E3D-DFCCF9D5-11F7-46DE-B3D1-EA849E90158C, Amount:$109.47, Paid Date:06/02/2021

Applicant: SIDIS, DANIEL ( 310-8775187 )
Representative:
Project Address: 827 S HOLT AVE, 90035

NOTES: ACTUAL CASE NO. OF CASE THAT IS APPEALED IS ENV-2020-2165-CE-1A

ENV-2020-2165-EAF-1A
ltem Fee % Charged Fee

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00

Case Total $89.00
ltem Charged Fee

*Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00

Expediting Fee $0.00

Development Services Center Surcharge (3%) $2.67

City Planning Systems Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34

Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (7%) $6.23

Grand Total $109.47

Total Invoice $109.47

Total Overpayment Amount $0.00

Total Paid(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) $1 09.47

Council District: 5
Plan Area: Wilshire
Processed by CHAN, JASON on 06/02/2021

Signature:

Printed by GONZALEZ, IRENE on 09/13/2021. Invoice No: 72715 . Page 1 of 1 QR Code i  egistord trademark of Denso Wave, Incorpoated



Building & Safety Copy City of Los Angeles
Office: Downtown Department of City Planning

Application Invoice No: 72715 ﬂ@‘tﬁ,{‘fﬂn@
L X

JTANURA IR
City Planning Request

80017271
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to
your application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you.

*

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode
reading app on your Smartphone.
Bookmark page for future reference.

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C.

If you have questions about this invoice, please contact the planner assigned to this case. To identify the assigned planner, please
visit https://planning.lacity.org/pdiscaseinfo/ and enter the Case Number.
Receipt Number:020621E3D-DFCCF9D5-11F7-46DE-B3D1-EA849E90158C, Amount:$109.47, Paid Date:06/02/2021

Applicant: SIDIS, DANIEL ( 310-8775187 )
Representative:
Project Address: 827 S HOLT AVE, 90035

NOTES: ACTUAL CASE NO. OF CASE THAT IS APPEALED IS ENV-2020-2165-CE-1A

ENV-2020-2165-EAF-1A
ltem Fee % Charged Fee

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00

Case Total $89.00
ltem Charged Fee

*Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00

Expediting Fee $0.00

Development Services Center Surcharge (3%) $2.67

City Planning Systems Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34

Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23

General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (7%) $6.23

Grand Total $109.47

Total Invoice $109.47

Total Overpayment Amount $0.00

Total Paid(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) $1 09.47

Council District: 5
Plan Area: Wilshire
Processed by CHAN, JASON on 06/02/2021

Signature:

Printed by GONZALEZ, IRENE on 09/13/2021. Invoice No: 72715 . Page 1 of 1 QR Code i  egistord trademark of Denso Wave, Incorpoated



	ENV-2020-2165-CE-1A
	ENV-2020-2165-CE-justification
	ENV-2020-2165-CE-LOD
	Scan30002.PDF
	Scan3.PDF
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30002
	Scan3
	Scan30001
	Scan30002
	Scan30002
	Scan30001.PDF

	ENV-2020-2165-CE-invoice

